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SUMMARY

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes the impacts resul-
ting from designating or not designating three Wilderness Study Areas
(WSAs) as wilderness. The proposed action recommends a nonwilderness
designation for all three WSAs, including WSA 31-14, Appendicitis Hill
(21,900 acres), WSA 31-17, White Knob Mountains (9,950 acres), and WSA
45-12, Burnt Creek (24,980 acres).

The Proposed Action in the Draft EIS was the result of land use deci-
sions made in the Big Lost MFP (for Appendicitis Hill and White Knob
Mountains), and the Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP (for Burnt Creek). The Proposed
Action in this Final EIS (FEIS) differs from that in the DEIS. The DEIS
recomrended 8,300 acres of Burnt Creek for wilderness designation. The
FEIS Proposed Action recommends this acreage for nonwilderness uses.
Therefore, if the Proposed Action in this EIS is accepted by Congress,
this document will also serve as a part of the amendment process concern-—
ing the Burnt Creek WSA recommendation in the Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP.

Alternatlves considered for each of the WSAs were No Wilderness, No
Action, Partial Wilderness, and All Wilderness. The No Action and No
Wilderness Alternatives are combined because there is no measurable dif-—
ference between the possible impacts of either. A Partial Wilderness
Alternative for the White Knob Mountains WSA was not analyzed further
because size adjustments would not significantly improve manageability,
balance resource uses, or reduce conflicts,

The significant environmental issues developed in the study process
common to all WSAs were: 1) impacts on wilderness values; 2) impacts on
the development of energy and mineral resources; and 3) impacts on rec—
reational off-road vehicle use. Two other issues were identified which
concerned only the Appendicitis Hill WSA. These were: 1) impacts on
mule deer winter range, and 2) impacts on timber management. Livestock
grazing, which is recognized by Congress as an acceptable activity within
wilderness areas, would continue under existing plans. Subject to valid
existing rights, present law would withdraw any designated wilderness
from appropriation under the mining laws effective the date of designa-
tion.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND PLANNING PROCESS

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed action 1is to manage 56,830 acres within
three wilderness study areas (WSAs) for uses other than wildermess. The
three WSAs inciude 31-14 Appendicitis Hill (21,900 acres), 31-17 White
Knob Mountains (9,950 acres), and 45-12 Burnt Creek (24,980 acres). The
proposed action differs from that described in the Draft Big Lost/Pahsim-
erci Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), in that the draft
proposed to manage and preserve wilderness characteristics on 8,300 acres
of the Burnt Creek WSA. The proposed action was changed to manage this
acreage for nonwilderness uses. If the Proposed Action in this EIS 1s
acceptad by Congress, this document will alsc serve as a part of the pro-
cess amending the wilderness decision concerning the Burnt Creek WSA in
the Ellis—-Pahsimeroi MFP.

o
i
I

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) mandates
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to manage the public lands and their re-
sources under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. Wil-
derness values are identified as part of the spectrum of multiple land
use values to be considered in BIM inventory, planning, and management.
Section 603 of FLPMA requires a wilderness review of BLM roadless areas
of 5,000 or more acres and roadless islands. The BLM inventory process
identified wilderness study areas which have the mandatory wildermess
characteristics (size; naturalness; solitude and/or primitive recreation
opportunities). Suitable or nonsuitable wilderness recommendations for
each WSA will be presented to the President by the Secretary of the In-
terior. The President will then make recommendations to the Comgrass.
Areas can be designated wilderness only by an act of the Congress. If
designated as wilderness, an area would be managed in accordance with the
Wilderness Act of 1964,

The three WSAs being studied are covered by two Management Framework
Plans (MFPs); these are the Big Lost MFP and the Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP.
The WSAs are listed in Table 1 below. .

Table 1
List of Wilderness Study Areas
Name Number Acreage MFP
Appendicitis Hill ID-31-14 21,900 Big Lost
White Knob Mountains ip-31-17 9,950 Big Lost

Burnt Creek ID-45-12 24,980 Ellis-Pahsimeroi




Location

The WSAs are located in east central Idaho near Arco, Idaho (Maps 1 &
2). WSAs 31-14 and 31-17 are five and ten miles northwest of Arco respec-
tively. WSA 45-12 is thirty-five miles north-northwest of Arco and east
of Borah Peak, the highest point in Idaho.

Environmental Issue Identification/Scoping

The scoping process for the Bilg Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness Environ-—
mental Impact Statement encompassed issues identified by the BLM staff,
the public, and government agencies at all levels. Scoping occurred
throughout the development of the Big Lost and the Ellis-Pahsimeroi Man—
agement Framework Plans (MFPs). Numerous meetings were held with indivi-
duals, 1nterest groups, industry representatives, and governmental agen-
cies. Open houses were held in May, Idaho (05/06/81 and 09/30/81), Arco,
Idaho (08/09/82) and Mackay, Idaho (09/01/82).

The draft Big Lost/Pahsimerol Wilderness EIS was released for public
review and comment on August 25, 1983. The formal comment period was
open until October 27, 1983. Public hearings were held at Arco, Idaho
(09/26/83) and Challis, Idaho (09/27/83). As a result of the public re-
view, an additional alternative was identified for Appendicitis Hill, in
which 13,670 acres of the WSA were identified for management as wilder-
ness. This alternative is analyzed herein.

During the scoping process consultation continues with the Idaho
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concerning the presence or
absence of sites in the WSA that would be eligible for nomination for
listing on the "National Register of Historic Places”. Consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concerning threatened and endangered
specles has occurred. The environmental issues selected for analysis in
this EIS follow:

1. Impacts on Wilderness Values - The wilderness values of
naturalness, solitude, and primitive recreation could benefit from
wilderness designation. The same values may be adversely affected by
uses and actions that would occur should the WSA not be designated
wilderness. The significance of these beneficial or adverse impacts
1s an issue for analysis in the EIS.

2. Impacts on the Development of Energy and Mineral Resources -
Wilderness designation could affect the ability to explore for and
develop undiscovered mineral resources by withdrawing designated
lands from mineral entry. The effect of wilderness designation on
the development of mineral resources is an issue for analysis in the
EIS.
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3. Impacts on Recreational Off Road Vehicle Use - Wilderness
designation would eliminate the use of recreational ORVs in the WSAs.
Eliminating this use could affect the availability of opportunities
for ORV recreation and shift ORV uses currently occurring in the WSA
to adjacent lands. The impact of wilderness designation on recrea-
tional ORV use in the vicinity of the WSAs is an issue for analysis
in this EIS.

4, Impacts on Mule Deer Winter Range in the Appendicitis Hill
WSA — The Big Lost MFP calls for improving mule deer crucial winter
range in the Appendlcitis Hill WSA by mechanically thinning a 500
acre stand of decadent mountain mahogany, Wilderness designation
could preclude such thinning. The impacts of wilderness designation
on the ability to improve 500 acres of mountain mahogany for mule
deer habitat is an issue for analysis in the EIS.

5. Impacts on Timber Management in the Appendicitis H1ll WSA -
The Big Lost MFP calls for 300 acres of commercial thinning of Doug-
las fir in the Appendicitis Hill WSA. Wilderness designation could
preclude such timber management practices in the WSA. Thus, Impacts
of wilderness designation on timber management in the Appendicitis
Hill WSA is an issue for analysis in the EIS.

The following issues were identified in scoping, but were not select-
ed for detalled anmalysis in this EIS. The reasons for setting the issues
aside are discussed below.

1. Impacts on Livestock Operations - Concerns were raised that
livestock operators could be required to modify their operations
within designated wilderness in a manner that would have significant
adverse economic impact on their business. This issue was considered
but dropped because the BLM's wilderness management policy provides
for the contlnued use of wilderness areas for livestock operations at
historic levels. Although the management practices of livestock oper-
ators in the WSAs would be more closely regulated, they would conti-
nue as they did prior to wilderness designations subject to reason-
able regulations. The few proposed range improvements are small scale
and similar to existing 1improvements. The wilderness management
policy allows these types of improvements in order to continue the
existing livestock program. While this issue has been dropped from
analysis, a brief description of the planned livestock program has
been included because this is a significant nonconforming use which
is specifically allowed by Congress and which includes all lands in
the WSA.

2. Impacts on Cultural Resources - Consultation with the SHPO's
office during scoping determined that there are no cultural sites
within the WSA that are eligible for nomination for 1listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. The archaeological sites that
do exist in the area would be protected with or without wilderness
designation. Since the management of cultural resources would not
vary significantly, with or without wilucrness designation, the 1ssue
of impact to cultural resources was dropped from furtier analysis.




3. 1Impacts on Water Quality - Concerns were raised regarding how
water quality would be effected by wilderness designation or nondes-
ignation in each of the WSAs. This was dropped from analysis in the
EIS because the primary influence on water quality in these WSAs
(1livestock use) would not vary sufficiently with either designation
or nondesignation. Other activities such as planned commercial thin-
ning of Douglas fir and potential mineral development are absent or
would affect such a small area that their influence on water quality
would be negligible.

4., Impacts on Endangered Species -~ In a 1980 survey for threat-
ened or endangered plants in the BLM's Big Lost and Mackay Planning
Units (an area which encompasses all three WSAs), no threatened or
endangered plants were found. There has been one unconfirmed sighting
of a peregrine falcon in the Appendicitis Hill WSA and one confirmed
sighting of a peregrine falcon in the Burnt Creek WSA. Based on es-
timates by BLM wildlife biologists, however, there are no resident
populations of peregrine falcons in the WSAs. Therefore, this issue
was dropped from further analysis.,

5. Impacts on Wildlife - General concerns regarding impacts of
wilderness designation or nondesignation on wildlife were raised dur-
ing the formal comment period. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game
noted that the partial wilderness alternative for the Burnt Creek WSA
would benefit wildlife. This issue was dropped from further consider-
ation in the EIS because projected developments in the three WSAs
would not result in any significant change to any specific wildlife
population or habitat, with or without wilderness designation, except
where noted in the issues selected for analysis. None of the projec-—
ted oil and gas development or range projects fall within the 8,300
acres originally proposed for wilderness in the Draft EIS.

6. Impacts on Forest Management — An issue dealing with the ef-
fect of wilderness designation on forest management in the Burnt
Creek WSA and White Knob Mountains WSA was considered but not includ-
ed in this EIS. White Knob Mountains contain no commercial timber.
Burnt Creek does have 429 acres of commercial timber, but the timber
1s expected to remain uneconomical to harvest for at least the next
twenty years and possibly longer if the current balance between sup-
ply, demand, and cost structure remains consistent. No timber sales
are planned for these two WSAs so forest management was dropped as an
issue.

The Planning Process, Selection of the Proposed Action
and Development of Alternatives

The Planning Process and Selection of the Proposed Action

Development of the proposed action 1s guided by requirements of the
Bureau's Planning Regulations, 43 CFR, part 1600. The BLM's Wilderness
Study Policy (published February 3, 1982, in the Federal Register) sup-
plements the planning regulations by providing the speclfic factors to be
considered during the planning sequence in developing recommendations.



The proposed action (Map 3) recommends nonwilderness designation for
three WSAs totaling 56,830 acres. The WSAs include Appendicitis Hill
(21,900 acres), White Knob Mountains (9,950 acres), and Burnt Creek
(24,980 acres). This proposed action differs from the proposed actlon in
the draft Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness EIS in that the draft proposed
to recommend 8,300 acres of Burnt Creek for wilderness designation. The
proposed action was changed to manage the Burnt Creek WSA for nonwilder-
ness uses.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action Selected for Amalysis

A range of alternatives from resource protection to resource produc-
tion was formulated and evaluated for the three WSAs. The alternatives
assessed in this EIS include: 1) a no wilderness alternative for each
WSA; 2) an all wilderness alternative for each WSA; and 3) a partial wil-
derness alternative for Appendicitis Hill and Burnt Creek.

The partial wilderness alternative for Appendicitis Hill is an addi-
tional alternative that was not analyzed in the draft EIS. Public comment
on the draft supported consideration of the Appendicitis Hill WSA with
boundary adjustments to eliminate lands that are accessible to motorized
vehicles. The adjusted boundary was suggested by the Committee for
Idaho's High Desert and is included in this alternative. '

In this document, the no action alternative as required by NEPA, and
the no wilderness alternative are equivalent. Both advocate a continua-
tion of current management framework plans.

The all wilderness alternative represents the maximum possible acre-
age that could be recommended for wilderness designation.

Partial wilderness alternatives can make recommendations ranging
between the no wilderness and all wilderness alternatives. A partial
wilderness alternative can recommend for designation something less than
the entire acreage of the WSA.

Alternatives Considered But Dropped from Analysis

Burnt Creek

An additional partial alternative was suggested by Scott Ploger,
President of the East Idaho Chapter of the Committee for Idaho's High
Desert. The intent of his alternative is to include the major ridgelines
in the wilderness area in order to protect scenic views. This proposal
was reviewed by BLM in the field. It was felt that it is impossible to
separate the ridgelines from their foothills and lower slopes. Disturbed
lower slopes would not only ruin the view from, but the view of the
ridgelines proposed for protection. Consequently, it is felt by BLM that
this proposal would not improve the quality of wilderness values and if
modified to do so it would be equal to the All Wildermess Alternative.




White Knob Mountains

A partial wilderness alternative that would recommend for wilderness
something less than the entire acreage of this WSA was considered by BLM
but dropped because no boundary was found that would significantly reduce
resource conflicts, improve the quality of the wilderness values, or im-
prcl)ve the WSA's manageability while maintaining essential wilderness
values.,




CHAPTER 2

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Since the pattern of future actions cannot be predicted with certainty,
assumptions must be made to allow impact analysis to be performed. These
assumptions are the basis of the scenarios developed in this impact
statement. They are not management plans or proposals, but are believed
to represent reasonable patterns of activities which could occur as a
result of this action.

APPENDICITIS HILL

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

A1l 21,900 acres of this WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness
(Map 4). The lands would be open for multiple use management and develop-

ment.
Livestock and Range Actions

The WSA would continue to provide 2,300 AUMs for livestock use. Pro-
jections beyond existing planning estimates would not change maintenance
activities or call for additional construction of livestock and range
facilities. Maintenance would continue on 14 existing stock watering
sites (including troughs, tanks, and small earthen reservolrs). New range
improvements consisting of 500 acres of sagebrush control, one spring
development, and one pond are planned. Projections beyond existing plan-
ning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle) indicate that it
is reasonable to expect that 2,300 AUMs of use would be maintained in the
future.

Wildlife Management Actions

Five hundred contiguous acres of decadent mountain mahogany would be
pruned and thinned with chainsaws to stimulate new growth, thereby in-
creasing crucial winter forage for mule deer. Over the long term, the
mule deer population would be increased by 30 percent. Prunings and cut
trees would be left where they fell,

Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

It is assumed that three gravel pits that had been used in the past
would be reactivated. These pits are on the edge of the WSA and all are
next to existing roads or ways. No new road construction 1s anticipated.
Material would be removed in conjunction with county road malntenance on
an as-needed basis. There would be 15 acres of surface disturbance from
these three pits.




While the entire WSA would be open to mineral entry, projections be-
yond existing planning estimates indicate that no new mining claims would
be explored in the next 15 to 20 years. Further, no drilling for oil and
gas 1is anticipated.

Recreation Management Actions

The Big Lost MFP limits ORV use in the Appendicitis Hill WSA to exls-
ting roads and trails. This designation would continue under the proposed
action. Recreational ORV use 1s projected to remain below 50 visitor
days annually for the next 5 to 10 years. Projections beyond the existing
planning cycle (15 to 20 years) indicate that it is reasonable to expect
recreational ORV use to increase slightly, but remain below 100 visitor
days annually. Three miles of road constructed for timber harvest on the
west side of the WSA 1s expected to be constructed at some time in the
future.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally associated with hunting activi-
ties), camping (generally associated with hunting activities), photog-
raphy and sightseeing. No recreation facilities or developed trails exist
in the WSA and none are planned. However, the three miles of road asso-
ciated with timber harvest would be used by hunters to gain access to the
western portion of the WSA. Recreational use for these activities would
remain below 100 visitor days for the next ten years. Projections beyond
existing planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle)
indicate that it is reasonable to expect that recreational use for these
activities would increase slightly, but remain below 200 visitor days
annually for the foreseeable future.

Forest Management Actions

The Big Lost MFP identified 300 acres of Douglas fir for commercial
thinning. Interest by Loulsiana Pacific has been expressed for this sale.
Thus, 1t is assumed that under the proposed action (no wilderness alter-
native), this area would be logged, resulting in the extraction of 325
MBF (thousand board feet) of timber. One mile of main logging road and
two miles of skid road would be constructed. One additional mile of exis-
ting vehicle way would be improved as part of the main logging road.
Logging would be done predominantly by a cable logging system.

Partial Wilderness Alternative

Under this alternative, 13,670 acres would be recommended for wilder-
ness and 8,230 acres would be recommended for nonwilderness (see Map 4).

Livestock and Range Actions

See Proposed Actiomn.
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Wildlife Management Actions

Under the Partial Wilderness Alternative, thinning of mountain mahog-
any would not occur. The area identified for thinning lies within the
designated wilderness portion of the WSA. Thus, 500 acres of crucial
winter range for mule deer would not be improved, and the mule deer popu-
lation would decrease 30 percent in the long term because of loss of hab-
itat.

Forest Management Actions

Under this alternmative, timber management practices would be minimal
because all the commercial timber lies within the designated wilderness
portion of the WSA, including the 300 acres identified for commercial
thinning. No tree cutting, especially timber harvest, would be allowed.

Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

It is assumed that three gravel pits that had been used in the past
would be reactivated. These pits are located outside the area recommended

for wilderness designation under this alternative. All three of these
pits are next to existing roads, so no new road construction is anticipa-
ted. There would be 15 acres of surface disturbance from these three

pits. Material would be removed in conjunction with county road mainten-
ance on an as-needed basis.

The 13,670 acres recommended for wilderness under this alternative
would, subject to valid existing rights, be withdrawn from all forms of
appropriation under the mining laws upon designation by Congress. The
remaining 8,230 acres would be open to mineral entry. However, projec-
tions beyond existing planning estimates indicate that no new mining
claims would be explored in the mext 15 to 20 years. Further, no oil and
gas drilling is anticipated.

Recreation Management Actions

The 13,670 acres recommended for wilderness would be closed to ORV
use, once designated by Congress. On the remalning 8,230 acres, ORV use
would be limited to existing roads and trails as specified in the Big
Lost MFP. Recreational ORV use in the 8,230 acres of nonwilderness is
projected to remain below 40 visitor days annually for the next 5 to 10
years. Projections beyond the existing planning cycle (15 to 20 years)
indicate that it is reasonable to expect recreational ORV use to increase
slightly but remain below 100 visitor days annually.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally assoclated with hunting activi-
ties), camping (generally associated with hunting activities), photog-
raphy and sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would remain
below 100 visitor days for the next ten years. Projections beyond exist-
ing planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle) indicate
that it 1s reasonable to expect that recreational use for these activi-
ties would increase slightly, but remaln below 200 visitor days annually
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for the foreseeable future. Future recreational use would be expected to
be oriented towards the designated wildernmess area rather than the lands
managed for nonwilderness uses. No recreation facilities or developed
trails exist in the WSA and none are planned.

All Wilderness Alternative

All 21,990 acres of the WSA would be recommended for wilderness des-
ignation.

Livestock and Range Actions
See Proposed Actiomn.
Wildlife Management Actions

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, thinning mountain wmahogany
would not be allowed. The BLM's Wilderness Management Policy specifically
prohibits cutting of trees, shrubs, or other vegetative products for non-
wilderness purposes. Thus, 500 acres of crucial winter range for mule
deer would not be improved, and the mule deer population would decrease
by 30 percent in the long term because of loss of habitat, '

Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

All 21,990 acres of the WSA would be withdrawn from all forms of ap-
propriation under the mining laws, subject to valid existing rights at
the time of wilderness designation.

Recreation Management Actions

The entire WSA would be closed to ORV use, unless such use would be
required for maintenance of livestock facilities or livestock operations.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally associated with hunting activi-
ties), camping (generally associated with hunting activities, photography
and sightseelng. Recreational use for these activities would remaln below
100 visitor days for the next ten years. Projections beyond existing
planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle) indicate
that it is reasonable to expect that recreational use for these activi-
ties would increase slightly, but remain below 250 visitor days annually
for the foreseeable future. ©No recreation facilities or developed trails
exist in the WSA and none are planned.

Forest Management Actions
Timber management practices would be minimal under the All Wilderness
Alternative. No tree cutting, especially timber harvest would be allowed.

Reforestation, in the absence of natural revegetation, would be prohibi-
ted.
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WHITE KNOB MOUNTAINS

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

All 9,950 acres of the White Knob Mountains WSA would be recommended
for nonwilderness (Map 5). The lands would be open for multiple use man-
agement and development.

Livestock and Range Actions

The WSA would continue to provide 852 AUMs for livestock use. Pro-
jections beyond existing planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year
planning cycle) indicate that it is reasonable to expect that 852 AUMs

would be maintained in the future.

Maintenance would continue on 5 spring developments and watering
troughs. New range improvements consisting of 880 acres of sagebrush
control, two miles of pipeline with one spring development and one
trough, and eleven stock watering ponds are planned. Projections beyond
existing planning estimates would not change maintenance activities or
call for construction of additional livestock or range facilities.

Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

It is assumed that three existing lode mining claims along the WSA's
eastern boundary would be explored, resulting in one mile of new road and
60 acres of surface disturbance. One gravel pit along the WSA's south-
western boundary would continue to be used as a gravel source for country
road maintenance. This would result in five acres of surface disturbance.

Further, it is assumed that there would be one exploratory oil and
gas well drilled in Schoolhouse Canyon. In support of this well, there
would be two miles of new road constructed and 10 acres of surface dis-

turbance.
Recreation Management Actions

The entire 9,950 acres of the WSA would be open to ORV use. Recrea-
tional ORV use 1s projected to remain below 50 visitor days annually for
the next 5 to 10 years. Projections beyond the existing planning cycle
(15 to 20 years) indicate that it is reasonable to expect recreational
ORV use to increase slightly but remain below 100 visitor days annually.
Three miles of road associated with mineral development and oil and gas
drilling is expected to be constructed at some time in the future.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally associated with hunting), camp-
ing (generally associated with hunting), photography, and sightseeing.
No recreation facilities or developed trails exist in the WSA and none
are planned. However, the three miles of road associated with oil and
gas drilling and mineral development would be used by hunters to gain
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access to the northeast portion of the WSA. Recreation use for these ac-
tivities would remain below 50 visitor days for the next ten years. Pro-
jections beyond existing planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year
planning cycle) indicate that it is reasonable to expect recreation use
for these activities would increase slightly, but remain below 150 visi-
tor days annually for the foreseeable future.

All Wilderness Alternative

All 9,950 acres of the White Knob Mountains WSA would be recommended
for wilderness (Map 5).

Livestock and Range Actions
See Proposed Action.
Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

Subject to valid existing rights at the time of designation, all
9,950 acres of the WSA would be withdrawn from all forms of appropriation
under the mining laws. No oil and gas drilling would be allowed in the
WSA, '

The three existing lode mining claims that are expected to become
active under the Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative) are consid-
ered valid existing rights. However, the BLM's Wilderness Management
Policy states that prior to commencing operations, a formal wvalidity
examination must occur to determine whether or not the claims in question
indeed held sufficlent quantity and quality of material so that a prudent
man could expect to get a reasonable return on his investment. For pur-
poses of analysis, it is assumed that such an examination would show in-
sufficient quantity and quality of material to satisfy the prudent man
concept. Thus, the claims would be deemed null and void, and no mining
development would be allowed.

Recreation Management Actions

The entire 9,950 acres of the WSA would be closed to ORV use, unless
such use would be required for maintenance of livestock facilities or
operations. The WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally associated with hunting), camp-
ing (generally associated with hunting), photography, and backpacking.
Recreation use for these activities would remain below 50 visitor days
for the next ten years. Projections beyond existing planning estimates
(beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle) indicate that it is reasonable
to expect recreation use to increase slightly but remain below 150 visi-
tor days annually. No recreation facilities or trails exist in the WSA
and none are planned.
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BURNT CREEK

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

A1l 24,980 acres of this WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness
(Map 6). The lands would be open for multiple use management and develop-
ment.

Livestock and Range Actions

The WSA would continue to provide 3,034 AUMs for livestock use. Pro-
jections beyond existing planning estimates indicate that livestock use
would remain at that level for the foreseeable future. Eight miles of
fence and 5 developed springs would continue to be maintained in support
of the livestock management program. New improvements consisting of three
miles of pipeline, four troughs, seven reservoirs, and 10 miles of fence
are planned. Projections beyond existing planning estimates indicate no
change in maintenance activities and no additional range facilities.

Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

It is assumed that one exploratory oil and gas well would be drilled
in the Short Creek drainage. This would result in one mile of new road
being built and 10 acres of surface disturbance for the drilling equip-—
ment. While the entire WSA is open to mineral entry, no mining claims
currently exist in the area and projections beyond existing planning es-
timates indicate that no new claims would be filed in the foreseeable
future.

Recreation Management Activities

The Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP limits ORV use in the WSA to existing roads
and trails. This designation would continue under the proposed action,
Recreational ORV use is projected to remain below 100 visitor days annu-
ally for the next 5 to 10 years. Projections beyond that point indicate
that it is reasonable to expect ORV use to increase slightly but remain
below 200 visitor days annually for at least the next 20 years. One mile
of new road associated with oil and gas drilling in the Short Creek
drainage is expected to be constructed at some time in the future.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding, camping, photography, fishing, hiking, and
backpacking. No recreation facilities or tralls exist in the WSA and
none are planned. However, the mile of new road assoclated with oil and
gas drilling would be used by hunters to gain access in the central por-
tion of the WSA. Recreation use for these activitles would remain below
100 visitor days for the next ten years. It is reasonable to expect
modest increases in recreation use over time, but projections beyond ex-
isting planning estimates (15 to 20 years) indicate use would remain be-
low 200 visitor days annually.
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Partial Wilderness Alternative

The Partial Wilderness Alternative recommends 8,300 acres of the
Burnt Creek WSA for wilderness and 16,680 acres for nonwilderness (see

Map 6).
Livestock and Range Actions
See Proposed Action.
Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

Subject to valid existing rights at the time of designation, the area
recommended for wilderness would be withdrawn from all forms of mineral
entry and leasing. One exploratory oil and gas well would be expected to
be drilled in the Short Creek drainage, within the area recommended non-
suitable. This would result in one mile of new road and 10 acres of sur-
face disturbance.

The area recommended nonsuitable would remain open for mineral entry
and leasing. However, no mining claims presently exist in that area and
projections indicate that none are likely to occur in the foreseeable
future, |

Recreation Management Actions

The 8,300 acres recommended for wilderness would be closed to ORV
use, once designated by Congress. On the nonsuitable 16,680 acres, ORV
use would be limited to existing roads and trails as specified in the
Ellis/Pahsimeroi MFP. Recreational ORV use in the 16,680 acres of nonwil-
derness is projected to remain at below 40 visitor days annually for the
next 5 to 10 years.

All Wilderness Alternative

The All Wilderness Alternative recommends the entire 24,980 acres of
the Burnt Creek WSA for wilderness (Map 6).

Livestock and Range Actions
See Proposed Action.
Energy and Mineral Resource Actions

All 24,980 acres of the WSA would be withdrawn from mineral entry and
leasing, subject to valid existing rights at the time of wilderness des-

ignation.
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Recreation Management Actions

The entire 24,980 acre WSA would be closed to ORV use, once the area
was designated by Congress, unless such use would be required for maint-
enance of livestock facilities or livestock operations.

The entire WSA would be open for other recreation activities includ-
ing hunting, horseback riding (generally associated with hunting activi-
ties), camping (generally associated with hunting activities), photog-
raphy and sightseeing. Recreational use for these activities would remain
below 100 visitor days for the next ten years. Projections beyond exist—
ing planning estimates (beyond the 15 to 20 year planning cycle) indicate
that it is reasonable to expect that recreational use for these activi-
ties would increase slightly, but remain below 250 visitor days annually
for the foreseeable future. No recreation facilities or developed trails
exist in the WSA and none are planned.
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. CHAPTER 3

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

APPENDICITIS HILL

General Characteristics

The Appendicitis Hill WSA 1s generally triangular in shape, contain-
ing 21,900 acres of public land with a 640 acre state inholding. The WSA
is located five miles northwest of Arco, Idaho.

The WSA lies between the Antelope Creek and Big Lost River drainages
and contains several intermittent streams. The area is mountainous, with
Crawford Peak rising to 8,523 feet, 2,900 feet above Antelope Valley.
Lower elevation hills are generally rounded with a vegetative cover con-
sisting of sagebrush and grass. Several canyons contain Impressive rock
outcrops and caves. High, north facing slopes support concentrated stands
of Douglas fir; chokecherry and mountain mahogany can be found on south
slopes and canyon walls. Stands of aspen accompanied by willows grow in
Newman and Chokecherry Canyons.

Wilderness Values

Naturalness. The most apparent changes to the WSA's natural character
are vehicle ways and livestock watering sites. FEighteen miles of roads
and ways enter the WSA from all sides, while 14 water developments
(troughs, springs, and ponds) are distributed throughout. Visitors would
encounter these human—caused imprints as they travel into 15 of the WSA's
canyons.

The WSA's large size and good topographic and vegetative screening
tend to decrease the overall effects of impacts to naturalness. While
essentially retaining its natural character, most human-caused imprints
in the WSA are located along routes a visitor would normally travel,

Solitude, Two factors contribute to the WSA's outstanding opportuni-
ties for solitude. First, the WSA's 21,900 acres is of a size sufficilent
to offer a visitor space and distance from others. Second, 90 percent of
the WSA is steep and dissected with intermittent drainages that provide
seclusion, and contributes to a visitor's chances of avoiding others.

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. The Appendicitis Hill WSA offers
outstanding primitive recreation opportunities including hiking, back-
packing, hunting, wildlife observation, photography, and sightseeing. The
steep and rugged terrain makes these recreation activities challenging.
Both day and overnight trips can be taken among the canyons, peaks, and
other points of interest. Scenic views of the surrounding mountain
ranges, valley floor, and lava plain are excellent from the WSA' high
ridges and peaks. Large and small mammals and numerous bird specles also
offer attractions to the primitive recreationist. The WSA lacks any sig-
nificant feature which would be a focal or destination post for visitors.
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Special Features. The WSA's most important special feature is the
presence of crucial winter range for approximately 1,200 mule deer and

100 elk.

Recreational Off Road Vehicle Use

Recreational ORV use in the Appendicitis Hill WSA is estimated to be
50 visitor days annually, generally associated with hunting. The Big
Lost MFP restricts ORVs to existing roads and ways. The number of these
travel routes into the WSA (12 roads and ways totaling 18 miles) allows
for vehicle access into the major drainages of the WSA, including Newnan
Canyon and Chokecherry Canyon.

Energy and Mineral Resources

Except for the 640 acre state inholding, all surface and mineral
estates in the WSA are in federal ownership and are open to mineral entry
and leasing.

The Appendicitis Hill WSA has been classified as having moderate
favorability for oil and gas (BLM GEM, 1983). The basis of this classi-
fication is the structural setting of the WSA including excellent poten-
tial for the development of traps, indications of subsurface structures
from private geophysical data, the presence of potential hydrocarbon
source and reservoir beds in the stratigraphic section, and a favorable
thermal history of the source rocks. All but the most eastern portion of
the WSA is covered by oil and gas leases granted after 1976.

Most of the Appendicitis H1ll WSA is rated as being unfavorable for
geothermal resources (BLM GEM, 1983). This classification is based on
analogy with similar areas in the Idaho Basin and Range geothermal pro-
vince and the high elevations present, combined with the absence of major
faults or lineaments. The portions of the WSA along Antelope Creek and
Lost River Valleys are classified as having low favorability for geother-
mal resources. This classification is based on proximity to the northern
margin of the Snake River Plain, the existence of a range-boundary fault
along the east side of the WSA, and the presence of a major lineament
along Antelope Creek.

The WSA is classified as having low favorability for other leasable
resources, 1ncluding phosphate, bitumen, and asphalt. The lack of known
occurrences in, and the generally unfavorable geologic environmment of the
WSA leads to the low classification.

The Appendicitis Hill WSA is rated as having low to moderate favor-
ability for metallic minerals, including lead, zinc, silver, and copper
(BLM GEM, 1983). The low rating 1s assigned because of the low level of
detail of published geologic mapping and the lack of geochemical and geo-
physical data. Within the WSA, there are three mineral occurrences, con-
sisting of prospect pits or shafts. The mineral content of these occur-
rences is unknown.
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Lastly, the Appendicitis Hill WSA 1s classified as having moderate
favorability for common varieties of limestone, with potential for build-
ing stone and aggregate production. There are 11 known occurrences of
sand and gravel on the border of, or just outside the WSA. TUse of these
areas as sources of sand and gravel is localized; use occurs primarily in
conjunction with county road maintenance.

Mule Deer Winter Range

Winter range of mule deer is an important wildlife value within the
Appendicitis Hill WSA. There are about 1,200 mule deer inhabiting the
area during winter months. The deer concentrate in the southern slopes
and feed mainly on mountain mahogany and sagebrush. Mountain mahogany is
a tree-like shrub growing to an average height of 7 feet, valuable as
winter forage because its leathery, gray-green leaves contain a high
level of protein. New growth on the trees is most degirable, due to its
palatability. Most of the wmahogany stands are overmature with older
growth being over-utilized and with little production of new growth.

Forestry Resources

The Appendicitis Hill WSA has 2,100 acres of forested land of which
870 acres are classified as commercial timber. The main commercial tree
is Douglas fir. The average age of these trees 1s over 250 years and
average diameter is 15 inches. Spruce budworm and Douglas fir bark beetle
are infecting all stands. The commercial timber is located to the south-
east of Crawford Peak with the remaining acreage of noncommercial timber
in small stands scattered throughout the WSA.

WHITE XNOB MOUNTAINS

General Characteristics

The White Knob Mountains WSA contains 9,950 acres of public land lo-
cated five miles northwest of Arco, Idaho. There are no state or private
inholdings in the WSA. The area 1s mountainous with the highest point
being 7,955 feet above sea level and 2,000 feet above the valley floor.
Many well defined drainages with southward orientations feed Cherry and
Antelope Creek. These drainages are intermittent In nature, carrying
water only during the early spring as the winter's accumulation of snow
melts. While the majority of the unit supports a sagebrush-bunchgrass
complex, scattered and concentrated stands of Douglas fir occur at higher
elevations. None of the Douglas fir is considered of commercial value in
this WSA. Mountain mahogany is often found between the sage-to-Douglas
fir transition zone or on the tops and slopes of lower hills with cooler
aspects. Several pockets of aspen and willow surround moist spring areas
in upper Waddoups Canyon.

Wilderness Values

Naturalness. The most apparent changes to the WSA's natural char-—
acter are vehicle ways and livestock watering sites. Seven unimproved
vehicle tralls totaling six miles are found in the area. Six livestock
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watering sites are located near springs. ' Trampling is evident in the
-area immediately surrounding each site; however, the impact on natural-
ness 1s lessened by good vegetative and topographic screening. While the
WSA does essentially retain its natural character, there are human—caused
imprints which visitors would encounter.

Solitude. The WSA's size and configuration combine with sufficient
topographic and vegetative screening to create outstanding opportunities
for solitude. Visitors to the area would be able to avoid the activities
of other people and find a secluded spot in this fairly rugged area.
Seven major canyons distributed throughout the WSA offer places to avoid
the sights and sounds of other people.

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation., Outstanding primitive recrea-
tion opportunities in the WSA include hiking, camping, hunting, wildlife
observation, and sightseeing. The steep and rugged terrain makes these
activities challenging. Both day and overnight trips can be taken among
the canyons, high ridges, and other points of interest. Scenic views of
the surrounding mountain ranges and valley floors are excellent from the
higher elevations in the WSA. Tlarge and small mammals and numerous bird
species also offer attractions to the primitive recreationist. The WSA
lacks any significant feature which would be a focal or destination point
for visitors.

Speclal Features. The WSA provides important, but not crucial, habi-
tat for mule deer and elk.,

Recreational Off Road Vehicle Use.

Recreational ORV use in the White Knob Mountains WSA is estimated to
be 50 visitor days annually, and is generally associated with hunting.
With seven vehicle ways into the WSA's canyons, ORV users have relatively
easy access into the inner reaches of the WSA. The pattern of use is
such that a hunter will drive up a way in a canyon, park at some likely—
looking spot, hunt for several hours, and then return to his vehicle and
drive out of the WSA the way he came in.

Energy and Mineral Resources

All mineral estates in the White Knob Mountains WSA are in federal
ownership and open to mineral entry and leasing.

The WSA has been classified as having moderate favorability for oil
and gas (BLM GEM, 1983). The basis of this classification is the struc-—
tural setting of the WSA including excellent potential for traps, indica-
tions of subsurface structures in private geophysical data, the presence
of hydrocarbon source, reservoir beds in the stratigraphic section, and
the favorable thermal history of the source rocks. All of the WSA except
for the southern most portion is covered by oil and gas leases granted
after 1976 or by lease application.
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All of the White Knob Mountains WSA is classified as being unfavor-
able for geothermal resources. This is based on analogy with similar
areas with the Idaho Basin and Range geothermal province. Negative fac-
tors include generally high elevations and an absence of major faults or
lineaments.

The WSA is classified as having low favorability for other leasable
resource, including phosphate, bitumen, and asphalt. The basis of this
classification is the lack of known occurrences in the area and the gen-
erally unfavorable geologic environment of the WSA.

The White Knob Mountains WSA is classified as having low to moderate
favorability for metallic mineral resources (lead, zinc, silver, and cop-
per; BLM GEM, 1983). Two groups of lode mining claims held by the
Espinosa family of Burley, Idaho, involve lands within the WSA. One claim
group includes two claims in the center of the west half of the east half
oil Section 23, T.S.N., R. 24 E., and the other is of 10 claims in the
center of Section 25, T.S.N., R. 24 E. Only one prospect has been devel-
oped by the Espinosa's so far, just inside the WSA boundary in Section
25. Assay work done in 1981 revealed silver, copper, and titanium values.

Lastly, the White Knob Mountains WSA 1s classified as having moderate
favorability for common varieties of limestone. The dominance of carbon-
ate rocks in the stratigraphic section provides the basis of this classi-

fication.

BURNT CREEK

General Characteristics

The Burnt Creek WSA contains 24,980 acres of public land with a 640
acre state inholding. The WSA is located at the head of the Pahsimeroi
Valley, approximately 35 miles north-northwest of Arco, Idaho. The WSA
is contiguous with the U. S. Forest Service RARE II Area 4-210 Borah Peak.

The WSA contains portions of four perennial streams — the Upper
Pahsimeroi Creek, Burnt Creek, Short Creek, and Dry Creek. All but Short
Creek support native rainbow and Dolly Varden trout populations. The WSA
offers excellent scenery, from the sublime majesty of the Lost River
Range to the south to the anomalies of the Rock of Ages and Squawtit. It
is a mountainous area with the highest points well over 9,000 feet in
elevation, 4,000 feet above the valley floor. The eastern and northern
portions of the WSA are characterized by open sagebrush—grass covered
hills. The southern and western portions are steeper with scattered
pockets of Douglas fir and juniper.

Burnt Creek Lake lies near the headwaters of Burnt Creek. It is lo-
cated in a narrow, rocky canyon surrounded by Douglas fir and mountain
mahogany. Being a shallow lake, it freezes solid during the winter so no
fish inhabit it. The remnants of an old dam can be seen on Dry Creek.
Still found on maps, the old Dry Creek Reservoir was built in 1925 and
inundated about 100 acres. In 1956, nature took its course and washed
the concrete dam downstream. Today, the remains of the dam stand as a
vivid reminder of nature's power against the works of man.
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Wilderness Values

Naturalness. The WSA, as a whole, appears in a natural condition.
The Burnt Creek and Short Creek roads are constructed improvements intru-—
ding into the WSA. Eight miles of unimproved but noticeable vehicle ways
are concentrated in the eastern end of the WSA. The remains of an old
dam can be seen on Dry Creek. Five developed springs and eight miles of
grazing allotment fence exist in the WSA, but remain subordinate to the
area's natural character,

Solitude. Outstanding opportunities for solitude exist in the WSA
due to its large size, topographic relief, vegetative screening, and the
remoteness of the area. Visitors would be able to avoid the sights and
sounds of others in any of the WSA's many canyons. Vehicle use on the
Burnt Creek and Short Creek roads would lessen the outstanding opportuni-
ties for solitude on the lands adjacent to the roads.

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. Outstanding opportunities for
primitive recreation in the WSA include hiking, backpacking, fishing,
hunting, camping, wildlife observation, and sightseeing. There are no
continuous barriers or man-made developments which 1imit recreation acti-
vities. Both day and overnight trips can be taken among the canyons,
high ridges, and other points of interest. Scenic views of the Lost River
Range to the south are excellent. Large and small mammals and numerous
bird species also offer attractions to the primitive recreationist.
Burnt Creek, Dry Creek, and Upper Pahsimeroi Creek are considered focal
points for visiltors to the WSA.

Special Features. The WSA contains interesting geologic features and
archaeologic sites. Geologlc features are predominantly basalt of the
Challis Volcanics. The archaeologic sites are mainly implements of stone
and other durable materials; most perishable goods have been lost. While
such resources do add interest to the WSA, neither the geologic features
nor the archaeologic sites are any more significant than those found on
adjacent non-WSA lands., The WSA offers quality hunting because of a wide
diversity of big game species.

Recreational Off Road Vehicle Use

Recreational ORV use in the Burnt Creek WSA is estimated to be 100
visitor days annually and is generally assoclated with hunting. With
roads up Burnt Creek and Short Creek, and with vehicle ways above the old
Dry Creek Reservoir, ORV users have relatively easy access into the three
major drainages of the WSA. The Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP limits ORV use in
the Burnt Creek WSA to existing roads and ways. The rugged terrain also
naturally limits ORV use to existing routes, which are generally found in
the canyon bottoms.

Energy and Mineral Resources

Except for the 640 acre state inholding, all mineral estates in the
Brunt Creek WSA are in federal ownership and open to mineral entry and
leasing.
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The WSA has been classified as being moderately favorable for the
accumulation of oil and gas (BLM GEM, 1983). The regional geologic en-
vironment is favorable, and both potential source and reservoir rocks
occur in the subsurface of the WSA. All of the WSA except for that por-
tion in TO9N, R24E and T9N, R24 1/2E, is covered by post-1976 oil and gas
leases or lease applications.

