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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared to disclose and analyze the environmental
consequences of-authorizing a livestock grazing permit/lease foryBars as proposed on the
Nut Mountain Allotment. The EA is a stspecific analysis of potentiahpacts that could result
with the implementation of one of the alternatives. The EA assists the BLM in project planning
and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NE&A)ell asther

laws and policies affecting the alternasv If thefield managedetermines that this project has

Asignificanto i mpacts following the analysis
project. If not, a grazing decision will be issued along with a FONSI statement, documenting the
reasonsvhy i mpl ementation of the selected alterna

environmental impacts.

Background

The Nut Mountain Allotment is located in northwesté/ashoe County Nevada at T-413 N,

R 19- 21 E; and encompasses 74,721 acres @ldiids and 6,195 acres private lanBgevation
ranges from 5,400 and 7,000 feet; precipitation varies from 8 to 16 inches depending on
elevation.The Massacre Rim Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and the Massacre Rim Area of
Critical Environmental Concern @QEC) ardocatedin the northern portion of the allotment.
The southeramost portion of the allotmemtcludes11,915 acresf theBlack Rock DeserHigh
Rock Canyon Emigrant Trails National Conservation ANGA); and3,505acres of the East
Fork High Rock Canyon Wilderness Arésiee Mapl).

Two Herd Management Areas (HMAa)ewithin the boundaries of the Nut Mountain allotment.
The Nut Mountain HMA lies entirely within the allotment south of NV 8A; a portion of the
Bitner HMA lies within the allotment north of NV 8A (sédap 2). The Appropriate
Management LevelAML ) for Bither HMA is 20 horses, and the AML for Nut Mountain is 55
horses.

The grazing permit for thut MountainAllotment authorize 815 cattle to utilize 4893 (Active)

AUMs from April 16 to October 15 annuallf.h e Nut Mount ain Al Il ot ment
category allotment, meaning that it has the highest priority with large amounts of public land,
significant resource and grazinganagement issues that require attention, along with a high

potential for improvement in range condition
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Purpose and Need for the Action

The purpose of the action is to consider whether to authorize grazthg dlut Mountain

Allotment. If authorizedgrazing would be in accordance with 43 CFR 4100 and consistent with
the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act, Public Rangelands Improvement Act, and Federal
Land Policy and Management ActThe action will also ensure that all authorizations implement
provisions of, andrein conformance with the Record of Decision for the Surprise Resource
Management Plan approved in April 2008, and the Black Rock Debkgh Rock Canyon
Emigrant Trails National Conservation Area (NCA) Resource Management Plary 8004l

The current permit was issued underAtppropriatiors Act, and he BLM has been directed to
renew and reissue all d@ar public land livestock grazing permifhis renewal process
requires that BLM first determine whether current permitted grazing use cortfotines
Surpriseand NCARMPs and the Standards for Land Health and Guidelines for livestock
management (S&G determinatiorij.current management doestrmonformto these mandates
then alternatives would lokeveloped andnalyzed taneetthese requirementalong with any
alternativesaised during scoping

The Rangeland Healthssessmer(RHA) andDetermination was completed in February
2009The Nut MountainAllotment Land Heath Standafdetermination found that riparian
stream healtland biodiversitystandards are not being m&pecific resource issues resulting in
this determination were identified in the Mountain Pasture and Hanging Rock us€aneat
permittedlivestock grazing is considered a contributing factor in failure to theeftandards.
This EA will review theenvironmental and socieconomic impacts of alternativeorsidered
and determinevhich grazing changes may be needddthe final grazing permissuedmay be
dependent upon management changes and the number andl igpgelandievelgpments
allowed, induding fencing, exclosureand water development3he BLM may select several
different managemerstrategies as means to address standard failures.

The Nut Mountain RHADeterminations incorporated into this EA by reference, ancbay can
be found athe Surprise Field Office, and is posted on the Surprise Field Office web page at
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/surprise/grazing_permit_renewals.html.

BLM hasconsidered the following criteria as the basis feisselance of grazing permits:

A What grazing system(s) and level(s) of grazing intensity should be authorized, to promote
sustainable ranching operations and healthy rangelands?

A What additional rangelardievelopment projects, if angre necessary to promote sustainable
ranching operations and healthy rangelands?

A How will BLM grazing management practices and rangeland development affect habitat
quality for wildlife management importance such as greaigegrouse?
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A How will BLM grazing management practices and rangeland developmenttatfagtid
horse Nut Mountaiand BitnerHerd Management Area

Scoping and Issues:

The public wadirst notified of the project in January 2008, and a scoping letter was sent to 66
interested publics of record on January 17, 2008nment letters were receivéom Western
Watersheds Project and Nevada Department of Wil(tNf2OW). Permittees offered veab
comments during the 2009 annual grazing meeting.

BLM met with local tribal groups to discuss thisging permit renewal and other projects being
proposed.

WashoeModoc Experimentally Stewardshifrogram(ESP)and Northeastern Resource
Advisory Commitee were provided updates as to the progress of the grazing permit renewal for
the Surprise Field Office.

Following the completion of the Land Health Determination, a second scopinfiatitas of
proposed actiowas sent oun late Februaryo notify the interested publics of our finding and
to provideany additional input.

A Technical Review TeafTRT) was establishelddy ESPto reviewresourceconditions on the
allotment as well as findings from the 20R8ngelandHealthAssessmentAlternativesfor
mitigating impacts to riparian areas, meeting rangeland health standards, and future grazing
managementere developed in consultation with the TRT

Based on issues identified during scoping and regulatory requiremeeaesltarnativesvere
develged whichare analyzed in this EA.