Dry Creek Valley and the northern edge of the WSA are classified as
having low favorability for geothermal resources. These areas comprise
the lower elevations in the WSA which might lie along major lineaments or
range-boundary faults. The remainder of the WSA is classified as unfavor-
able for geothermal resources because the area is topographically high.

All of the Burnt Creek WSA i1s classified as unfavorable for other
leasable commodities (BLM GEM, 1983). No rocks known to contain other
leasable commodities underlie the WSA.

The Burnt Creek WSA is classified as having low favorability for
metallic minerals (lead, zinc, silver, copper; BLM GEM, 1983). The area
is almost entirely underlain by basaltic and andesitic Challis Volcanics;
no prospects or occurrences are reported in these rocks in the region.

Similarly, the WSA has low favorability of the accumulation of sale-
able materials such as sand and gravel (BLM GEM, 1983). A few small areas
of facial and alluvial material can be found in the WSA, but similar de-
posits outside the WSA are much more extensive and more accessible.

Wildlife Use

The WSA provides both year-round and seasonal habitat for elk, big-
horn sheep, mule deer and antelope. Elk and bighorn sheep utilize the
higher elevations adjacent to the Challis National Forest in summer and
retreat to the lower valley edges of the WSA in winter. Mule deer and
antelope are primarily summer and fall visitors preferring the lower val-
ley area away from the WSA during winter. Few if any animals remain in
the 8,300 acres recommended for wilderness during the winter due to deep
snows and a lack of forage. The Idaho Fish and Game Department indicated
that the 8,300 acres recommended suitable in the Draft EIS has high wild-
life value for bighorn sheep, elk, mule deer, and antelope and provides a
high quality hunting experience.
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CHAPTER 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

APPENDICITIS HILL

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

Under the proposed action, the entire 21,900 acres of the Appendici-
tis Hill WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness uses. The primary
impacts under this alternative relate to timber harvest and mountain ma-
hogany thinning, and the resultant impacts on wilderness values.

Impact on Wilderness Values

The entire WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness designation and
none of the wilderness values on 21,900 acres would receive the special
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. There could
be short-term impacts to wilderness values associated with this action if
commercial timber thinning and mountain mahogany thinning occurs in the
present planning horizon (15 to 20 years).

If not in the short-term, then, wilderness values would be lost in
the long~term due to timber harvest in the west side of the WSA and due
to mountain mahogany thinning on the southern part of the WSA.

The Big Lost MFP identified 300 acres of commercial Douglas fir in
T5N, R25E, Section 33 for commercial thinning, in which 325 MBF (thousand
board feet) would be cut, representing approximately 25% of the over-—
story. Average dbh 1s over 15 inches. This would require one mile of
main logging road to be constructed and one mile of existing vehicle way
to be substantially improved. In addition, two miles of skid road would
be constructed.

This actlon would result in the wilderness value of naturalness being
lost on 315 acres consisting of the timber sale area and new roads. Fur-—
ther, the perception of naturalness would be adversely impacted on an
additional 500 acres surrounding the timber activity, the area in which
at least some portion of the man-caused development could be seen by a
casual visitor. Impacts would include noise of the logging equipment,
the new road, and the equipment 1tself in the short-term. Long-term im-—
pacts would include the road, and the slash and stumps that are the af-
termath of timber harvest. The end result is 815 acres on which the wil-
derness value of naturalness would be either lost or impaired.

The wilderness value of solitude would be similarly impaired, but
essentially only during the perlod of active timber harvest. Sights and
sounds of the logging operation would reduce the feeling of solitude on
815 acres while the thinning project was occurring. After the project
terminated, the impact to solitude would be negligible.
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The Big Lost MFP :also called for thinning a 500 acre stand of deca-
dent mountain mahogany to stimulate new growth with the end result being
an improvement in crucial winter forage for mule deer. Thinning would
entail the use of powersaws. No new roads would be required and there
would be no surface disturbance. Stumps would be visible as would the
cut mahogany which would be left where it fell.

This action would result in minimal impacts to naturalness on 500
acres. The nature of the mahogany thinning is such that it would be es-
sentially unnoticeable unless the viewer was amid the thinning area where
the stumps and cuttings could be seen. Away from the thinned area, the
activity would be substantially unnoticeable and the impacts to natural-
ness negligible.

The wmountain mahogany thinning would impact the wilderness value of
golitude only during the thinning operation. Sights and sounds of the
thinning would adversely impact solitude on 700 acres; after the project
was completed, there would be no impacts to the wilderness value of soli-

tude.

The three gravel pits that are anticipated along the edge of the WSA
would have a negligible impact to naturalness and solitude. Surface dis-
turbance from the gravel pits would only total 15 acres (5 acres each)
and they would be unnoticeable beyond the immediate area.

Sights and sounds from recreational ORV use would have an adverse
impact on solitude. However, the impact would be minimal because ORV use
is estimated to be only 50 visitor days annually and is expected to re-
main below 100 visitor days in the foreseeable future.

Other recreation uses would increase slightly but would remain below
150 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. This increase would
not significantly impact opportunities for solitude.

Conclusion: The wilderness values of naturalness and solitude in the
Appendicitis H1ll WSA would be lost or impaired on 1,515 acres for
the short—-term. In the long-term, the wilderness value of naturalness
would be lost or impaired on 1,315 acres. Solitude would be impaired
only during the actual commercial thinning or mahogany thinning.

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

The Big Lost MFP limits ORV use in the Appendicitis Hill WSA to exis—
ting roads and ways. This designation would continue once the WSA was
released for nonwilderness uses. The three miles of new road associated
with commercial thinning of timber southeast of Crawford Peak would only
slightly increase vehicle accessibility of the WSA as a whole. Recrea-
tional ORV use is projected to remain below 100 visitor days annually for
the foreseeable future.
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Conclusion: There would be only a minor increase in accessibility in
the WSA and ORV use is expected to remain below 100 visitor days an-
nually for the foreseeable future. There would be no significant
impacts to recreational ORV use.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

All lands within the Appendicitis Hill WSA (21,900 acres) would re-
main open for mineral entry and leasing. All potential energy and mineral
resources would be available for development. This includes a moderate
favorability for discovery of oil and gas, and moderate favorability for
saleable materials (sand and gravel). Development of oil and gas resour-—
ces is wunlikely because there 1s limited direct evidence that such re-
sources do indeed exist in the WSA.

Conclusion: Potential mineral resources would be available for devel-
opment. This would be a beneficial impact to the development of min-
eral resources in the Appendicitis Hill WSA.

Impacts on Forest Management Actions

The Blg Lost MFP identified 300 acres of Douglas fir for commercial
thinning and this could occur under the proposed action. Approximately
325 MBF would be cut (about 25% of the total overstory in the stand).
Other stands could be logged under the proposed action although it is
unlikely to happen for at least the next twenty years if the current bal-
ance between supply, demand, and cost structure remains consistent. Other
timber management practices such as tree planting could occur.

Conclusion: Commercial thinning on 300 acres could occur as antici-
pated, resulting in 325 MBF of timber cut. Other intensive forest
management practices could occur although harvests on other stands is
unlikely., This would be a beneficial impact to forest resources in
the Appendicitis Hill WSA.

Impacts on Mule Deer Winter Range

The Big Lost MFP calls for improving mule deer crucial winter range
by thinning 500 acres of decadent mountaln mahogany. This could occur
under the Proposed Action. Thinning would be done using chalnsaws and
cuttings would be left where they fell; from 1/3 to 1/2 of the mature
shrubs would be removed.

Thinning mahogany would encourage new sprouting from the stumps and
limb ends of the shrubs. By providing new growth, the quality and quan-
tity of crucial winter forage for mule deer on this 500 acre stand would
be improved. Because cuttings would be left where they fell, these would
protect new seedlings from deer browsing until the seedlings were well
established and large enough to recuperate from browsing. Cuttings would
also provide immediate (first year) forage. The end result would be an
overall improvement in the quality of 500 acres of cruclal winter range
for mule deer in the WSA, and an increase of 30 percent in the mule deer
population.
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Conclusion: Thinning of decadent mountain mahogany could occur, re-
sulting in the improvement in the quality of 500 acres of crucial
winter range for mule deer and a 30 percent increase in population in
the Appendicitis Hill WSA. Deer utilizing this range would have a
better chance of surviving a harsh winter. This would be a beneficial
impact to the wintering mule deer population in the WSA.

Partial Wilderness Alternative

Under the Partial Wilderness Alternative, 13,670 acres would be rec-
ommended for wilderness and 8,230 acres would be recommended for nonwil-
derness uses (Map 4). The primary impacts of this acticn relate to wil-
derness designation, foregone timber harvest opportunities, and foregone
opportunities to improve mule deer winter range.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness values on 13,670 acres of the WSA would be protected by
legislative mandate, while 8,230 acres would not receive the speclal
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. No timber har-
vest would be allowed in the designated wilderness portion of the WSA.
Because all of the commercial timber lies within the area recommended for
wilderness under this alternative, the wilderness values of naturalness
and solitude would benefit.

An estimated 15 visitor days annually of recreational ORV use would
be eliminated from the wilderness portion of the WSA. Although encounters
between ORV users and other recreationists are infrequent at current
levels of use, the elimination of ORV use would benefit the wilderness
value of solitude because visitors would not encounter or hear ORV users
in the area. Beneficial impacts to naturalness due to elimination of ORV
use would be negligible because current use levels are quite low.

A1l 500 acres of mountain mahogany identified for thinning lies with-
in the designated wilderness portion of the WSA under this alternative,
Because of this, no improvement of crucial winter range for mule deer
would be done. This would benefit the wilderness values of naturalness
and solitude because of the elimination of the activity of thinning and
because the stand would be left in its natural state.

Wilderness designation would result in the withdrawal of 13,670 acres
from all forms of mineral entry and leasing. While mineral development
in this WSA 1is unlikely, this action would forego any future mineral re-
source development. The wilderness values of naturalness and solitude
would thus benefit over the long term,

Under this alternative, the 8,230 acres of the WSA recommended for
nonwilderness uses would remain open for mineral entry and leasing. No
development is anticipated, however, so wilderness values would not be
impacted in the short-term. Three gravel pits along the eastern edge of
the WSA would impair naturalness and solitude only negligibly because
surface disturbance would be minimal (total of 15 acres) and they would
be unnoticeable beyond the immedlate area.
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Sights and sounds from recreational ORV use in the nondesignated por-
tion of the WSA would have an adverse impact on solitude. The impact
would be minimal because ORV use 1s estimated to be less than 35 visitor
days annually. Recreational ORV use is expected to remain below 100 visi-
tor days annually for the foreseeable future so the long~term impact of
ORV use on the wilderness value of solitude would be negligible.

Conclusion: Wilderness values of naturalness and solitude would be
protected on 13,670 acres of the Appendicitis Hill WSA. Impacts to
naturalness and solitude would not occur on 1,315 acres. Wilderness
values on 8,230 acres of the WSA would not be protected but no devel-
opment or impairing use is anticipated on this portion of the WSA.
Thus, impacts to wilderness values on 8,230 acres of nonwilderness
would be minimal in the short~term.

Impacts on Recreational Q0ff-Road Vehicle Use

The Big Lost MFP limits ORV use in the Appendicitis Hill WSA to exis-—
ting roads and ways. This designation would continue on 8,230 acres of
land recommended for nonwilderness uses under this alternative. No new
roads are anticipated. Recreational ORV use in the 8,230 acre nonwilder-
ness portion of the WSA is projected to remain below 100 visitor days
annually for the foreseeable future.

An estimated 15 visitor days annually of recreational ORV use would
be eliminated from the 13,670 acres designated as wilderness under this
alternative. Future opportunities would be foregone. However, there are
similar or superior opportunities for ORV use on public land throughout
the region. Any ORV use displaced from this portion of the WSA upon des-
ignation would be absorbed on the surrounding public land.

Conclusions Recreational ORV use would continue at a level below 35
visitor days annually on 8,230 acres of land recommended for nonwil-
derness uses. ORV use of 15 visitor days annually would be eliminated
from the 13,670 acres recommended for wilderness. The impact of this
action on recreational ORV use in the Appendicitis Hill WSA would be
minimal because of similar or superior opportunities for ORV use on
surrounding public land.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

The 8,230 acres of the WSA recommended for nonwilderness uses would
remaln open to mineral entry and leasing. All potential mineral resources
in this portion of the WSA would be available for development. Other
than the three gravel pits along the eastern edge of the WSA, no further
mineral developments are planned and none are anticipated in the foresee-
able future.

The remaining 13,670 acres recommended for wilderness designation

would be withdrawn from all forms of mineral entry and leasing. This
includes a moderate favorability for discovery of oil and gas. There are
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no plans to develop any mineral resource within the 13,670 acre area rec-
ommended for wilderness, nor are there any projections to do so in the
foreseeable future, with or without wilderness designation.

Conclusion: Potentlal mineral resources would be available for devel-
opment on 8,230 acres of the Appendicitis Hill WSA. Opportunities to
develop mineral resources on 13,670 acres of the WSA would be fore-
gone. The impact of this action on development of mineral resources
would be minimal because future projections do not indicate the like-
lihood of mineral development in this portion of the WSA.

Impacts on Forest Management Actions

Wo timber harvest would be allowed in the 13,670 acres recommended
for wilderness under this alternmative. All of the commercial timber in
the WSA 1ies within the portion recommended for wilderness, so forest
management practices would be minimal. Commercial thinning of 300 acres,
as called for in the Big Lost MFP, would not occur.

Conclusion: The opportunity to commercially thin 300 acres of Doug-
las fir would be foregone. Future timber harvest on the remaining
stands of commercial timber would also be foregone but the impact
would be minimal because the current balance between supply, demand,
and cost structure makes it unlikely that any further timber harvest
would occur in the foreseeable future.

Impacts on Mule Deer Winter Range

Under this alternative, no mountain mahogany thinning would occur because
the 500 acre stand identified in the Big Lost MFP lies within the 13,670
acres recommended for wilderness. Other vegetative manipulations are
either expressly not allowed in wilderness or they are not feasible. For
example, prescribed fire is allowable in wildernmess, but it is not a
feasible treatment method Ffor mountain mahogany. Mahogany is an extremely
fire sensitive species. Due to the intensity of a mountain mahogany fire,
plants are killed and seed sources destroyed. Studies in similar areas
show that it may take up to 17 years for a burned stand of mahogany to
begin rejuvenation. Other activities such as chaining, hand cutting, and
spraying are not allowable in designated wilderness.

Without any improvement in the crucial winter range for mule deer in
the WSA, deer populations would continue to utilize the existing habitat.
Mountain mahogany would continue to be the preferred forage until it was
depleted, then the deer would switch to sagebrush as the primary forage.
Sagebrush is lower in quality than mahogany as a forage plant, and does
not provide the nutrients available from mahogany. Mule deer would
probably not suffer any adverse impacts in the short-term. Over the
long-term, there would be loss of habitat and a downward trend in the
mule deer population by as much as 30%.
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Conclusion: Crucial winter habitat for mule deer would not be im~
proved because the 500 acre mountain mahogany thinning would not be
allowed. There would be no impacts to the mule deer population in
the short-term, but there would be a long-term reduction of the popu-
lation by as much as 30%.

All Wilderness Alternative

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, the entire 21,900 acre Appendi-
citis Hill WSA would be recommended for wilderness designation (Map 4).
The primary impacts of this action relate to wilderness designation and
the resultant foregone timber harvest, along with the inability to im-
prove crucial winter range for mule deer,

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness values on the entire 21,900 acre Appendicitis Hill would
receive the special legislative protection provided by wilderness desig-
nation. No timber harvest or mountain mahogany thinning would occur,
resulting in a beneficial impact to wilderness values of naturalness and
solitude on 1,315 acres. The entire area would be withdrawn from all
forms of mineral entry and leasing, so again, wilderness values would
benefit.

An estimated 50 visitor days annually of ORV use would be eliminated
by wilderness designation. Although encounters between ORV users and
other recreationists are infrequent at current levels of use, the elimi-
nation of ORVs would benefit the wilderness value of solitude because
visitors would not encounter or hear ORV users in the area. Beneficial
impacts to naturalness would be negligible because current use levels are
low,

Conclusion: Wilderness values of naturalness and solitude would be
protected on the entire 21,900 acres of the Appendicitis Hill WSA.
Adverse impacts to naturalness and solitude would not occur on 1,315
acres. This would be beneficlal to wilderness values.

Impacts on Recreational O0ff-Road Vehicle Use

An estimated 50 visitor days annually of ORV use would be eliminated
from the entire 21,900 acres of the WSA. Future opportunities for ORV
oriented recreation would be foregone. However, there are similar or
superior opportunities for ORV use on public land throughout the region.
Any ORV use displaced from the WSA upon wilderness designation would be
absorbed with no consequence on surrounding public land.

Conclusion: Recreational ORV use of 50 visitor days annually would

be foregone; the impacts of displacing this use to other nonwilder-
ness public land would be negligible.
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Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

Wilderness designation would withdraw all 21,900 acres of the Appen-
dicitis Hill WSA from mineral entry or leasing, subject to valid exilsting
rights at the time of designation. The opportunity to explore for and
develop mineral resources, including a moderate favorability for oil and
gas, would be foregone. Other than the three gravel pits anticipated
along the eastern edge of the WSA, there are no plans to develop any min-
eral resource within the WSA, nor are there any projections to do so in
the foreseeable future,

Conclusion: The entire 21,900 acres of the Appendicitis Hill WSA
would be withdrawn from mineral entry and leasing. This would not be
a significant impact because there are no plans for development, nor
are there any projections for development in the future.

Impacts on Forest Management Actions

By designating the entire WSA as wildermness, timber harvest opportun—
ities on 870 acres of commercial timber would be foregone. Forest manage-
ment practices on all forested land in the WSA (2,100 acres) would be
minimal. The current balance between supply, demand, and cost structure
is such that it is highly unlikely that any timber harvest would occur in
the foreseeable future, except for the planned commercial thinning of 300
acres of commercial timber. Commercial thinning would result in 325 MBF
of timber cut, so wilderness designation would preclude the harvest of
325 MBF of timber.

Conclusion: Wilderness designation of the entire Appendicitis Hill
WSA would result in the loss of 325 MBF of timber harvested and would
preclude future timber sales on 870 acres of commercial timber. This
impact is minimal, however, because current market trends make it
unlikely that there would be any timber harvests in the foreseeable
future.

Impacts on Mule Deer Winter Range

Wilderness designation for the entire WSA would preclude thinning
mountain mahogany to improve crucial winter range for mule deer on 500
acres. As stated in the Partial Wilderness Alternative, thinning mahogany
is the only feasible method to stimulate new growth and increase avall-

able forage.

Without any improvement in the crucial winter range for mule deer in
the WSA, deer would continue to use existing habitat. Mountain mahogany
would continue as the preferred forage until it was depleted, then the
deer would switch to sagebrush. Sagebrush is lower in quality than 1is
mahogany as a forage plant and does not provide the nutrients available
from mahogany. Mule deer would probably not suffer any adverse impacts
in the short—term. Over the long-term, there would be a gradual loss of
habitat and a downward trend in the mule deer population by s much as 30%.
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Conclusion: Crucial winter habitat for mule deer would not be im-
proved on 500 acres because the mountain mahogany thinning would not
be allowed. There would be no impacts to the mule deer population in
the short-term, but there would be a long-term reduction of the popu—
lation by as much as 307%.
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WHITE KNOB MOUNTAINS

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

Under the proposed action, the entire 9,950 acres of the White Knob
Mountains WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness uses. The primary
impacts under this alternative relate to the development of mineral re-
sources and the resultant impacts on wilderness values in the long-term.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

The entire WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness uses and none
of the wilderness values on the 9,950 acres of the WSA would receive the
special legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. The
short—term impact of this action would be negligible because little de-
velopment activity is anticipated in the short-term whether or mnot the
area is designated wilderness.

In the long-term, however, wilderness values would be lost as a re-
sult of mineral development along the WSA's eastern boundary in Waddoups
Canyon, oil and gas development near the head of Schoolhouse Canyon, and
gravel extraction on the WSA's southwestern boundary.

It is assumed that three existing lode claims along the WSA's eastern
boundary in Waddoups Canyon would be explored. This would require con-
struction of one mile of new road; the claims are close to an existing
road so the requirements for additional road is small. Development acti-
vities on each claim would include 20 acres of surface disturbance asso-—
ciated with tailing piles, adits, loading areas, and buildings. The three
claims, then, would have a total of 60 acres of surface disturbance and a
total of one mile of new road.

One oil and gas well is anticipated to be drilled near the head of
Schoolhouse Canyon. Access for this well would be from the Waddoups Can-
yon Road over the ridge to the west side of Schoolhouse Canyon. This
would require two miles of new road to get into Schoolhouse Canyon; there
would be 10 acres of surface disturbance at the well site associated with
the drill pad and equipment parking areas.

The single gravel pit along the WSA's southwestern border requires no
new road, but would entail five acres of surface disturbance.

While somewhat isolated from one another, the three aforementioned
activities would combine to reduce the naturalness of the area. The de-
velopment of the three lode claims in Waddoups Canyon would impact the
perception of mnaturalness on approximately 240 acres immediately
surrounding the claims due to the visibility of the estimated surface
disturbance of the claims. The gravel pit would impact naturalness on
only twenty acres because of its small size and limited activity. Con-
versely, the oil and gas well would negatively affect naturalness on 720
acres. During the exploratory phase, the nolse of the machinery, the
lights, the new road, and the machinery itself would combine to reduce
naturalness in an area much larger than the actual surface disturbance.
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During the well's production phase, impacts to naturalness would be
lessened, but it would still impact the perception of naturalness on 320
acres., This includes the impacts of the access road, the well, and the
collection and storage facility.

Opportunities for solitude would also be negatively impacted by
mineral development. Sights and sounds from traffic, comstruction, and
production would reduce the quality of solitude to the same degree as
naturalness. Outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost on a
total of 980 acres from all energy and mineral activities.

Sights and sounds from recreational ORV use would also have an ad-
verse impact on solitude. However, this impact would be minimal because
ORV use is estimated to be only 50 visitor days annually and is expected
to remain below 100 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future.

Other recreation uses would increase slightly but would remain below
150 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. This increase would
not significantly impact opportunlties for solitude.

Conclusion: The White Knob Mountains WSA's wilderness values of
naturalness and outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost
or impaired on 980 acres, or 10% of the WSA. Naturalness and solitude
on 8,970 acres would be subject to loss in the long—term, but no im-—
palring activities are antlcipated in the foreseeable future.

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

The WSA would be open to ORV use. The two miles of new road associ-
ated with oil and gas development in Schoolhouse Canyon would make the
north-central portion of the WSA more accessible to ORV users. However,
recreational ORV use 1is projected to remain below 100 visitor days annu-
ally for the foreseeable future.

Conclusion: While some of the WSA would be more accessible, recrea-
tional ORV use would remaln below 100 visitor days annually. There
would be no significant impact on recreational ORV use.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

All lands within the White Knob Mountains WSA would remain open for
mineral entry and leasing. All potential mineral resources would be
available for development. This includes a moderate favorability for the
discovery of oil and gas, low to moderate favorability for metallic min-
erals, and moderate favorability for saleable minerals (sand and gravel).

Conclusion: Potential mineral resources would be available for devel-

opment. This would be a beneficial impact to the development of min-
eral resources in the White Knob Mountains WSA.
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All Wilderness Alternative

Under the All Wildermess Alternative, all 9,950 acres of public land
in the White Knob Mountains WSA would be recommended for wilderness. The
primary impacts of this alternative relate to the mineral withdrawal and
ORV closure in designated wilderness.

Inpacts on Wilderness Values

The entire WSA would be recommended for wilderness so wilderness
values on the 9,950 acres of the WSA would be protected by legislative
mandate, Mining claims in the WSA with valid existing rights could be
fully developed if a validity examination showed that the claims held
sufficient quantity and quality of material so that a prudent man could
expect a reasonable return on his investment. For the existing claims in
the WSA, it is assumed for purposes of analysis that the claims would not
satisfy a valldity examination and thus, could not be developed. Wilder-
ness designation would also withdraw the WSA from any future mineral en-
try and possible development. Wilderness values of naturalmess and soli-
tude would be retained in the WSA.

An estimated 50 visitor days annually of ORV use would be foregone
under the All Wilderness Alternative. This would enhance naturalness and
opportunities for solitude within the WSA.

Conclusion: Wilderness values would be retained on all 9,950 acres
of the White Knob Mountains WSA. Negative impacts on 980 acres would
not occur.

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

Wilderness designation would close the entire 9,950 acre White Knob
Mountains WSA to all forms of recreational ORV use. The present level of
50 visitor days annually of ORV use in the WSA would be eliminated. How-
ever, there are similar or superior opportunities for ORV use on public
land throughout the region. Any ORV use displaced from the WSA upon wil-
derness designation would be absorbed on the surrounding public land.

Conclusion: Recreational ORV use of 50 visltor days annually would
be foregone. The impacts of displacing this use to other nonwilder-
ness public land would be negligible.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

Wilderness designation would withdraw all 9,950 acres of public land
within the WSA from all forms of mineral entry and leasing, subject to
valid rights at the time of designation. There would be no oil and gas
development activities.

Prior to commencing work on the existing claims in the WSA, a validi-
ty examination must show that the claims hold sufficient quantity and
quality of material so that a prudent man could expect a reasonable re-
turn on his investment. For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the
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existing claims within the WSA would not pass a validity examination and
thus, could not be developed. Other, as yet undiscovered energy and min-
eral resources could not be developed.

There would also be no further sales of sand and gravel from within
the WSA. This would be a negligible impact, however, because ample sup—-
plies exist outside the WSA.

Conclusion: Opportunities to explore for and develop potential metal—

lic mineral deposits and sand and gravel would be foregone. There
would be no oil and gas development activities.
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BURNT CREEK

Proposed Action (No Wilderness Alternative)

Under the proposed action, the entire 24,980 acres of the Burnt Creek
WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness uses. The principal impacts
under this alternative relate to the development of oil and gas resources
and the resultant impacts on wilderness values in the long-term.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

The entire WSA would be recommended for nonwilderness uses and none
of the wilderness values on the 24,980 acres of the WSA would receive the
special legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. The
short-term impact of this action would be negligible because little de-
velopment activity is anticipated in the short—term whether or not the
area is designated wildermess.

In the long-term, wilderness values would be lost as a result of oil
and gas development in the Short Creek drainage. It is anticipated that
one well would be drilled in this drainage. Access to the well would be
up the existing Short Creek Road to its end, then continue up the west
side approximately one mile to the well site. There would be 10 acres of
surface disturbance at the well site associated with the drill pad and
equipment parking areas. Such a development would negatively affect the
perception of naturalness on 975 acres, the estimated area in which at
least some portion of the man-made development could be seen by the casu-
al visitor. Impacts include the noise of the machinery, lights, new road,
and the machinery itself; these would be obvious intrusions into an
otherwise natural appearing landscape.

Opportunities for solitude would also be lost because of oil and gas
development. Sights and sounds of traffic, construction, and production
would decrease one's chances of finding solitude to the same degree as
naturalness. Outstanding opportunities for solitude would thus be lost
on 975 acres in the Short Creek drainage.

Sights and sounds from recreational ORV use would also have an ad-
verse impact on solitude but the impact would be minimal because ORV use
levels are low. Presently, ORV use is estimated to be 100 visitor days
annually and is expected to remain below 200 visitor days annually for
the foreseeable future. h

Other recreation uses would increase slightly but would remain at
levels below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable future. This
jncrease would not significantly affect opportunities for solitude.

Conclusion: The Burant Creek WSA's wilderness values of naturalness
and outstanding opportunities for solitude would be lost on 975
acres. Naturalness and solitude on 24,005 acres would be subject to
loss in the long-term but no adverse activities are presently antici-
pated.
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Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

The Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP limits ORV use in the Burnt Creek WSA to
existing roads and ways. This designation would continue to be in affect
once the WSA was released for nonwilderness uses. The mile of new road
assoclated with the Short Creek oil and gas well would add little to the
vehicle accessibility of the WSA as a whole. Recreational ORV use is
projected to remain below 200 visitor days annually for the foreseeable
future.

Conclusion: There would be only a minor increase in accessibility in
the WSA and ORV use is expected to remain below 200 visitor days an—
nually for the foreseeable future. There would be no significant
impact to recreational ORV use.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

All lands within the Burnt Creek WSA would remain open for mineral
entry and leasing. All potential mineral resources would be available
for development. This includes a moderate favorability for discovery of
oil and gas.

Conclusion: Potential mineral resources would be available for devel-
opment. This would be a beneficial impact to the development of min-

eral resources in the Burnt Creek WSA.

Partial Wilderness Alternative

Under the Partial Wilderness Alternative, 8,300 acres of the Burnt
Creek WSA would be recommended for wilderness while 16,680 acres would be
recommended for nonwilderness uses (See Map 6).. The primary dimpacts
under this alternative relate to the development of oil and gas resources
and the resultant impacts on wilderness values in the long-term.

Impacts on Wilderness Values

None of the wilderness values on 16,680 acres would receive special
legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. The short
term impact of this action would be negligible because little development
activity is anticipated in the next five years.

In the long-term, wilderness values on 16,680 acres are expected to
suffer adverse lmpacts or be lost due to oil and gas exploration and de-
velopment. One oil and gas well is expected to be drilled in the Short
Creek drainage, outside but adjacent to the area recommended for wilder—
ness under this alternative. The well would entail 10 acres of surface
disturbance and one mile of new road. As a result, the wilderness value
of naturalness would be lost on 975 acres, including 225 acres inside the
area recommended for wilderness.
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In addition to naturalness, activities associated with oil and gas
development would adversely impact the wilderness value of outstanding
opportunities for solitude. Sights and sounds from traffic, constructionm,
and production at the wellsite would lower the quality of solitude on 975
acres, again including 225 acres inside the area recomnended for wilder-

ness.

Sights and sounds from recreational ORV use in the nondesignated area
would also have an adverse impact on solltude, but the impact would be
minimal because ORV use is estimated to be less than 65 visitor days an-
nually. Recreational ORV use is expected to remain below 150 visitor
days annually for the foreseeable future, so the long-term impact of ORV
use on the wilderness value of solitude would be negligible.

Wilderness values on 8,300 acres would be protected by legislative
mandate. Wilderness designation would withdraw these lands from mineral
entry and leasing and would eliminate the potential for future mineral
development on 8,300 acres. Wilderness values of naturalness and solitude
would benefit from this action.,

An estimated 35 visitor days annually of recreational ORV use would
be eliminated from the wilderness portion of the WSA. Although encounters
between ORV users and other recreationists are infrequent at current
levels of use, the elimination of ORV use would benefit the wilderness
value of solitude because visitors would not encounter or hear ORV users
in the area. Beneficial effects to naturalness due to elimination of ORV
use would be negligible because current use levels are quite low.

Conclusion: Wilderness values of naturalness and solitude would be
adversely affected on four percent (975 acres) and retained on 33%
(8,300 acres) of the WSA. Wilderness values on 63% (15,705 acres) of
the WSA would be subject to loss in the long-term but no adverse ac-—
tivities are presently anticipated.

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

The Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP limits ORV use in the Burnt Creek WSA to
existing roads and ways. This designation would continue in the 16,680
acres of nonwilderness in the WSA. The mile of new road associated with
the anticipated oil and gas well in the Short Creek drainage would add
1ittle to the accessibility of the WSA. Recreational ORV use in the
16,680~acre nonwilderness portion of the WSA is projected to remain below
150 visitor days annually in the foreseeable future.

An estimated 35 visitor days annually of recreational ORV use would
be eliminated from the 8,300-acre designated wilderness portion of the
WSA. Future opportunities for ORV-oriented recreation in this portion of
the WSA would be foregone. However, there are similar or superior oppor-
tunities for ORV use on public land throughout the region. Any ORV use
displaced from this portion of the WSA upon designation would be absorbed
on the surrounding public land.
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Conclusion: Recreational ORV use would continue at a level below 65
visitor days annually on 16,680 acres of nonwilderness; 35 visitor
days annually of ORV use would be eliminated from the 8,300 acre wil-
derness portlon of the WSA. Future opportunities for recreational
ORV use on 8,300 acres would be foregone.

Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

The 16,680 acres of the WSA recommended for nonwilderness uses would
remain open to mineral entry and leasing. All potential mineral resources
in this portion of the WSA would be available for development. It is
anticipated that one oil and gas well would be drilled in the Short Creek
drainage.

The 8,300 acres of the WSA recommended for wilderness would be with-
drawn from all forms of mineral entry and leasing. However, there are no
plans to develop any mineral resource within the 8,300-acre area recom-
mended for wilderness, nor are there any projections favorable for such
developments.,

Conclusion: Potential mineral resources would be available for devel-
opment on 16,680 acres of the Burnt Creek WSA. Opportunities to de-
velop mineral resources on 8,300 acres would be foregone. This impact
would be minimal because future projections do not indicate the like-
lihood of mineral development in this portion of the WSA.

All Wilderness Alternative

Under the All Wilderness Alternative, the entire 24,980 acres of the
Burnt Creek WSA would be recommended for wilderness. The primary impacts
of this alternative relate to the mineral withdrawal and ORV closure in
designated wilderness,

Impacts on Wilderness Values

Wilderness values on the entire WSA (24,980 acres) would receive the
special legislative protection provided by wilderness designation. Wil-
derness values of naturalness and solitude would benefit from this action
because 975 acres of the WSA would not be impacted by oil and gas devel-
opment activities.

An estimated 100 visitor days amnually of recreational ORV use would
be eliminated from the WSA by wilderness designation. Although encounters
between ORV users are infrequent with current levels of use, the elimina-
tion of ORV use would benefit the wilderness value of solitude because
visitors would not encounter or hear ORV users in the area. Beneficial
effects to naturalness due to elimination of ORV use would be negligible
because the present level of use is low.

Conclusion: Wilderness values would be maintained on all 24,980 acres
of the WSA. Because development of potential oil and gas resources
would be foregone, adverse impacts to naturalness and solitude would
not occur on 975 acres that would otherwise be disturbed.
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Impacts on Development of Energy and Mineral Resources

Wilderness designation would withdraw all 24,980 acres of the Burnt
Creek WSA from mineral entry and leasing, subject to valid existing
rights at the time of designation. No mining claims currently exist in
the WSA. The opportunity to explore for and develop mineral resources,
including oil and gas, would be foregone.

Conclusion: Opportunities to exzplore for and develop potential energy
and mineral resources would be foregone on 24,980 acres.

Impacts on Recreational Off-Road Vehicle Use

Wilderness designation would close the entire 24,980-acre Burnt Creek
WSA to all forms of recreational ORV use. An estimated 100 visitor days
annually of ORV use in the WSA would be eliminated. However, there are
similar or superior opportunities for ORV use on public land throughout
the region. Any ORV use displaced from the WSA upon wilderness designa-
tion would be absorbed on the surrounding public land.

Conclusion: Recreational ORV use of 100 visitor days annually would

be foregone; the impacts of displacing this use to other nonwilder-—
ness public land would be negligible. '
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG~TERM PRODUCTIVITY

If a WSA 1s not designated wilderness, all present, short-term uses
would continue. Off-road vehicle use, timber harvest, mining, and mineral
leasing activities could reduce the wilderness values over the long-term.

If an area is designated wilderness, it would ensure the long—term
productivity of ecosystems and would maintain or enhance present wilder-—
ness values. Motorized vehicles could no longer be used except where
prescribed by an area’s wilderness management plan. Mineral resources
would not be available for location and development after December 31,

1983.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Activities such as mining, mineral leasing, and materlal sales, could
create an irreversible commitment of the wilderness resource in part or
all of a WSA, 1f not designated as wilderness. Wilderness designation
would not create an 1rretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources
within a WSA. Designation would restrict or stop development activities
and maintain an area's natural condition. If, in the future, Congress
decides it would be in the national interest to develop certain resources
within a wilderness, they can modify the law to allow it.
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CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION, COORDINATION, AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Development of the recommendations for the Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wil-
derness Final Environmental Impact Statement has included an ongoing co-
ordination and public involvement effort. Federal Register notices and
news releases have announced all steps of the process to date, including
the study schedule, notices of intent for preparation of the EIS, notice
of availability of the EIS, notice of public hearings, and public comment
periods.

Throughout the study, consultation and coordination has occurred with
other federal agencies, state, county, and local governments, and the
public. Additional consultation and coordination took place with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the State Historic Preser-
vation Officer (SHPO).

Wildlife and vegetation inventories and consultation with the USFWS
did not identify any threatened or endangered species in the WSA. Inven-
tories and consultation with the SHPO during scoping determined that no
cultural sites that would be eligible for nomination for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places are known to exist within any of the
WSAs.

Coordination with the U.S. Forest Service, Challis National Forest,
has been ongoing throughout the development of this EIS. While no formal
comments were received, informal contacts were made at the local level to
determine the Challis Natlonal Forest's opinion of BLM wilderness propo-
sals.
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Loren Anderson prepared the Burnt Creek WSA wildlife material for the
EIS. Loren was the district wildlife biologist at the Salmon District
Office and is nmow the Lemhi Resource Area biologist. He has been a wild-
life biologist for twelve years and was a range conservationist for thiese
years. Loren has a B.S. in wildlife biology from Colorado State Univer-
sity.

George Babits prepared the geology and energy/minerals sectioms for
the Burnt Creek WSA. George is the district geologist at the Salmon Dis-
trict Office. He has been with the BLM, the Bureau of Reclamation, and
Soil Comservation Service as a geologist for tenm years. He has a B.S. in
geclogy and a B.S. in physical science from Washington State University.

John Butz wrote the sections covering Appendicitis Hill and White
Knob Mountains WSAs. He started with BLM in 1974 in Carson City, Nevada,
and has worked in the Salem, Oregon District, in the Oregon and Idaho
State Offices, and in the Idaho Falls District as the outdoor recreation
planner since 1977. He holds a degree in forest recreation management
from Oregon State University.

Tim Carrigan assisted with the range section of the Burnt Creek WSA.
Tim was with the BLM for 4 years as a range conservationist in the Salmon
District's Ellis-Pahsimeroi Resource Area, and is now a helicopter pilot
for the U.S. Army. Tim has a B.S. degree in range management and wild-
1life management from Humboldt State University.

Tim Carroll prepared the geology and minerals section for Appendi-
citis Hill and White Knob Mountains WSAs. Carroll joined the BLM in 1974
as a minerals specialist, and has been the district geologist in Idaho
Falls for over 3 years. He has a B.S. degree in geology from the Univer-

sity of Missouri.

Rex Christensen, Ellis—-Pahsimeroi Area Manager, was respousible for
the Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFP wilderness recommendation on the Burnt Creek
WSA. Rex has a B.S. in botany from Brigham Young University. He was with
the BLM for 26 years, 17 of which have been as an area manager before
retiring in 1985.

Rick Colvin acted as writer-editor for the final EIS. Rick has been
with the BIM for five years as the Challis Resource Area outdoor recrea-
tion planner. He has a B.S. in resource recreation management and an
M.A. in interdisciplinary studies, both from Oregon State University.

Glenn DeVoe contributed to the range sections for Appendicitis Hill
and White Knob Mountains WSAs. He has worked in the Idaho Falls District
as a range conservationist for 6 years. DeVoe holds degrees in soils and
range management and agriculture economics from the Universities of Cali-

fornia and Oklahoma State.
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Brent Jemsen, Blg Butte Area Manager, was responsible for the Big
Lost MFP wilderness recommendations on the Appendicitis Hill and White
Knob Mountains WSAs. Jensen has a B.S. degree in range management from
Utah State University. He has worked in the Las Vegas, Nevada District
and has been an area manager in the San Miguel and Gunnison Basin areas
in Montrose, Colorado. He was the Montrose District range management
specialist before coming to Idaho Falls in 1978.

Robert McCarty countributed to the wildlife sections for Appendicitis
Hill and White Knob Mountains WSAs. McCarty has a B.S. degree in range
management/wildlife habitat from Washington State University. He has
been with the BIM in the Idaho Falls District for 7 years.

David McGowan assisted in preparing the range section of the Burnt
Creek WSA. Dave has been a range conservationist in the Salmon District
for eight years. He has a B.S. in rangeland resources from Oregon State
University.

Michael Vallance 1s the Challis-Mackay Resource Area forester. He
wrote the forest resource section of the Burnt Creek WSA. Mike has a
B.S. in forestry from Purdue University, and has been with the BLM for
four years. '

George Weigkircher is the Idaho State Office Outdoor Recreation Plan-
ner and also served as state office liaison for this EIS. George has
been with the BLM for ten years, the past five in Boise. He has a B.S.
in earth science from New Mexico State University.

Dave Wolf was team leader for this EIS. He directed the preparation
of this EIS and prepared several sections. Dave has been with the BLM
for six years. He has a B.S. in wildlife management and a B.S. in outdoor
recreation, both from Colorado State University.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT REVIEW

An intensive effort has been made to involve the public, other agen-
cles, industry, and special interest groups. During preparation of the
Big Lost and Ellis-Pahsimeroi MFPs, numerous meetings were held with in-
dividuals, interest groups, industry representatives, and Federal, State,
and local agencies. Open houses were held in May (5/6/81 and 9/30/81),
Arco (8/9/82) and Mackay, Idaho (9/1/82). A notice announcing the ini-
tiation of work on the Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness EIS was published
in the Federal Register on February 22, 1983,

The Draft EIS was released for public review and comment on August
26, 1983. The formal comment period was open until October 27, 1983,
Public hearings were held at Arco, Idaho (9/26/83) and Challis, Idaho
(9/27/83). No individuals testified at either public hearing.

During the comment period, seventeen written comments were received.
Comments were recelved from seven individuals, two energy companies, two
from a conservation organization, four federal agencies, two State of
Idaho agencies, and one from the Shoshone-Bannock tribes. No comments
were recelved from the Governor's Office, Congressional representatives,
State legislators, or local officials.

All comments that presented new data, questioned facts or analyses,
and raised issues having a direct bearing on the adequacy of the EIS were
used in making changes to the draft and/or given individual responses in
this chapter. Responses are also provided for other comments considered
to be of general interest to the readers. All public comments will be
considered when making the final wilderness recommendations, regardless
of whether they are printed or receive responses in this EIS.
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REVIEWERS AND RESPONSES

The following list identifies agencies, organizations, and indivi-
duals to whom copies of the draft EIS were sent. Those agencies, organi-
zations, and individuals who returned written comments are denoted by a
letter and page number. The comments for which responses were prepared
are identified by vertical lines and consecutive numbers in the left mar-
gins of each letters. The corresponding responses are shown on the left
facing page by each letter and are numbered to match the comments.

Elected 0Officials Letter Page

Federal

Senator Steve Symms
Senator James McClure
Congressman George Hansen
Congressman Larry Craig

State

Governor John Evans
Representative Ray Infanger
Representative Wayne Tibbets
Senator Vearl Crystal

Local

Mayor, Arco

Mayor, Challis

Butte County Commissioners

Butte County Planning Commission
Custer County Commissioners
Custer County Planning Commission

Advisory Councils

Idaho Falls District Advisory Council

Idaho Falls District Grazing Advisory Board
Salmon District Advisory Council

Salmon District Grazing Advisory Board

Federal Agencies

Department of Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Geological Survey 13 105
National Park Service

Bureau of Mines

Bureau of Reclamation
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Department of Agriculture

Soil Conservation Service
Forest Service

Federal Aviation Administration
Department of Transportation
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Department of Energy

Department of the Air Force

State of Idaho Agencies

Department of Fish and Game

Department of Health, Welfare and
Environmental Services

Department of Lands

Departnent of Water Resources

Historic Preservation Officer

University of Idaho Extenslon Service

Idaho State Clearinghouse

Idaho Alr National Guard

Department of Tramsportation

Organizations

Idaho Wildlife Federation

Idaho Cattle Feeders Association, Inc.
Tri-County Cattlemen's Association
Idaho Archaeological Society, Inc.
Idaho Conservation League

Natural Resource Defense Council
Western Environmental Trade Association
League of Women Voters of Idaho
Northern Rockies Chapter Sierra Club
The Institute of Ecology

Idaho Cattlemen's Association
Wilderness Society

Committee for Idaho's High Desert
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14

19
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111

108

109

107

115
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Industry

Rocky Mountain 0il & Gas Association

Independent Petroleum Producers

Idaho Mining Association

Hunt Energy Corporation

Amoco Production Company

Arco Exploration Company

Champion Building Products

Conoco 11 103
Exxon Minerals Company, U.S.A.

Texaco, Inc.

Ronan, Inc. 12 104
Union 0il Company of California

Superior 0il Company

Individuals

Grazing permittees
District mailing list (on file)

Peter Bowler 3 76
Randall E. Morris 4 87
Dan Petersom 5 88
Carol Kriz 6 90
Dale Asplund 7 92
Jerry Jayne 8 94
Howard Emry 9 g7
Shoshone—Bannock Tribes 10 101
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

52



COMMITTEE FOR IDAHOS

EG H D ES E Ot 251983

L EAST TDAHO CHAPTER =~
372 Moowlite Drive, Zhaks Folls, LD §3702

Me Renvete (Delher, District Maragec
Burcaw o F fand ﬂlarmjtmud“ c- Selmon District

PO, Boy “H30 4
C_SCL[VYL@VLJ D 83‘/647

Dezay Siv
T e K yow for Cé’guo/ éfy’)ﬁ’r”{‘wr\

coldderness Drabt Emﬂjt‘fcnmfvﬂfaﬁx_ En?/)cacé Stedomend .

‘F@((\ou_"?v Compnends ool J\-Léa‘e\\lt‘irj bownelares in OQr"QTfYU“:
T st Teke (mmedicde @xceotiow To an anFec v t\yL\(Q‘v”},O/'Q,‘?LC(_j'l‘CJVL [J/

/e Do Wadsen of The Tbiko Feclls BLM ofFice (s reportecd in e =g ﬂ’?&;\&-{‘er}

St He bltal abserce of Yeslifiers at he Arce andd Ckobdjtls ﬁeaf:'/y;
@vv\owm' S Yo .}jf'i’o ce- ba&'&c’g/ f}opu»\cw‘ Jc’-p [—”0(“6 "7%/‘ %{L& B/,J"‘( is (/o/‘ﬁf\erracfj O\[ée{’w.c,dt Ve,

\Si?.r\jfvv'@«ds QXJ“E;A'GJ 243 e IIJ/ Zé/‘ce_ mé:mb»éns}z:“ of czHFD ‘s Ea;?"In(fa/zc\ (-/ta/(‘fed\[(
U 51‘437[.‘;4@/—{‘/ Yoo Hie centiary ., Al ol Mo Clopter s nol” Gs /e\(— very o€
OVNCZrLi*ZZCj/ cé’uuz/ %C) reoCiw OL&;OVL\Q wlﬂ\, deayw:é@r /L(C,C Lure s ¢ /&/Er’/(EA\S ac‘r‘l orLS_J
42\/;/(’19[ §LLPUQ/ %6 CLJ(‘JIIGJ O7c %}/\e O%[Q'{‘ 'Zze,vx }fY)QmL;G_Y‘J é)/ phc/zg (V’QCLCL({{'L/C @'(&' ‘r\i“)c
o £ steded Omt‘jw‘c Jb@yofor‘ﬁ' For He all-wilderness alter ncf%x\)ev Fe.@(rzj Lhat
RLM lands 5F marginaed auwdd poer wilderness qua[ﬁf/ were. c[r‘wr)/:QL( beFore
C&/’rfuk o hase @D %9, fevred) 1Le rest /‘ﬂo{c‘ta}gecj a Aesire ?”/\aﬁ‘qt Mmove of Bufn\i“
Creer avu\ﬂ of{‘ (ac:JlL Seme csjc ﬁﬂo@wbg:\’m‘s /Z[z// zl)e I’\O,wax rT\Q,Y\J:{/Q'Q{/ \(f'o b@ﬁiﬁf‘
j@‘F@“(egi‘ FO@‘H’L?(F%NOQ il fe hcdo}‘(‘ojt; @JODQL;‘G(,LO\,;/ incker vunge L e To
gz,c/lxu‘eue, oL covtSend s a)«‘i’f/\_ WQ@ﬁ&ghQ{l ;Lc)uwtcga\,/}, PPO/DO‘ja/(’J w/u /e, S f/
. ) . . \ <

inle acaoust Qf‘ifk@,wq,(, vaangLb}L.‘f -z é)e'/’zﬁ’_d& %e_ resu € (s c,Lor‘fk/
o7 Secious, formal oxsmmination M fhe 7{?“&( ELS. See alfached Mmap .

The_ olafa,‘/ec,/ éOurw&zwtex cJdexe m‘may‘.‘( a(effd&( Fra--.-\_ %ﬂOUjruUO//u‘(, fﬂ&f)& and,
celd offorts. Burnt Creel toas TnUu“i‘jo&uf ~b7 Jﬁ‘u(\tt/ %o /HCL}\Oj any

C‘{}, o Comment on Yhe Bf‘jL&s#/F’an‘r.Ld/‘mesfci
Frewse consider e

" %ﬁ Lned Seccanenct,

claim Wét-}

U Fakiw

Fr‘ow\ W\/ OOt
@av\ﬂg\(‘ Sfctﬁ'iom, 0440( L/LF [.ovg Creek Y’Cau:/(J ancl L)y feyieusiy m;, Q[(‘f/(e\s \Fr\c e %%fo\g

of ‘HA«LD@&KRy Eels ouned Moot Beocel, ,APfQM:cL%‘s Hilf was veseardied Teom Artelope
Crecr voad and Mewmar Cagod roacl | by hiking a il of Rocty Covnyou | avel by hfkt;*/’?
CH\Q ORV fcﬁék wp an uvuna e cf Canysu M Sections JH and Q3 oF e novHrieast wisA
S he Whte Kinob Mowreing (WSA  wag Scovdogf Froun ,iy\iQd\nf@d Creelk voacl awd
by hiKC«S CV‘G&S—COLL.V&W)/ frow. The road €o Richordso. &Sf“\i\j ool dow \ﬂug
Jeep (eald FTo Mewnk abn JF“\“&' T was FU%MLL/ Jur‘ow‘sed ot Hie

beact, of Cf/‘u Oxﬁhr‘opf{ﬂf 5o adl avrens U(Ls;‘é@uﬂ) andd AR encouten
oY mane reccl

53

NS N - Y
AR AR ] .S(w.\»k‘(’J:.\v



1-1:

1-2:

1-3:

Under either the All Wilderness or Partial Wilderness Alterna-
tives, the last two miles of the Burnt Creek Road would, indeed,
be closed. This was alluded to on pages v. and 38 in the DEIS.
It is implicit in the fact that ORVs would be eliminated from the
designated wilderness portion under each alternative.

Note that the proposed action for the Burnt Creek WSA has changed
from the DEIS to this FEIS (see explanation on page 1).

We agree that development on ridges is unlikely in the near
future. We do not see any particular justification for the CIHD's
boundary. The logical conclusion to their argument would be the
All Wilderness Alternative which would protect all ridges in the
WSA. (The other six CIHD member comments in support of the CIHD
proposal also recommend the All Wilderness Alternative for the
Burnt Creek WSA.)

The road leading to Richardson Spring was identified as a road
during the wilderness inventory and forms part of the WSA's boun-
dary. Simply closing part of it does not solve all of the prob-—-
lems or difficulties with managing the area as wilderness. There
are five other vehicle access routes into the area and boundary
identification problems exist along private, State and Forest
Service land.

The BLM's resource analysis during planning for this EIS did not
identify cultural resource values which would be significantly
impacted by either designation or nondesignation of the WSA as
wilderness. Consultation with the SHPO did not reveal any sites
within the WSAs which would be eligible for nomination on the
National Register of Historic Places. For these reasons, a dis-
cussion of cultural resources was not needed nor appropriate.
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1-7:

It is probable that what you saw was indeed a Peregrine falcon,
However, it is considered to be a rare sighting and was probably
a bird in transit to more suitable habitat. Neither BLM inven-
tories nor consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
show the existence of nest sites or nesting pairs of peregrines
in the WSA.

Boundary adjustments were considered for the Appendicitis Hill
WSA in the Big Lost MFP. At that time, a decision was made not
to analyze further a boundary adjustment because of lack of man—
ageability. While this is still considered valid, because seven
of the sixteen comments suggested a partial alternative for Ap—
pendicitis Hill, the FEIS has been revised to add a new alterna-
tive for WSA 31-14 (page 7).

56




e,

'COMMITTEE FOR IDAHOS s

R e 3 i Zlceno
AT P OB OB O LS E DR eS8

for P reserying archaes (ogc‘ca/L scites ot Yhe B/CUV/‘(CQ'\/O'& BLr wSA,
(Ohere ap f’Q"e»\,%()z cn Arec oF Cotticad Enwvivopmentel Concern recommendatio
will be. pode fn The FETS, I st/ feel a collelerness /s o
appropriate, bt ot lecst e vVanclals m f/‘oL)[QW\, cas clecentl y
adlressec! a Yot locwmerd, T he 'Bj Lot/ Frhsimerei bezs o

| Neotulol Q(e?cfcfey\:/c T %Zu:s Wejav‘cx( fe

5 jor %ffe.ﬂ_o{au‘?‘@ B
_ fsfo/?zev( eagles awd smalfer reptors ju Fhe Witnames « 00—,
QL)/U'C/ZL rs )CCLC{ o,ﬁ /c‘ccfuvufou{ /)Qs‘z,‘»y \Cr’?(eq' agwe “o (/z/a, Qv‘wf%{/ /}’)(EJ forLe)
bl was Cnalble. e /Ooj‘ 5&2@5&&&&1.//‘ close for fhencky e edions, lOLU"iUQC
T hed Hlo lecsure ofF /Ez‘:_fm"»e{/ waotih,ve a niale JOU“CU‘?‘CV\'% Taleen
-6 at Cwe ﬁ[ﬂkhei\\. i Ko City Can/ov\_/ TR e Sragle a‘ﬁ/@”i’lccv Frem oo
C,/@je. as '([:b(‘\[“/ Feet. The clavs heacl ons ;u."%i ff‘orr\.?nevc("') ancl Yﬂut‘b
da\:\(ﬁ(‘CL(‘MJ\Lf' VoFectarey ow orcarie Falczoas lere Aot tal, o bsenTl Th
O\ppmm\me&a 30 -Inch t/k‘-\‘f\f\g&qum oltminates  Yhe € maller f!ﬁ@& TIRES
(merlﬁmﬁ as o pesiibilik, Uﬂ‘dfo"‘%\mcd‘rdy my d[o(\e;\.J o(ouiow@// Laken Frown
pndernedhi “Hhe }'CLL(U:'L/, Show ol ‘éB\e ouwtline ancl are not switaly be Ffor
dehification. Thve clectec] Felelie Chew of the Awclehe Socict, e
conFirmekion b/ an pre(\[eylggf/( bircd ebserver | bt he's not visited
/QOC,K/\/ CC?.VL/OVL as of %\& (/Jf“t\?{n\mj_
Moo %\m“z’ e CT#d bewndaries Noce  beevc A atnesl oucl
\j%{-;@eoéj mece Generald cngumenks can be aduanced as to Wiy Hee
C&n}c‘ﬁew jCQQJ\g More e ovieseyenth . oF o Yeted airecce $k¢LLQCd

L)e F%V‘W'LMQV\DQQD{ k]Cé‘v" (,OL\(JQV“V&Qjﬁ TLL:\J Cean. be CiCoo -,kf'\f\( heod bz)l’“»&/ff/

refubivne most of the Bl andi-toi [lerness condedions cowntosned
w“H“\V\- e DELS ot Yhe Same Erae /{Cf"at\m) /VLCLWQJQ.(‘L(() (\C‘l"ﬁy /OFOL’(QW"—‘
ore addressecd b/ our bﬁbwtoaar reposal,

_ FOoR APPEANDICETTS HILL/WHNTTE KNS NMouNTAIAS
« n. (TAL/L
(/4) CQuchr?,/O’C Hhe nobund chavactferistics (s low clue Ho R meerous

Cenimoroced vehicle (,\.)Q/S aned [tvestoc weter tneg <tes | _

Z ed not fond s {o be He case at Hhe (WhYE Kuslh Mifns SA Wit
*ﬁw_cﬁme’c‘h‘ow oF He. jeep road afread/ GZz‘JCuM@c/J which weuld fQUfj/G}"j\e
i o shert time arter Closwre, Bouwndary, OLQJNYmeCé& ot Appeval it
/([/{/[ j)ep oun JJ;‘L')FCJLLL would C_Sjevpft\%u/ fow.e e S‘fif.& Qra b{\‘;m_} %@1_(7k
Qiﬁeze; \[\A‘f, CCLU‘\-/O'\/kd /H‘E;J&\dltqc.( (/'13/*.&4( éia«'i; QC(O Z’“ Cleiaf FZ .\(\"1‘{: .E'{\L -72:/00—‘

T A ey A0S e Bl e e
C'z‘lﬂw‘._t; COve i ct e s s e A R

I A R S 57 | :




1-10:

1-11:

Reference to diversity in the National Wilderness Preservation
System has been deleted from the FEIS.

Reference to opportunities for primitive recreation within a
day's driving time (5 hours) from major population centers has
been deleted from the FEIS.

Reference to balancing the geographic distribution of wilderness
has been deleted from the FEIS.

Actually, very little mountain mahogany thinning would be allowed
with the boundary suggested (the Partial Wilderness Alternative),
Controlled burning is not a feasible alternative if the desired
result is increased forage production (see pages 28, 31. and 33).
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1-12:

1-13:

See Responses 1-1 and 1-2. The Short Creek and Burnt Creek Roads
are constructed roads located outside of the WSA boundaries.

You make the argument that low ORV use in a nonwilderness trans-
lates to minimal ORV manageability problems in designated wilder-
ness. We believe that ORV use at any level would be a management
problem in designated wilderness.
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2-1:

The California RARE II EIS and this EIS are not at all similar.
The RARE II EIS attempted to analyze a large unumber of areas in
the aggregate with little attention given to specific area analy-
sis. The Big Lost-Pahsimerol EIS analyzes the impacts of speci-
fic alternatives for each WSA individually. As stated on Page 7
of the DEIS, the overall proposed action 1s a combination of pro-
posed actions for the individual WSAs. The FEIS has been exten-
sively reorganized with very little reference to an overall pro-
posed action, to more clearly show that alternatives analyzed
were formulated WSA-specific, and that there was a range of al-
ternatives for each WSA. Also, see page 8 in the FEIS for a
discussion of alternatives considered but dropped from analysis.
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CON\M]TTEE FOR IDAHQOS

“*"HIGH DESERT

PO BOX 463 BOISE. IDAHO 83701

Mr. Renneth G. lalker,
District Manager

Salmon District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.0O. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 8364

Dear Mr. Valker:

The Committee for Idaho's Hich Desert is 2 statewide, ¢rassToots orcani-
zation dedicated to protecting Idaho's outstanding desert \11 ilands, waters,
fish and wildlife, and other re>ource On behalf of the Cormittee and its

£
L

members statewide, I would like to offer the following comments on the Draft
Big Lost/Pahsimerol Wilderness Environmental Impact Sﬁat;ment.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

Overall, we are very disappointed with this document and its recommenda-
tions. It lacks the hard, specific information necessary to properlv evaluate
the resources, and effects on these resources, of the proposed action and the
other alternatives examined; there is a definite lack of factual information.
Much of the rationale for justifying the proposed action is highly questionable,
such as the statement that 85% of the study acreage should not be nrotected as
wilderness '"because it would only add 1% to the wilderness acreage available
to Boise residents (page 7). The general tone of the DEIS, as reflected in
the significant issues developed in the study process, is decidedly biased
against wilderness.

Range of Alternatives

e believe that the DEIS 'presents a range of alternatives which is
legally inadequate in 1light of the California vs. Block decision. In this
case (690 Fed 2d 753), Judge Karlton ruled that the Forest Service failed
during RARE II to evaluate a legally adequate range of alternatives, and that
as a result the Forest Service had violated the National Environmental Protect-
ion Act (NEPA). We believe that the range of alternatives presented in the
Draft Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness EIS is clearly inadequate, based on this
decisiop.

Buring RARE II, the Forest Service examined 10 alternatives, nine of which
designated less than 36% of the possible wilderness acreage as w11derne<s and
one of which.designated 100% to wilderness. As indicated above, the Court found
that this was not a legally adeguate range of alternatives, and that the Forest
Service was required to examine partial wilderness alternatives which examined
wilderness designations in the range from 36 - 100%. The Big Lost/Pahsimeroi
DEIS fails to meet even the Forest Service's .standards. There are only three
alternatives, one which designates 0% of the study acreage as wilderness, one
which designates only 14.6%, and one which designates 100%.

We believe that to meet NEPA requirements, the FEIS 1s reguired to examine
*additional partial wilderness alternatives. We particularly believe that you
should examine additional boundary proposals for Appedicitis hill, because the
impacts of-potential ORV intrusion are largely confined to the southern periph-
ery of the WSA. We recommend that the following additional alternatives be
fully examined in the FEIS:
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See page 8 in the FEIS for a discussion of alternatives con-
sidered but dropped from analysis (also see Response 1-7).

See Response 1-8,

See Response 1-9.
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2-3

Mr. Renneth G. Walker, October 25, 1983, page 2

1) A moderate wilderness proposal consisting of the northern two-thirds
of Appendicitis Hill and all of the Burnt Creek Wilderness Study Area. This
alternative would protect as wilderness 31,680 acres of study lands, which
1s 55.7% of the total study acreage; and

2) A moderate-high alternative which would designate as wilderness all
of Burnt Creek, the northern two-thirds of Appendicitis Hill, and the White
Knob Mountains WSA. This would protect 41,630 acres, which 1is 73.3% of theé
total study acreage.

We strongly urge vou to reconsider vour preferred action, after consider-
ing the two alternatives outlined above. We believe the public interest would
best be served by recommending the All-Wilderness Alternative as the proposed
action, given the resource values and alternatives at stake in the WSAs under
study. If vou cannot select this alternative, at a minimum we urge vou to
select alternative 1) outlined above, the Burnt Creek-Appendicitis Hill pro-
posal. We believe this is a balanced, reasoned alternative which will protect
the Borah Peak ecosystem and the core of Appendicitis Hill, but also be a
manageable alternative as well.

*

Representation in the National Wilderness Preservation System

We strongly disagree with your assessment that one representation of an
ecosystem in the National Wilderness Preservation System is enough. The de-
cision not to recommend additional wilderness in the sagebrush-steppe ecosys-
tem because there already is a representation of this habitat type in the
Red Rocks Lake National Wildlife Refuge is extremely short-sighted, and setting
us up for the potential of a catastrophic event which would wipe out our en-
tire representation of this habitat type. &

The Bailey-KUchler habitat classification system was developed for forest
lands, and gives a rather cursory ities.
The s ; inant of the suitability or nonsuitabilit
of specific areas for wilderness, but a general guide for BIM to assess the
breadth of ecological diversity in wilderness areas. The adequacy of this
classification system for desert habitats has been seriously questioned; this
is evident by the fact that the Oregon BIM office is using the Oregon Natural
Heritage Program classification system in their analysis of the ecological
commmities in the WSAs. We would like to Tequest that, in the final EIS,
you do a similar assessment using Dr. Minura Hironaka's habitat classification
system for southern Idaho shrublands. This, we believe, would give a far more
accurate assessment of the resources and values of these WSAs, and make possible
a more meaningful assessment of the similarity between the WSAs and the existing
wilderneds in Montana. As stated above, in no case is there justification for
excluding an area from wilderness protection simply because there is already an
example of that habitat type in the Wilderness System.

Opportunities for recreation for Boise-area residents

ke are amazed at your justification for non-wilderness for most of these
WSAs on the basis that it would only increase the acreage available for wild-
erness recreation for Boise-area residents by 1%. This.is an absurd criteria
for evaluating wilderness characteristics! The WSAs should be evaluated on
their own merits and characteristics, not on a pro-rating of total acreage in
a given area.

Although the WSAs are only a potential 1% of the wilderness acreage avail-
able to metro Boise residents, they are some of the only areas within the Boise
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2-7:

The scoping and issue identification processes (see page 2 FEIS)
derive their input largely from comments received from the public
and other governmental agencies. The issues identified in the
Draft EIS were a reflection of the comments BLM received. No
bias towards any one viewpoint was intended.

We were, however, prompted by this and other comments to review
the issues section of the EIS. This review resulted in a major
rewriting of the issues section to clarify and more concisely
define the issues (FEIS, page 2). At this time we also added an
issue addressing impacts on wildermess values.

We agree with your statement concerning exchange of State inhold-
ings in designated wilderness. This has been dropped from consid-
eration in the FEIS.

In regards to your suggested lssues:

1. After reviewlng the actions which could occur in the WSAs
if not designated as wilderness, BLM wildlife biologists con-
cluded that no significant impacts to wildlife would occur.
The possible actions are few in number, small in -scale, scat-
tered and in the case of range improvements similar to exist-
ing improvements. See page 5 for issues identified during
scoping but not selected for analysis. Herbicide spraying
was not mentioned anywhere in the DEIS nor is it mentioned in
the FEIS.

2. There are no known threatened, endangered, rare, or sen-
sitive plant or animal species inhabliting the WSAs (See Re-
sponse 1-6 and page 6 of the FEIS).

3. Analysis of the impacts of nondesignation on wilderness
values in each WSA is discussed in the FEIS.

Impacts to wildlife was not included for analysis in this FEIS
(see page 6).

It is anticipated that logging would occur only on 300 acres in
the Appendicitis Hill WSA, not over all the stands of commercial
forest. Harvesting any of the remaining commercial forest is not
economically feasible and trends in the industry indicate it will
remain uneconomical in the foreseeable future.

Herbicide spraying was not mentioned in either the DEIS or FEIS
as a method of sagebrush control. Prescribed burning is the most
accepted method to control sagebrush. Prescribed burning can
occur in designated wilderness as well as nonwilderness.

See Response 1-13,
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2-5

Mr. Kenneth G. Walker, October 25, 1983, page 3

I

driving circle which could be protected as wilderness within the Middle Rockv
Mountains Sagebrush-steppe ecosystem. The combination of Bailev-Kuchler and
zone of travel mzkes these areas unique, and even more valuable because the
Idahe Falls District has already made non-wilderness recommendations for all
the WSAs within this same habitat/driving zone. Tnese areas also have great
recreation and solltude values in and of themselves, which is a significant
attribute to the metro Boise area.

Cormodityv bias in the DEIS

Tnrougnout tne DElE, there is a persistant and pervasive bias towar
production of commodities and against the protection of wilderness value
1s evident most clearly in the "Significant lssues" identified on pages
6; for example, although the wildlife section includes discussion on the "
1ty to thin overgrown mountain mahogany thickets', it. nowhere discusses the
ositive value wilderness has on many wildlife species, particularly in areas
where brush control or logging are contemplated. There are no issues identi-
fied which examine what the.impacts of non-designation will be on wilderness
recreation, solitude, or other wilderness values. All the issues identified
are ones which intrinsically oppose wilderness designation.

Some of the issues identified appear more significant than we believe
they in fact are. For example, the DEIS (page 5) identifies access to State
lands a significant issue, although there is a standing State policy that it
will seek to exchange lands within designated wilderness areas for lands out-
side. This issue 1s one which can be easily dealt with in terms of policy,
as 1t has in all other BLM DEISs relating to Wilderness.

We would like to suggest additional issues which need to be identified:

as
s
5

1. What will the impact of non-designation be on antelope, sage grouse,
and other wildlife species? What will the impacts of herbicide spraying
and other proposed projects be on fish and willdife within the WSAs?

2. Are there any rare, threatened, or sensitive plant or animal species
or community types within the WSAs? If so, what would the impacts of
proposed developments be on these?

3. What will be the impacts of proposed activities within the WSAs be on
wilderness qualities including (but not limited to) primitive Tecreation,

solitude, naturalness, and special features?

SPECLFIC COMMENTS

Tahle 1 Impacts to.Other Resources (Wildlife) We completely fail to understand
how the table could show the Nonwilderness alternative as having No Impact on
wildlife, particularly given the other resources affected. What would be the
impact of logging on 1,279 acres be on wildlife, particularly old-growth depen-
dent bird and mammal specles? What would the impact be of herbicide spraving
for brush control be on the winter range (or other seasonal range) for antelope,
mule deer, and other species? How about the wildlife impacts of energy and
mineral development?

(Recreation) Same concerns as above. How would development of oil and
gas, mineral, logging, and range improvements impact primitive and unconfined
L recreation? Solitude? Special features? Certainly, there will be some impact!

—ORV Use - A significant part of the justification for excluding most of Burnt
Creek and Appendicitis Hill is the "management problem” of excluding ORV use

from the areas. However, throughout the document the statement is made that
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2-11:

2-12:

2-13:

2-14:

2-15:

See Response 2-6.

The WSA as a whole appears natural., This is a requirement to get
into study status. The area contains reservoirs and vehicle ways
which have site—specific impacts on naturalness and these impacts
are dispersed in such a way that a wilderness user would con-
stantly encounter them.

Rehabilitation through wilderness management techniques of a few
minor imprints would be reasonable. However, rehabilitating num-
erous imprints distributed throughout the Appendicitis Hill WSA
is not considered reasonable and would cause future management
difficulties.

See page 6.
See Response 1-8.
See Response 1-8.

The impacts on deer and elk winter range from range improvements
would be negligible (see page 6 in the FEIS).

Hand trimming mountain mahogany would not be feaslible because of
the intensive labor involved. Further, tree cutting of any kind
would not be allowable in designated wilderness (see pages 31 and
33 in the FEIS).

Impacts of sand and gravel extraction are discussed on pages 30
and 33 of the FEIS.

BLM inventories did not reveal any threatened, endangered, rare,

or sensitive plants within the WSAs. Therefore, this was not an
issue analyzed in this EIS.
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2-9

2-10

2-12

2-13

2-15

Mr. Kemneth G. Walker, October 25, 18983, page 4

Description of Proposed Action: Burnt Creek - We concur with vour statement
""Tne recommended suitable area complements the U.S. Foresg Service's adjacent
Borah Peak RARE II1 area (page 7)". hO\\ever, we believe tis applies to the
entire Burnt Creek WSA, not just the portion recormznded suitable. The
current ORV use 1s low, and even without major tov:¢ravh1c barriers, we
believe fencing for a m1° OT more acress the way boundary, aﬁcovrj)amed

with obliteration of the way, would effectivelv allow this area to be
managed, without majoTr problems.

Cumlative Impact Table - Forest Resources - the tzable 1lists the commercial
timoer harvest wnich would be toregone if the all-Wilderness alternative is
adopted, but there 1is no discussion of the potential impacts of logcing on
wildlife, scenic values, recreation, watersned, and wilderness characteris-
tics. Such discussion should be incorporated in the FEIS.

Page 14 - there 1s no documentation of the guality of natural characteristics
being low due to numerous ways and watering sites. What is the density of
ways? How does this compare to other WSAs in Idaho and elsewhere? Most im-
portant, does the area meet the naturalness criteria BIM used in identifying
WSAs? Obviously, it does, which means it meets Congressional standards for
naturalness.

Had the evaluation of WSAs been completed a century ago, we would have
had the Iwwury of chosing from many pristine sites. We simply don't have
that opportunity now, which is why stock watering ponds, etc. are allowable
uses under the wilderness act. With proper management, ways can revert to
good-quality grasslands, as can watering sites. We do not belileve that this
is a justifiable criteria for making a non-wilderness recommendation.

Page 16 - wildlife values. Numerous wildlife values are noted in the WSAs,
mcludmg concentrations of chukar partridge and raptors and boomlng/brood
rearing areas for sage grouse. What will be the impacts of range improvements,
0il and gas exploratlon and development, and other proposed activities on these
wildlife species and areas? What will be impacts on crucial elk and deer Tange?
Page 16 - ecological diversity: at present, there are no -dministratively
endorsed Forest Service wilderness areas in Idaho, due to the recent RARE III
decision. Hence, the DEIS should not ascribe any potential wilderness pro-
tection to ecosystems represented in the old FS recommendations.

Page 17, Table 3 - the comments above apply. Also, the FEIS should note which
of the WSAs listed in the Table have been recommended non-suitable by BIM or
other administering agency (including areas in Idaho such as Corral-Horse
Basin, Hawley Mountain, and others). Checks should be made for areas out-of-
state as weil. The final chart should give, both in total acres and percentage
of study acreage, the preliminary suitable/nonsuitable acreage within this
limited ecosvstem type (as shown by the WSAs listed in Table 3).

Pages 22,23 - range improvements: what will be the impacts of brush control
projects on the deer and elk winter range in the WSA i1f the area 1s not pro-
tected as wilderness?  What non-chemical options exist for thinning mountain
mahogany? Is hand-trimming an otpion? What are the problems and benefits
assoclated with controlled burns, and is this a viable option? If not, why
not? What would be the impact of sand and gravel extraction on wildlife,
recreation, and solitude?

Rare plants - mnowhere in the DEIS is there any discussion of rare or sensitive
plant species, as identified by the Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating Committee.
Has there been any rare plant inventory work done within the WSAs? What plants
on the INACC list are found or likely within the WSAs? What would be the impact
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2-16:

2~-17:

2-18:

2-19:

The primary recreation activity occurring in all three WSAs is
big game hunting. Because big game populations would not be af-
fected, hunting would not be affected. Impacts to aesthetlcs are
analagous to impacts to the wilderness values of naturalness and
are discussed throughout the FEIS.

See Response 1-10.
This has been deleted from the FEIS.
Admittedly, vehicle use in the WSAs is currently low. Vehicle

use at any level in a designated wilderness 1s inappropriate and
creates management problems.
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HMr. Renneth G. Walker, October 25, 1983, page 5

on these species of sand and gravel extracticn, herbicide spraving for brush
control, range 1mprovement projects, logging, or other activities pessible
within the WSAs 1f they are not protected as Wilderness? Would wilderhess

| designation ennance the survivel of these species?

Page 24 - recreation: what is vour justification for z 'No impact"

statement for the ko Wilderness Alternative” Wnat would the irmpact of
sand and gravel eXtraction, spraying proiects, etc. be on aesthetics and other

|_elements of recreation use?

Page 28 - geographic distribution of wilderness (also mentioned elsewhere in
text): We fail to see how vou can consider designation of wilderness in these
areas to be further concentration of wilderness in central Idzho. These

areas are on the margin of the Snake River Plain or in the Pahsimero: Valley,
areas with ready road access from southern Idaho population centers (unlike

the River of No Return or other areas more traditionally thought of as "Central
Idaho'.

Page 29 - Primitive and Urconfined Recreation: we disagree with the assertion
that recreation opportunities for the White Knob Mountains are diminished be-
cause the WSA lacks a significant feature which would serve as a focal or
destination point for visitors. The overall scenic and wilderness values of
the area itself are of value, and the diminishing amount of wilderness makes
this area of increasing value.

Page 32 - hunting: Surveys by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game have shown
a majority of hunters believe there are too many roads in Idaho, and that a
"quality” hunt is as important, or more so, than vehicle access. It is possi-
ble that closure of ways would enhance wildlife populations or hunting opportu-
nities, increasing the value of the area to hunters.

Page 32 - RARE II: as mentioned earlier, the Forest Service is in the process
of re-studying lands for their wilderness characteristics. It is not correct
to state that the Challis National Forest has dropped the contiguous Forest
land from wildermess study.

Page 33 - Range: It should be noted that the Colorado Wilderness Act allows

salting and other traditional range activities to be undertaken by motorized

vehicle if there are no reasonable alternatives and it has traditionally been
done in such a manner.

Page 38 - Borah Peak: As mentioned earlier, the DEIS states that vehicle use
is low, but then claims that vehicle use creates a significant.management pro-
blem which is a major reason for not classifying the entire WSA as Wilderness.
This basically doesn't make sense. If vehicle use is not a problem now, we
can’'t see why BLM should assume it will be an insurmountable problem in the
near future. The FEIS should explain in detail why this is the case, and

wny moderate amounts of fencing combined with rehabilitation of ways would
not be sufficient to manage vehicle use.

Fencing is allowed within a WSA; in addition, much of the potential fencing
necessary would be on the WSA boundary, which would not be in any way a dimish-
ing of wilderness values within the WSA. Road closures were not even considered
in the DEIS, and should be carefully examined in the FEIS for the Burnt Creek
and Short Creek roads. Again, even if they are not closed, the fences would
be on the WSA boundary, and not within the Wilderness. (Desert hikers are
used to crossing fences!)

We strongly believe the all-wilderness alternative is the best alternative
in terms of enhancing a Borah Peak Forest Service wilderness (which is one of
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2-20:

2-21:

2-22:

Impacts of commercial thinning on 300 acres in the Appendicitis
Hill WSA are discussed on page 26 in the FEIS. Timber harvest
was not an issue for analysis for the other WSAs (see page 6).

The roads are not included in the partial alternative thereby
removing the manageability problem of controlling vehicle access
onto lands along the roads.

The BLM analysis is based on our best estimates of projected fu-
ture activities. The CIHD would appear to favor a worst case
analysis which assumes that all potentially degrading activities
will at some time occur.

The FEIS discussion of the impacts of development activities on
wilderness values has been expanded from the DEIS (see Chapter 4).
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Mr. Kenneth G. Walker, October 25, 1983, page 6

the least controversial Forest Service areas, and the most likely to be
designated in the near future. Burnt Creek would provide low-elevation
deer and elk range and otherwise help create a more viable Borah Peak
Wilderness.)

Since vehicle use is low, we don't see why outstanding opportunities
for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation would be lessened by
the Burnt Creek and Short Creek roads, especially if there is a closure
to use by the public. Again, a road closure or partial closure (open to
permittees only, on a restricted as-needed basis) should be examined. Similar
schemes are being considered on the Boise and Shoshone Districts. An
intermediate fencing scheme also should be examined; if vehicle use is
low, it doesn't seem likely that the entire boundary would need to be fenced.
Fences don't significantly affect recreational opportunities, especially
if they are properly designed and located. They are much less an impact than
pipeline development, mining, logging, or other possible uses; given the
alternatives, recreationists would very likely prefer fences to development
which would destroy opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined
recreation, as well as the aesthetics of the area.

i Page 41 - Standard No. 3: Although Table 45-12 mentions the potential harvest
of 3003 MBF of timber, there is no discussion of logging in the following
discussion of Impacts of Nondesignation on Wilderness Values. Because this
1s a possibility in the future (even though not contemplated now), it should
be addressed in the FEIS.

Page 40 - fences: If there are no natural barriers in the unit, how will the
2-21 | partial alternative reduce management problems, and create a more manageable
unit?

T

Page 45, Environmental Consequences : Given the possibility of timber harvest
on 800 acres, pipeline construction, possible oil and gas development, and
other activities, how do you justify the statement that projected future mana-
gement under nonwilderness management would have no measurable impacts to

2-22 | visual, wildlife, soil and water resources and threatened, sensitive or
endangered species? Again, where is the information on rare plants, a listing
of sensitive wildlife species, a listing of old-growth dependent wildlife,

. and other pertinent information?

Page 46 - Recreation: again, given the potential for the development described
2-23 | above, we need to see justification for the '"No impact'' determination, especially
as it relates to solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation (for the No
Wilderness alternative).

Page 47, last paragraph : the phrase "either alternative' in line 1 should be
corrected to read "either non-wilderness alternative . "

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We request that our comments
be included in the Final EIS. Again, we believe that the FEIS is required to
examine a wider range of alternatives; we urge you to recommend, at a minimm,
at least all of Burnt Creek and the northern two-thirds of Appendicitis Hill
(as per the map submitted by Scott Ploger). If you have any questions or
need more information, please let us know.

Sincerely,
THE COMMITTEE FOR IDAHO'S
HIGH DESERT
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3-1: See Response 2-1.

3-2: This has been deleted from the FEIS.
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RE: Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement Draf:

Dear Mr. Walker:

1 greatly appreciate this opportunity for public comment on the Big
Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness Draft Environmental Impact Statement analyzing the .
impacts of designating or not designating all, portions, or none of three Wilderness
Study Areas as wilderness. The propesed actlon recommends a nonsuitable 0851gnatlon
for the Appendicitis Hill WSA (31-14, comprising 21,900 acres) and the White Enobs
Mountain WSA (31-17, 9,950 acres), and suggests that 8,300 acres of the 16,680 acre
Burnt Creek WSA (45-12) be designated as suitable for wilderness designation. Thus,
the BLM preferred Alternative (Alternative 4, Partial Wilderness) is to recommend |
only 14.6% of the acreage under consideration for wilderness status, which comprises.
49.8% of the Burnt Creek WSA with. none of the other two WSAs recelving wilderness

qualification.

Of the Alternatives considered, the true public interest is best represented in
Alternative<l, the "All Wilderness" Alternative. It is interesting to this reader
that so few a]ternatlves were designed, particularly for the Appendicitis Hill and ‘
[ White Knobs Mountain WSAs. It does not appear that a legally adequate full range of
alternatives was designed or evaluated, as is mandated by NEPA and related
guidelines. The choices presented in the DRAFT EIS for two of the WSAs do not
include any kind of partial designation scheme, thus your document does not comply
with NEPA in this regard. Lack of compliance with NEPA will place the BLM in the
position of the Forest Service inm the RARE II situation (see California v. Block,

680 Fed 2d 753, 1982, attached).

I would like to offer comment on the significant issues oevelopea in the stuav

process, as cited in the Summary (p. iv), as well as the listed "major reasons'
leading to the exclusion of two WSAs from further wilderness qualification, and the

"ma jor reasons' for recommending only 8,300 acres of the Burnt Creek WSA as .
qualifying for wilderness recognition. ‘

1) The amount of designated wilderness lands appropriate within the State of Idaho.
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3-3:

See Response 2-5.

Livestock grazing would not be affected by wilderness designation
or nondesignation; its discussion is presented only to outline it
as an allowable nonconforming use in BLM wilderness.

While the Wilderness Act's mineral exploration cut—off date is
current law, we anticipate Congress will discuss in future wil-
derness legislation whether this cut~off is appropriate for BLM
areas.
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3-3

3-4

2) New wilderness designations are perceived as "locking up" public land areas.

3) The State of Idaho 1s concerned zbout access to and continued revenue productio
from State lands surrounded by Federal wilderness areas.

4)
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It is thics reviewer's opinion that

t é E
wilderness designation reccz=zndzIio T unt ¢y location of
previouslv designated wildarnes ¢ Dearing WnEIisoevar upoDn
the qualifications of these =it oncern arisez fr
ignorance of the limits of uss designetio
impose, aund from a lack of i iiicances an

wilderness to the larger publicz, the Lic Trusi regponginiliici
in the FLPMA stewardshilip mz 1ims ‘
wilderness quality habitat in

vast expanse of public domzin ¢ o ally transierre
state and private ownership, and the public domzin as it exiscs
acreage of designated and surviving non-designated wilderness g
habitat 1ic¢ miniscule. Tnis "issue' does not comprise valid gro

which BLM can found a '"nonsuiteble" designation, since wilderness

the highest of the seven "uses" delineated im the FLPMA. Orgamic Act

stewardship {(public trust) responsibility and multiple use mandates, in
fact, could be construed to legally require All Wilderness as the Preferre
Alternative - because of the limitedness of the resource, its fragility a
the inability to mitigate heavily overgrazed public domain back to
wilderness quality habitat at other sites, and because of the high standin
wilderness has in comparison with secondary, consumptive and commodity
based uses, such as grazing.

This viewpoint 1s most often expressed by resource users in the commodity
consumptive, and commercial use categories. This misconception has no
relevance to public interest based evaluations of potential wilderness.

The BIM should explore land exchange possibilities with the State, or eve
outright purchase of conflicting inholdings if a cooperative arrangement
cannot be reached. This issue should not deter BLM from recognizing
wilderness qualities in its public trust lands.

The effects that a wilderness designation would have on existing uses,
particularly livestock grazing and energy and mineral exploration and development.

Wilderness designation has no affect upon grazing levels unless they are s
high that they impact the naturalness" of the area. If they are abusively
high, then they should be lowered in any event, since they would detract
from multiple use protection of wilderness character and denv sustained
yield. Mineral explorers have had ample time, i.e., from 1776 to 1984, to
examine public domain lands. Mineral interests have known since the
Wilderness Act was passed in 1964 that a deadline for exploration was ,
approaching, and it is unreasonable to deny wilderness designation because
special mining interests feel they have had 1inadequate opportunity to seek ,
mineable assets in public domain land. Both of these issues are red
herrings and should have nothing to do with the BLM's decision regarding
wilderness suitability of these areas.
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The quality of a WSA's natural characteristics must be evaluated
as a part of a wilderness sultability determination. While the
overall impact of vehicle ways and livestock watering sites is a
subjective evaluation which will vary between individuals, they
are in fact real on-the-ground modifications of the natural en-
vironment. The BLM has made a sincere effort to realistically
evaluate the affect of human activity on the wilderness potential
of this WSA. The example given in the comment is inappropriate
because livestock grazing is a Congressionally allowed use in
wilderness which would not be terminated and the EIS has not
identified any areas being over—grazed.

See Response 1-8.

See Response 1-9.
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: ~Neither of the WSAs is required in the wilderness system to attain ecosystem
3-6 | diversity.The sagebrush steppe ecosystem (M3110-49) is represented in the Red Rocks -

Lake Hational Wildlife Refuge Wilderness Area.

removed setting as a reason for non-preservation. I would be very

cteristics 1is low due to numerous improved vehicle wavs

io ondi and the presence of livestock
2 cecondary CORSicerafiocn 1n present Gav wi.darness
evaituations. A century &go we might have had the 1
choosing among hebitats oi differing condition (nad
) n oniv the bes
ve are iuch
ring degrees
s of the lan
disturbing factors are remove
over-grazed areas, recoverv u i
cannot be changed, such as the T a 1
grasses or the less of species diversity. Nonetheless, these sites are
still possessing of wildernmess character and unless they are designated,

this gquality will be eliminated or heavily diminished. These sites deserve
designation regardless of historic evidence of grazing use. In two of the
WSAs, the problem of terminating the '"ways™ could be solved by fencing the
entire WSA and mitigating existing ways by obliterating them.

The Bailey—Kuchler habitat classification system is notoriously
macroscopic, and nowhere is it mentioned in the Wilderness Act. for
example, aside from the macro-vegetation type recognized by your habitat
classification system, a remarkable terrestrial lichen flora exists in the
area of these WSAs. Included are species such as Agrestia hispida -
otherwise unknown from the state. I would like to see some of this habitat
preserved, rather than use "sagebrush steppe' representation in another

interested in seeing the BLM conduct lichen sampling using both transects
and quadrats in the range of micro-habitats at these sites and compare the
results with similar sampling at the Red Rocks Lake National Wildlife
Refuge Wilderness Area. My guess is that there would be significant
differences in species composition, dominants in communities, and species
diversity. This issue is not a substantive reason justifying a non-
suitability recommendation, and has nothing to do with the quality of the

sites. «

~Wilderness designation of both WSAs would increase primitive recreation and
| solitude acreage available to residents of Boise, Idaho by only 1%.
(.

Again, the language with which you describe your evidence indicates your

lack of objectivity and the clear intent to not designate these sites. In
terms of the Bailey-Kuchler habitat designations, how much of the available
sagebrush steppe wilderness habitat would this represent? Rather than use . ,
public appreciation in a negative manner, why not say that this would ;
increase opportunities for a population base of over 100,000 individuals to '
enjoy wilderness quality sagebrush steppe habitat recreation in three areas
totalling 56,830 acres.
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See Response 1-10.

The BIM is not attempting to abrogate its management responsibil-
ities. However, extensive fencing and enforcement implies a man-
agement problem.

The statement referred to has been removed from the FEIS as sug-
gested. One must remember, however, that under the No Wildermess
Alternative, exploration for mineral resources could occur and
would indeed provide the industry the greatest opportunity to
conduct such activities.
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3-§ -The WS4s would not help balance geogrephic distribution of wildérness. Instead

they would tend to concentrate it in central Idaho.
This 1s e ridiculous rationzlization for non-designation. What should
these areas do, move? Geograpnhic chacence to other'sites of similar
guality should only enhance an area's integrity. Tnis kind of pointless
whittling away at our wilderness core should be eliminated in the Final
E.I.S. BLM does not suggest exploring only part of a rich mineral depecsi
because some has already been mined, nor should it imply this kind of log
regarding wilderness. '

~-The WSis would be potentially difficult to manage as wilderness due to ease of
vehicle access and lack of natural features for blocking vehicle access.

Vehicle access could be eliminated by fencing the WSAs and enforcing
vehicle exclusion. It is true that it would be much easier to exclude
vehicles from "cliff and lava flow' sites, but these sites don't happen t
be cliffs, mountains, or impassible natural situatioms. That should in n
way treflect upon the BLM's responsibility to maintain the wilderness
qualities they possess or their qualification for wilderness designation.

[ —The no wilderness alternative provides the energy and minerals industry the
greatest opportunity to conduct exploration activities.

This obvious statement should be removed from the Final E.I.S. The energ
and minerals industry has had from 1776 to January 1, 1984 to explore these
sites. When the Wilderness Act was passed in 1964 the energy and mineral
industry was very well appralsed that it had twenty additional years in
which to explore potential wilderness areas for their commercial

10 products. Indeed, it was because of this industry that such a clause was
inserted in the Act. As the deadline &pproaches, there has been a flurry
of activity and filing, so that there is no justification whatsoever for an
extension of this timeline enacted long ago. 1t is extremely dangerous for
the BIM to bow to this special interest pressure and imply that a
wilderness designation decision would be at all influenced by the L
approaching cutoff date for free flllng in wilderness quality und851onated
habitats. The BLM would lose superior court review of such a decision.

~The No Widderness alternative permits mechanical manipulation of vegetation to
improve mule deer habitat in WSA 31-14 Appendicitis Hill.

The All Wilderness Alternative affords opportunity for greatest wilderness
quality recreatipn and other benefits associated with BLM land use
management toward broader public interest appreciation based upon mon-
commodity resource production and non-consumptive resource uses. Mule dee1
are a common, widely distributed species which can be hunted, observed, and
studied over much of western North America. Wilderness quality habitat,
however, is now extremely limited, and the kind of argument upon which the .
above statement 1is founded has little relevance to BLM's stewardship
responsibilities and FLPMA mandates in making wilderness designation
decisions. Tnis 1s one of the lamest reasons I've ever encountered for
justifying a nom-suitability recommendation.

)

Both Burnt Creek and Short Creek roads should be closed, and the BLM shoul g
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3-11:

3-12:

See Response 2-1.

The WSAs not designated as wilderness would be managed according
to the existing land use plans. The existing MFPs did not desig-
nate former WSAs 45-1 or 47-4, or any of the three WSAs 1n the
EIS as ACECs. At any time these plans can be amended to reflect
consideration of management of a WSA as an Area of Critical Envi-
ronmental Concern.
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3-12

would be reazsonable. However, your Draft document makes 1t clear that you fully

is the true public trust and public domain stewardship decision that must be reache

~ . - - . . . . -
wilderness character in lieu of designation of wilderness. As I mentioned earlier o

|_excluded sites as ACECs.

wake effort to ameliorate these marks of man. All of .the Burnt Creek w54
should be designated wilderness. Roads and ways are greatly overblown by
this Draft document, and it is clear that this analys$s 1s striving for
reasons to eliminate 85.6% of the potential acreage it"™evaluates.

Tne BLY should remember what the true public interest is, and keep in minc that
uses such as grazing are ubiguitous on the public dowmain, while wilderness quality
habitat has survived on only 2 small portion of the public domain. Were one
confident that the BLM would manage these three sites to retain and enhance
wilderness characteristics if the sites are not designated wilderness, comprozise

intend to eliminate these characters after denial of wilderness sultability. A4s
stewards of the public domain you should be taking the course of least conseguen
in vour handling of fragile, limited resources. 1In reality we don't need more ¢
habitat enhancement in Idaho, and it is probably not legal for the BLM to discus
mineral and energy exploration after the January 1, 1984 as & reason to deny a2 W
wilderness recommendation. This document seems to have evaded entirely the spirit
and imtent of the Wilderness Act,

e

(8]

m

4

(220

A

This is an extremely cursory document; I urge you to read the attachments
(though there is no need to reproduce them in the Final E.I.S. due to the volume),
design additional "Partial Wilderness" Alternatives for the two WSAs without
adequate alternative representation (to meet the legal requirements of NEPA), and t-
reconsider your preferred Alternative. 1If, because of manageability problems, you
intend to maintain that these three areas are largely unmanageable without fencing
then you should pick the All Wilderness Alternative as your preference because this

if you are to live up to your role as keepers of the public's land. If a wildernes
advocate were to argue that grazing, commodity production, and commercial uses were
viewed the way private interests that make money off the public domain look at V
wilderness, a conservationist would be justified in saying that a vastly
disproportionate acreage of the public domain is "locked up" in consumptive uses -
which degrade and permanently exclude wilderness character. The FLPMA cites seven
"multiple use" categories ~ and wilderness allows shared uses (such as grazing) and
sustained yield more than many consumptive uses allow the survival of fragile
resource elements. Wilderness has historically taken a back seat to all other uses
especially consumptive ones, and as we reach the "final" opportunity for preserving
wildernessequality habitat it should be BLM's decision to do so.

I nomimate the former WSAs 45-1 Goldburg and 47-4 Borah Peak as Areas of
Critical Environmental Concern on the basis of the qualities which originally made
them eligible for wilderness Study Area status. Since all they lack is size, being
less than 5,000 acres, these sites should be managed as ACECs to retain their E |

in this comment, one of the disturbing aspects of non-designation recommendation is
that you offer no indication that management would make any attempt to preserve
naturalness and wilderness characteristics in undesignated sites. 1 urge you to
consider ACEC status for amy excluded WSAs or portions of WSAs as an in lieu of
management strategy for sites denied a positive designation recommendation. The
"all or nothing" approach forwarded in the draft and reflected in the deficient
range of alternatives for two WSAs could be moderated by consideration of the

Our culture in America is famous for its Wilderness Areas and its National
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Perks. Tnese are all the heritage we have in terms of the oldest elements of our
society's formation ip the natural heritage setting - we have no medieval cathedrals
or Roman ruins. 1t 1s a sign of cultural wisdom that we have #dhosen to preserve
“hese kev sezments of our lands. Europeans and other cultures with no wildernesses
admire us for this wisdom. There is no mitigation for the loss of any additional
wilderness or habitat which could be restored to wildernmess. The maximuc potential
value of these sites (i.e., mitigate through long-term management for wilderness
character retention and toward maximum ecological condition) should be taken into
‘ccount in your recommendation. Wnat could they be at their best? That i1s what the
public trust element of BLM stewardship mandates.

ac attaching California v. Block, 690 Fed 2d 753 (1982) so that you and yvour
counsel will clearly understand why it is mandatory to re—design the Partial
Wilderness Alternative to avoid the problem the U.S. Forest had resulting in the
RARE TII decision. 1I'm also attaching a number of other papers I would like included
in the record. Since there has clearly been special interest pressure, I am
including DeVoto's (1948) revealing analysis of pressure by grazing interests during
the late 1940s. Nash (1978) discusses the values of wildermess to the public at
large, and Coggins et al. (1982) analyzes the basic range law which demonstrates the
bias special interests have had historically. I will forward the rest of the
Environmental Law series as they are published.

-t

Thank you for your consideration. Please include this letter and the
attachments in the E.I.S. record.

et

ter A Bowler
Star Route
Bliss, Idaho
83314

Respectfully,




4-3:

All three of the WSAs were found to possess the required wilder-
ness attributes. The staff members evaluating suitability of the
WSAs also developed the basic data and are thoroughly familiar
with it. Refer to Response 2-9.

The purpose of this EIS is to examine the impacts of designating
or not designating WSAs as wilderness. The allocation of forage
for 1livestock and wildlife have been considered in the
Ellis/Pahsimeroi and Big Lost MFPs, and in the Ellis/Pahsimeroi
and Big Lost/Mackay Grazing EISs.

The impact of sand and gravel extraction in the appropriate WSAs
has been described in the FEIS (see Chapter 4).
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The Craters of the Moon-lost River Range area is one of the most iso-
lated, least developed, and least populated regions in the lowver forty-
eight states. It is undeveloped even by Idaho standards where we are
used to wide open spaces and unravaged mountains. Tnat is why the high-
est conceniration of ruclear reactors in the world is located less than
an hours drive away. How in the name of rationality can you find the
greater portion of the units identified in the Intensive Wilderness Inven-
tory--the most wild of a wild region--as unsuitable for wilderness?
Repeatedly the DZIS describes the wild nature of the units than finds
unsuitability for wilderness, Did the staff member who determined the
suitability read the deta?
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While this is not a large grezing area as far as AUli's are concerned,
wildlife is given the short end of things as is the femilier Dabtern.
‘hile the wilderness EIS is not specifically a grazing documeat in the
context of manaczement plans, a wilderness alternative should of fer at
least one-half of the availeble AUi's to wildlife, as wildlife 1s one o
the ten multiple uses under FLPMA and as no Congressional guidance is
offered for disiribution of grazing. One-half of the AlUk's should be
zllocated to wildlife as stated.

i

“ile some mineralization is present, reference is made to sand and gravel
and lirme deposite, do we really wish to sacrifice de facto wilderness
to ro2dfill and plester? Our children and grandchildren will remember

that the BLM sold a native dbirth right for a bowl of hydrated lime.

you very ruch for allowing me to exercise my right to comment. The
For Ideno's Hign Deseri has siated the case factually and elocuently.
no nore.
Sincerely,

/é;_.’r\-A’CC/ g //7’}’ Lo

Eandall E. lhorris
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1308 'N. 20th St.
Boise, Idzhc 83702
October 26, 19853

Mr. Remneth Walker
District Manager
Salmon District BIM
P.0O. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Walker

This letter 1s in regards to Draft Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Grazing EIS.

These areas constitute some of the most unique high desert lands in Idaho.
+1 urge you to recommend that the entire Burnt Creek WSA and the northern
two-thirds of Appendicitis Hill be recommended for Wilderness protection.

Aside from the wilderness qualities inherrent to these areas, close prox-

imity to Bolse enhances their recreational value.

By preferring the above alternative you comply with the California

vs. Block RARE II decision. Also, Wilderness protection for these areas

further enhances the proposed Borah Peak Wilderness and protects another

truly outstanding area.

Sincerely,

™~ —
\ \ o, NI

STy VL LA

Dan Peterson

P.S. Please incorporate these comments in the final EIS.
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6-1: See Response 2-1.

6-2: See Responses 1-9 and 1-10.
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5716 Randeclph Drive
Boise, Idaho 837053
October 25, 188

Mr. Kenneth Walker, District Manager
Salmen District Office

Bureau oI Lanc ‘znagement

P.C. Box 43(

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Walker:

I would like to offer the following comments on the draft Big Lost/
Pahsimerol Grazing EIS. Please incorporate these comments in the final
EIS.

—_

1. 1 believe the range of alternatives which was considered is legally

<
inadequate, based on the Forest Service RARE 11 lawsuit decision.
urge yvou to examine additional alternatives. Specifically, 1 urge
you to examine and support an alternative which reconmmends wilderness
protection for all of the Burnt Creek WSA and the northern twc-thirds
6—1 of Appendicitis Hill. The Burnt Creek WSA will expand and help main-
tain the integrity of the Forest Service's Borah Peak Wilderness (as
well as protecting an area which is outstanding in its own right), as
well as the heart of the scenic Appendicitis Hill WSA. If you do not
select the All-Wilderness Alternative as your preferred alternative,

I urge you to select this one.

)

[ 2. I cannot accept your rejection of wilderness protection for the
majority of these WSAs on the basis of "concentrating Wilderness in
Central Idaho" and "would only increase the wilderness acreage avail-
able to Boise residents by 1%." I don't consider Borah Peak and the
lands to the south to truly be central Idaho, certainly not in the

6-2 same way as the River of No Return Wilderness is. These areas should

be evaluated ‘on their own merits, and not an arbitrary standard. 1
think that the opportunity to increase wilderness recreation for Boise
residents, even 1f only by 1%, is valuable and would enhance the quality
of life to we residents of the metro Boise area.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

(et

Carol Kri:z
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7-1: See Response 2-1.
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819 South Roosevelt
Boise, ID §&3705
25 Dctober 983

Yr.kenneth VWaller,
District Manager
Salmon District BLI
P.C. Box 430
Salmon, ID 83467

Dear Mr. Walker,

Jde

th regard to the Draft Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness
EIS. 1 strongly wurge vou to reconsider the decision to¢lassify only
vart of the Burnt Creel WSA as wilderness, and ask vou to recommend for
wilderness protection the ntire Burnt Creek WSA as well as thenorthern
two-thirds of Appendicitis Hill. Boththese areas are outstanding examples
of the high desert, offeringoutstanding recreation and solitude. They are
also easily accessible from Boise, which enhances their recreation value.

I am writing w

3
n
=3
=

Based on the Californmia vs. Block RARE II court decision, it is my
feeling that you need to examine at least one additional alternative in the
final EIS to comply with this ruling. I hope you will closely examine the
alternative outlined above, and select it as your preferred alternative.
This will enhance the proposed Borah Peak Wilderness, as well as protecting
another area outstanding in its own right.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please include these comments
in the final EIS.

Sincerely,

Z

Dale Aspelund
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The FEIS analyzes in detail the impacts to wilderness values of
various development activities; the FEIS also analyzes the im-
pacts to other resources from designating the WSAs as wilderness.

Timber harvest (commercial thinning) is anticipated only in the
Appendicitis Hill WSA; impacts of this activity on wilderness
values are discussed on page 26. Page 32 discusses the positive
impacts on wilderness values if there was no timber harvest in
the WSA.

There does not appear to be any significant benefits to wildlife
through wilderness management that cannot be realized through the

existing land use plans.

"Planning issues"” were deleted from the FEIS.
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Kov. 5, 1983

fLenneth Walver, Hanager, Big Lost / Pehsimeroi
Salmon District wilderness Lraft EIS
BLY¥
P. 0. Bax Ls0 .
Salmon, 1daho 83467

’ M

Dear Mr. Welrer;

Flease consider the following commenis on the Big Lest/Fahsimeroi Wilderness
Dr2ft EIS, and include this letter in the Final EIS, even though it is a few
days late, I find the significant issues identified, and the apparent
decision criterie, badly beised againsi wilderness.,

g-1
Tne significant environmental issues identified are listed on pages 5 ard 6,
and they are slmest all in regard to pessible negative effects on existing

1ses which & wilderness desginetion would have,

I fail to see why range management is an issue, as wildermess designation
permits continued grazing, and even the maintenence of existing improvements.
how why more sagebrush destruction prozrams would be needed there to mainvain
current grazing levels if they are not too hign.

Wilderness designation would rrevent timber harvest, a use I hope you are

not seriously considering in these 3 WSA's, Ko mention is made of the benefit
§-2 to the preservation of diversity, naturalness, and habitat 1f the timber is

not harvested; that is, a benefit of wilderness desigmation,

For the hard-rockx minerals, wilderness designation has little effect upon
existing claims. For the leasables, the o0il and gas speculators have already
"locked up" most or the public land, both BI¥ and F.S., in Easterm Idaho.
Wilderness designation would be & real benefit in keeping exploration out of
a2 few remaining wild aress,

Uader recreation, one item listed is "Restrictions on vehicle travel". This
sounds rather negetive, but the exclusion of QRV's frcom a few rozsdless areas
in Eastern Idaho would be very positive, not only for the wildlife, but also
for the traditional foot and horseback users,

Under wildlife, the only item listed reletes to ability to thin overgrown
mt. mahogany in the Appendicitis Hill WSA. This is a feirly trivisl issue
when compared with the preservation of natural ecosystems and habitat in the
| 3 WSL's, or the lack cf it. Eut this item is not mentioned.

8-3

[ The plenning issues identified as major are slso rather strangely stated.

| The first and second relate to the strong views on wildermess, both pro and
con. Tnet is certazinly a good and accurate point, But to imply that
proponents of, as you put it,"full resource utilization" (i.e., greed),
have & currently valid land ethic is a cop out. This view if far from
true muliiple use. Wilderness on the other hand is multiple use. It
prevents, on 2 small fracticn of the public lands, those few uses which
typically degrade or preclunde the other uses. I would like to see ELX

do a little more on public education on -the matter,

8~4

The other planning issue listed says that the State will insist on exchange
or purchase of State sections surrounded by wilderness. This would seem to
be no great issue, &s only 2 Stete secticns are in all 3 BSA's, and the cne
in Burnt Creek WSA can apparently be excluded by a reazsonable boundary change.
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8-5: See Responses 1-8, 1-9, and 1-10.

95




I
M
¥
w
ot
t1
]

}
-
8\
o]
ry
1Y

(]
(4]
[a®]

-t
il
]
«
o
\n

-
}_l
A -

Cry
(V)

the Summary cn pages iv and v are given major reasons why Appendicitis Hill
W3. and VWhite Ynobs WSA are recarmended for non-wilderness. Neit‘ner singly

ncr in the asggregate are they good enough reascns for & non-wildermess
recommendaticon. In fact, some of them are triviel.

. U

{ne reascn 1s thet neither of these 2 WSi's "is reguired in the wilderness
system i attain ecosystem diversity™, end that this ecosrstenm (F}TIO LG,
szgebrusk steppe) 1s represented at Red Rocks Lake Wilderness, ut the |
etienpl to encaompass ecosystem diversity should be used eas & floory not a
ceiling. If possible, we should have et least one of each type in the
wilderness system, nol &t mest one., Red Rocks Fefuge goes from flest terrain,
v> to steep mountains abruptly. Any sagebrusk steppe would have to be in

2 narrow band on northern slopes at the foot of the Centennials. If the
ecceysiem classification is that coarse, es to include both Red Focks Lzles
and these 3 WSL's, then it's toc coarse to be of much use, especizlly when

resed

ervereelyas gljupper limiting factor.

‘o

Another reason given is .that designation of the 2 WSA's would increzse
rimitive recreation for Boise residents by only 1%. So what? What about
eastern JIdehoans?

1t is stated that desgination would not help balance geographic distribution
of wilderness, but would instead tend to concentrate it in central Idsho.
Again, the concept of geographic distribution of wilderness should be used
to help determine & lower limit on wilderness aress, not an upper limit.
The idea of "balancing" distribution is so absurd when used this way, that
it would lead to a "lowest common denominztor™ approach., Tha is, there atre
= obviously a pumber of other places in the U.S. where the distances
between remaining or designeted wilderness is greater than in the Northern
Rockies, so why not use those dis‘tanc»%s in determining what to designate
as wilderness in the Northern Rockies! It®s just snother deviee to
discrimrinate ageinst wilderness. The remsining wilderness is not at all
unformily distributed, but it's importent to save as much of it as we can.
If youire going to worry about distribution, remember that in eastern Idaho,
in spite of all the great remaining unprotedted de facto wilderness, there is
no designebed wilderness except Craters of the Moon. (I consider these 3 WSA's

in eastern Idaho.)

No-wilderness designation would provide for greater opportunity for oil

explorebion, but just how much of the public lands do we have to provide

fcn this? <The attifiude in BIV, appears to be th&t wilderness is not important
‘nen compared with the oppcertunity to drill evevmhe“e for oil and gas. I
otject to this attitude.

In surmary, 1 see no good reasons for not recommending wilderness for the
tulk of all 3 WSA's, I would support the propcsal made to you by Comittee
for Ideho's High Desert, with wilderness recommended for all of White Enobs
W34, and most of the other 2 WSA's,

Sincerely,
Jerry avne
cc: O'dell Frandsen, I.F. Dist. BIM 1568 Lola St.
Ideho Fells, Id.
83L02
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10~1: See Response 1-9,
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Octoper 27, 1983

Mr. Kenneth G. Walker

Salmon District Manager

U. S. Department of the Interior
P.O. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Walker:

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes Envirommental Committee has reviewed the Big
Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness Draft Environmental Impact Statement and reguested
that I submit the following comments.

On page iv, a listing of a summary of major reasons why two WSA's were
recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness is provided. The third reason
listed states "Wilderness designation of both WSA's would increase primitive
recreation and solitude acreage available to residents of Boise, Idaho by
only 1%." This 1s a very misleading statement which suggests that only

the residents of Boise need to be considered in Eastern and Central Idaho
ILand Management decisions and not the residents of Eastern and Central
Idaho. Regarding acreage there are members of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe
who also require solitude acerage for cultural and religious reasons.

After a review of all alternatives and the proposed action, the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes reguest that the bureau reconsider its preferred alternative
and instead adopt the All Wilderness Alternative.

If I can be of further assistance in clarifying the Tribes position on this or
any other issues, please don't hesitate to call me at (208) 238-3808.

Sincerely,

Bau. éWMWM

Dan M. Christopherson
Tribal Fish and Wildlife Biologist

DMC /vsl
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11-1

The 8,300 acres of the Burnt Creek WSA recommended for wilderness
under the Partial Wilderness Alternative could indeed stand on
its own as wilderness. At the same time, it would be a logical
extension of the Borah Peak RARE II area.

102




11-1

— Q\mn {gs)( L\~/*

& \f b \/\
E. Fred Birdsall < : :.- Rt Conoco Inc.
Pubiic Lancs Coordinator ~ e ‘.: (1R anenaf Y/ \ 585 17th Stree!
r - v e = Denver, CO 80202
~oT ¢ 4l .L‘ : (303} 575-6123

- -
o it ..
v -
-t L, tevcE

,
% ﬁ
5
(0]
)
2 o
0
o R
fhQ
(1]
Ll
=
B &
S
0
B K
uo0
q D
g 0
H
D
o
{

f<

0 mmericana Terrace
ise, Idaho 83706

ut ow
W
e 0

O

Dear Mr. Weiskircher:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the opportunity to review the Big Lost/
Pahsimerol Draft EIS I do not believe this DEIS makes a persuasive statement
for recommendation of any of the subject WSAs (31-14, 31-17, or 45- -12) for
wilderness. Certainly you make excellent validation for recommendation of non-
wilderness for 31-14 (hppendicitis Hill) and 31-17 (White Knob Mountains) , and
without further discourse we approve of non-designation for those two units.

Burnt Creek (WSA 45-12) is partially recommended for wilderness- 8,300 acres out
of 24,980. While the 8,300 acres seems a modest amount this is, as you state,
geologlcally lDLEIESLlng from an oil and gas point of view. And, as you
indicate, heavily leased. The volcanic cover masks more exacting subsurface
analysis. The main reason for recommendation of the 8,300 acres seems to be
the possibility that nearby Borah Peak RARE II has been recommended for

wilderness. This suggests that the 8,300 acres would not necessarily stand on

their own, which is as we understand it a reguirement.

Evidently the main impact of no-wilderness for Burnt Creek would be, per your

DEIS, that from mining or dilling. If mining or drilling were to take place, that

means this area has sufficiently attractive geologic potential to merit explora-
tion investments in which case this should be the preferred land use. Yet if no
mining_or drilling takes place, then the absence of an impact does not reguire
wilderness designation for protection.

The best of+all worlds seems to be no-wilderness recommendation for Burnt Creek
as well as Appendicitis Hill and White Knob Mountains.

Yours very truly,

E. Fred Birdsall
jil

cc:

Alice Frell
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RoxANX, INC.
550 North 81st Street, Suite 5300
P.O. Box 13534
Billings, Montana 39103
406 | 245-6248

October 21, 1983

District ¥apnager

Bureau of Land Kanagement.
P.O. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Re: Yilderness Environmental
Impact Statement Draiz
WS4 31-14 Appendicitis Hill
WSA 31-17 White Knob Mountain

Gentlemen:

Roman Inc., an ©0il and gas company located in Billings, Montana,
concurs with the Bureau of Land Management's Salmon District
Office draft document recommending the captioned Wilderness Study
Areas (WSA's) as nonsuitable for inclusion in the National Wild-
erness Preservation System.

Please refer to our original letter to the BLM, dated March 9,
1982, which stated that we had completed an intensive prelim-
inary evaluation for oil and gas potential in parts of Custer

and Butte Counties. Due to the positive nature of our initial
findings for possible accumulation of hydrocarbons, we recommend-
ed that the Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) located in and adja-
to these captioned areas be designated zas non-wilderness.

Again, we concur with the BLM,s draft recommendation for these
captioned WSA's as nonsuitable for wilderness.

Sincerely yours,
RONAN, INC.

Fred D. Brinkman
Vice President - Land

ITDB/j1
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY T
RESTON, VA. 2209z v e

To: ‘ ﬁh

o
423

In Reply R
EGS-Mail S

efer
top

Memorandum

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Manacement
Salmon, Idaho

From: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Big Lost/Pahsimeroi
Wilderness, Salmon and Idaho Falls Districts, Idaho

We have reviewed the draft statement as requested in your notice.

We have given only the most cursory review to the minerals data included
in this report because the U.S. Geological Survey will prepare a compre-
hensive, detailed, joint report with the Bureau of Mines on the mineral

resource potential of those areas recommended as suitable for wilderness,
in accordance with Section 603 of FLPMA.

0600
‘\/ NV \/-LJ\."LC’

[P . .
.Ag James F. Devine
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The Final EIS Proposed Action has changed the 8,300 acres
suitable recommendation (Draft EIS) to nonsuitable. It was felt
that the area needed extra size and diversity from the Forest
Service lands to make a viable wilderness area. Even if Burnt
Creek 1s not designated as wilderness by Congress, there is no
projection of development in the 8,300 acre area. There will be
no impact on wildlife species based on the detailed projection of
activities for Burnt Creek as described in Chapter 2 of the EIS.
Should the Forest Service recommend the contiguous Borah Peak
area for wilderness, the recommendation could be altered.
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IDAHO DEPF’\RTME\T OF FI:H AND GAME
600 South Walnut ® Box 25
Boise ® Idaho @ §3707

October 5, 1983

Mr. Kenneth G. Walker
District Manager

Bureau of Land Mzanagement
P.Q. Box 430

Salmon, ID 83467

Re: Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Draft
Wilderness Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Walker:

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the above- referenced
document. We concur with the proposed action.

The 8,300 acre portion of WSA 45-12, Burnt Creek, has high wildife value
part1cu1ar1y for Rocky Mountain b]gnorn sheep, elk, mule deer and antelopO.
Wilderness designation of this area, because it is- cont1guous with the

Rare II Area 4-210 Borah Peak, would provide protection from future
development activities and ma1nta1n a high quality hunting recreation

experience.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Sincerely,

cc: Program Coordination
Bureau of Wildlife
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
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Kenneth G. Walker

Salmon District Manager
Bureau of Lanc Management
PO Box 430

Salmon, 1D &3407

Re: Draft £IS -- Big Lost/Pahsimerci Wilderness
Dear Mr. kalker:

We have reviewed the Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Wilderness Draft EIS, and have
no comments to offer at this time. We look forward to your sending us
the Final EIS.

EPA has rated this Draft EIS LO-1 [LO -- Lack of Objection; 1-- Adequate
Information]. We appreciate the opportunity to review the report.
Should you wish to discuss any aspect of EPA's review, please contact
Richard Thiel, Environmental Evaluation Branch Chief, at 442-1728 [FTS

399-1728].

Sincerely,

/__Ernesta B, Barnes
Regional Administrator
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Depanment of Energy

Bonneiiiie Poveer Agminisiiztion
P.O. Box 362
Poriznd Oregon 67208

nrepisreter te

Mr. Kenneth G. Walker

District Manager

burezu of Land Management

U.S. Department of the Interior
P.0. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Walker:

SJ Octoper 23, 1983

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement on the Big

Pahsimeroi Wilderness, and have no comment.

Thank you for the opportunity to study the draft document.

Sincerely,

Anthony~fg~ Morr
Enviro ntal Manager
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Federal Aviation Vevmmme o E Seattie Wasningior 98162

Administration

Ay 16 1985

Mr. Kenneth Walker
Gistrict Manager

Bureau of lLand Management
P.0. Box 430

Salmon, Idaho 83467

Dear Mr. Walker:

We have reviewed your draft Environmental Impact Statemenis on the
Big Lost/Pahsimero Wilderness and the Challis Wilderness Plan
Amendment and do not foresee any impact on aviation or its activities.

Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposed actions.

Sincerely,

Joseph i Rarreli
£olicy & Planning Officer
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There is no specific prohibition of overflight of wilderness by
aircraft. Low-flying aircraft cause disturbance of the solitude
of an area. Except in bona fide emergencies, search and rescue
efforts and essential military missions such as training flights,
low flight would be discouraged. Where low overflight is a prob-
lem, or expected to become a problem, wilderness management plans
will provide for liaison with proper military authorities (inclu-
ding the Idaho Air National Guard), the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration, and pilots in the general area in an effort to reduce
low flight, if at all possible.
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IDAHO A WATIONAL GUARD
1Z4TH TACTiCAL RECONNAISSANCE GROUP
BOISE AIR TERMINAL (GOWEN FIELD)

P. Q. BOX 45 BOISE. IDAHO 83707

Bureau of Land Management 18 June 1985
Eig Lost/Pahsimuo/EIS

District Manager

1. Of the three Wilderness Studv Areas (WSA's), WSA 31-14 and 31-17
underlie a segment of our militarv training route (MIR) desigmated IR 30Z.
This. MIR has vertical limits of 100 foot above ground level (AGL) tc approx-
imately 6,500 feet AGL and aircraft are authorized ground speeds in excess
of 540 knots. IR 302 is scheduled by the 124TRG/DO (124 Tactical Recon-
naissance Group) Boise, ID., 1t is used by numerous Air Force, Navy, Marine,
National Guard and Reserve units. Last vear 1368 missions were flown in the
vicinity of WSA 31-14 and 31-17. The useage of this MIR has continued to

increase since it's establishment in 1979.

2. When MTR's are established, noise sensitive areas and low altitude civil
aircraft activity are considered and avoided to the maximum possible extent.
For these reasons many remote and sparsely populated areas administered by
Natiomal Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management
and or U.S. Forest Service become optimum low altitude flight training areas.
Department of Defense (DOD) policy as stated in a circular from the Federal
Aviation Administration (AC No 91-36A) specifically advises, '"military air-
craft may at times overfly areas managed by the Department of the Interior

at lower than the recommended 2,000 foot minimum, but in compliance with the
minimur safe altitudes prescribed in FAR 91-7S%. Such deviations will occur
only when essential to the mission being conducted.”" Use of this airspace
down to the minimum published altitude and at maximum ground speeds is
essential in accomplishment of our tactical flight training mission and is

in compliance with FAR 91-79 and DOD policy.

3. Therefore, the 124 TRG strongly objects to the proposed establishment

of wilderness areas 31-14, 31-17 and 45-12 because of the direct conflict

of the tactical flight training mission and the wildermess characteristic

of solitude. We cannot subject our current airspace to pessible reduction
because of noise complaints generated by military aircraft performing their
mission over comservationists and recreatiomnalists located in the proposed
wilderness areas. Although WSA 45-12 currently is not within an established
124 TRG MTR, we periodically restructure the MIR's to ennhance aircrew training.
If IR 302 were moved 12 nautical miles (NM) east or IR 301/307 south 5 NX¥

the afgrementioned conflict would exist.

7 ;,Z:f//
ROBERT R. CORBELL III, Col., IDANG 1 atch
Grodk-Commander
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19-2

BLM's wilderness management policy allows maintenance or
stabilization on a case-by-case basis.

Wilderness management plans are developed following designation.

Management of historic and prehistoric sites would be one element
of any such plan.

114




19-1

19-2

IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
61C NORTH JULIA DAVIS DRIVE  BOISE. 83702

September 16, 1985

Mr. Harold H. Ramsbacher

Deputy State Director for Renewable
Resources

TIdaho State Office, BLM

3380 Americana Terrace

Boise, Idaho 83706

Dear Mr. Ramsbacher:

Below are our comments on the Wilderness Environmental Impact
Statements for the Challis and Big Lost/Pahsimeroi Areas.
Please excuse our delay in responding to your request for com-
ments.

We agree the existing inventory 1is adeguate to determine the
effects of wilderness designation on archaeological and histori-
cal properties in the various Wilderness Study Areas under con-
sideration. However, we do not believe the existing inventory
is adequate to identify all the properties eligible for the
National Register.
We are not sure whether wilderness designation will adversely
affect the properties eligible for the National Register. This
depends on the management of the wilderness. If the area 1s
managed similarly to the Frank Church River of No Return Wilder-
ness, then &z ''moc effect” determination is appropriate. However,
at one time the BLM wilderness management guldelines specified
that historic properties (including prehistoric archaeological
sites) in wilderness areas would be allowed to deteriorate with-
out preventive maintenance or stabilizatiom. If this 1is still
true then wilderness designation would clearly be an adverse
effect following the regulations (36 CFR800) of the Advisory
| Council on Historic Preservation.

T A wilderness management plan needs to be developed that clearly
recognizes the importance of historic and prehistoric properties
and recognizes the need to preserve, stabilize, and research
these sites. If such a plan existed then we certainly would
agree wilderness designation would not affect archaeological

and historic properties eligible for the National Register of

LHistoric Places.

Singerely,
A
m s Eg I AR
TJG:tm THOMAS J/ GREEN
State Archaeologist

State Historic Preservation Office

115




GLOSSARY

Commercial Forest Land: Forest land that is capable of yielding at least
20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year of commercial coniferous tree
species,

Crucial Winter Range: That habitat which is absolutely basic to maintain-
ing a viable wildlife population through the winter season, or an area
used by wildlife during every winter regardless of conditions.

FLPMA: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, FLPMA pro-
vides guidelines for the administration, management, protection, develop-
ment, and enhancement of the public lands administered by the Bureau of
Land Management.

Management Framework Plan (MFP): The Bureau's basic planning decision
document prior to the adoption of a new planning process in 1979. See
Resource Management Plan (RMP).

MBF: The abbreviation used by foresters to indicate a volume of one thou-
sand board feet of timber. A board foot of timber is a piece of woody
material with the dimension of 12"x12"x1".

MFP Amendment: An amendment to a Management Framework Plan is initiated
by the need to consider monitoring and evaluation findings, new data, new
or revised policy, a change in circumstances, or an applicant’'s proposed
action which may result in a significant change in a portion of the ap-
proved plan.

Multiple Use: "...the management of the public lands and their various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will
best meet the present and future needs of the American people; making the
most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or re-
lated services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for
periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions;
the use of some lands for less than all of the resources; a combination
of balanced and diverse resource uses that take into account the long
term needs but not limited to recreation, range, timber, minerals, water-
shed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical
values; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various re-
sources without permanent impairment of the productivity of the land and
the quality of the environment with consideration being given to the rel-
ative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of
uses that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit
output.” (From Section 103, FLPMA.)

Naturalness: Refers to an area which "generally appears to have been
affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the I1mprint of man's
work substantially unnoticeable."” (From Section 2(c), Wildernmess Act.)
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Qutstanding: 1. Standing out among others of its kind; conspicuous;
prominent. 2. Superior to others of its kind; distinguished; excellent.

Planning Area: The area for which management framework plans are prepared
and maintained. In most instances, it is the same as the resource area,
which is a geographic portion of a BLM district, under supervision of an
area manager.

Post~FLPMA Leases: Leases issued after October 21, 1976, the date of
passage of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act.

Preliminary Wilderness Recommendation: Refers to a wilderness recommen-
dation at any stage prior to the time when the Secretary of the Interior
reports his recommendation to the President. Until the Secretary acts,
the recommendation is "preliminary" because it is subject to change dur-
ing administrative review.

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation: Nonmotorized and nondeveloped types
of outdoor recreational activities.

Region: A homogeneous geographlcal area generally larger than the plan-
ning area under study, whose boundaries are determined through the EIS
scoping process and the identification of issues. Its boundaries should
encompass (1) all lands that would be affected by the land use allocating
proposed for the planning area, and (2) all lands which have an effect on
the activities occurring in the planning area.

Solitude: 1. The state of being alone or remote from habitations; isol-
ation. 2. A lonely, unfrequented, or secluded place.

Substantially Unnoticeable: Refers to something that either is so insig-
nificant as to be only a very minor feature of the overall area or is not
distinctly recognizable by the visitor as being man-made or man-caused,
because of age, weathering, or biological change.

Suitability: As used in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, re-
fers to a recommendation by the Secretary of the Interior that certain
Federal lands satisfy the definition of wilderness in the Wilderness Act
and have been found appropriate for designation as wilderness on the
basis of an analysis of the existing and potential uses of the land.

Vehicle Way: A travel route maintained solely by the passage of vehicles.

Wilderness: The definition contained in Sectiomn 2(c¢) of the Wilderness
Act of 1964.

Wilderness Area: An area formally designated by Act of Congress as part
of the National Wilderness Preservation System.
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Wilderness Inventory: An evaluation of the public lands in the form of a
written description and map showing those lands that meet the wilderness
criteria as established under Section 603(a) of FLPMA and Section 2(c) of
the Wilderness Act, which are referred to as Wilderness Study Areas
(WSAs).

Wilderness Management: The management of human use and influence on lands
which have been designated by Congress as wilderness area.

Wilderness Program: The term used to describe all wilderness activities
of the Bureau of Land Management including inventory, study, management,
and administrative functiomns.

Wilderness Recommendation: A recommendation by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the Secretary of the Interior, or the President, with respect to an
area's suitability or nonsuitability for preservation as wilderness.

Wilderness Reporting: The process of preparing the reports containing
wilderness recommendations on wilderness study areas and transmitting
those reports to the Secretary of the Interior, the President, and Con-
gress.

Wilderness Review: The term used to cover the wilderness inventory,
study, and reporting phases of the wilderness program of the Bureau of
Land Management.

Wilderness Stipulation: A special stipulation attached to post-FLPMA
leases which details the nonimpairing criteria for activities in WSAs.

Wilderness Study: The process which specifies how each wilderness study
area must be studied through the BLM planning system, analyzing all re-
sources, values and uses within the WSA to determine whether the area
will be recommended as suitable or nonsuitable for wilderness designation.

Wilderness Study Area (WSA): A roadless area or island that has been
inventorled and found to have wilderness characteristics as described in
Section 603 of FLPMA and Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964,
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Cultural resources
10, 58
Inholdings
26
Issues
7, 9, 10, 53, 64, 75, 80
Livestock operations
10, 18, 23
Mineral resources
3, 4, 7, 9, 25, 28, 30, 33, 35, 36, 38, 41, 42, 45, 47-49, 70
Mule deer
3, 7, 10, 14, 18, 25-27, 32-34, 36-39
Naturalness
8, 24, 27, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 40-42, 44-48, 65, 66, 80
Off-road vehicle
3, 4, 7, 9, 25, 27, 30, 32, 35, 37, 41, 42, 45, 46, 48, 49
Planning process
3, 8, 11, 79
Primitive recreation
8, 9, 24, 29, 60
Range improvements
10, 14, 19, 65

. Recreation
8, 9, 15, 17-19, 21-24, 27, 29, 32, 37, 41, 44, 46, 51, 52, 60,
66, 79, 80

Size
7, 8, 24, 27, 29, 40

Solitude

8, 9, 24, 27, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 41, 42, 44, 46-48, 80
Threatened, endangered, sensitive species
11, 50
Timber
7, 10, 11, 15, 17, 18, 26, 31-34, 36-38, 67, 75, 79
Water quality
11
Wilderness values
3, 4, 7, 9, 13, 24, 27, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 40-42, 44-49, 64,
66, 67, 75
Wildlife
95 11, 14, 16, 18, 24, 26, 27, 29, 50-52, 54, 55, 59, 64, 72, 75,
7
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