Issues

The followingissuestoncerns were raised by thablic, state agencieandTRT in response to
the Notice of Proposed Actipandscoping

Wild Horses

CommentDuring scoping and the TRT process the permitteesChivimission for the
Preservation of Wild Horses, and NDOW raisetcernghatthe residentild horse population
in the Nut Mountain HMAs far higher thathe AML as result oingressfrom the neighboring
Bitner HMA. This situationis contributing tesignificant impact on riparian habitats in the
allotment, and that attainment of riparian objective is not possible with yeavitthgorse use.
NDOW also believes the wild horse habitatahility needs tdere-examined in consideration
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of thelimited number of adequate public water sources in the HVIlRere are concernbatthe
current and past wild horse population is adversely affecting riparian habitat for other wildlife
species.

One ommener questionetheinequalityof permitted livestock AUMsvhen comparedith the
wild horse AML, and that the AMIneeds tde reexaminedoy theBLM.

ResponseThe 1981CowheadMassacreManagement Framework Plastablished several goals

and deisions to establish the current management uniBtoér and NutMountainHMAs and

Bitner and Nut Mountaid\llotments These areas aseparated by drift fences and natural
barriersthatallow for the natural movement of wild hordestweerHMA s duringperiods of

inclement weatherThe drift fenceslsohave MfAhor se gatheBiMdutngthea ar e @
winter months when cattle are not authoriz&tlere may be instances where horses have drifted

into the NutMountain Allotment in the winter and nobhoved back to the Bitner HM#vhen

snow coverecedes

Both HMAs were last gathered in 2007. Bitner HM@pulation isslightly aboveAML , and
Nut Mountain HMA is slightly under AML (Referto the WildHorseAffectedEnvironment
section foradditional iformatior). The re-examinatiorof the AML is outside the scopsf this
EA andthis issue should beddressed bgnalyzing the AML oboth HMAsin the future.

Monitoring and Resource Objectives

Some members of the TRSLiggestedhatnewkey monitoringareashe establiskedto measure
progress towards mieg Rangeland Health Standatsd resource objectives including
objectives for bitterbrushMonitoring plans also need beimplemented that would
differentiatecattleand wild horse grazing impacts.

Response: Monitoring and resource objectaresincluded in th€roposedAction.

Grazing Management

Revisionof theexisting gazing systenandestablisiment ofan interimgrazing systenantil
projects are implementedas also recommended

Response: ThBroposedAction includes ainterim andfinal grazing system.
Wildlife Habitat

The EA should include utilization standards for upland gagese breeding habitat and pygmy
rabbit habitat.

ResponseWildlife habitat is dscussedn environmental analysisection for wildlife/threatened
andendangeredpecies.
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Range Improvement Projects

Range improvement recommendatidmsn the permitteencluded:CavalryCamp Seeding
sagérush removal (beating, spragy the purpose of increasing graseduction construction
of a largemgatheringfield near Massacre Corrais facilitate gathering anshippingof cattle

Response: Theseqgjectsare outside the scope of this EA, which would be addressed by separate
site specific environmental review. Projects proposed as stated in the proposed action are
essentiato implement the proposed livestock managementapdogress towardachievement

of rangeland health standards.

Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, and Plans
Agreement between State Director and State Historic Preservation Officer Protocol Amendment
for Renewal of Grazing Permit and Leases.

The BLM has explicit responsibility tmanage cultural resources on public lands consistent with
applicable procedures and agreements. To comply with the National Historic Preservation Act
the BLM is required to assess the condition of cultural resources on each grazing allotment prior
to therenewing of grazing allotment permitB1 August 2004, the State Director, California

Bureau of Land Management, the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the
Nevada SHPO addressed the issue of the National Historic PreservatidiHiRg) Section

106 compliance procedures for processing grazing permit lease renewals for livestock as defined
in 43 CFR 4100.45. The State Director and the SHPOs amended the 2004 State Protocol
Agreement betwee@alifornia Bureau of Land Management artfteTCalifornia State Historic
Preservation Officer with the 2004 Grazing Amendment, Supplemental Procedures for Livestock
Grazing Permit/Lease Renewal. This amendment allows for the renewal of existing grazing
permits prior to completing all NHPA complismoeeds as long as the 2004 State Protocol
direction, the BLM 8100 Series Manual Guidelines, and specific amendment direction for
planning, inventory methodology, tribal and interested party consultation, evaluation, effect,
treatment, and monitoring stifations are followed.

Each grazing allotment assessment will be completed on a specified date. The results of the
assessments may be used to modify grazing permits. If cultural resources are identified as

receiving impacts as a result of livestonknagement or grazing on a specific allotment, the
stipulations of the grazing permit wild.| be mo
responsibility to manage and protect cultural resources. Consultation regarding affected cultural
resources wiltake place with the appropriate Native American tribe and the California and/or

Nevada State Historic Preservation Office(s). All cultural resources will be afforded protection
consistent with law and policy, including appropriate mitigation measures.
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Wilderness

The Wilderness areas are managed primarily to preserve natural conditions. The Wilderness Act
prohibits commercial enterprises, permanent and temporary roads, the use of motor vehicles,
motorized equipment, or mechanical transport, landiragrofaft, and placement of new

structures and installations. Each of these prohibitions are subject to special provisions provided
both in the Wilderness Act and the Act designating the area as wilderness.

For allotments within wilderness areas, thenagement provisions of the 1964 Wilderness Act
and/or the enabling legislation for the wilderness area shall apply. Congress provided additional
guidance for managing livestock within wilderness areas through the Congressional grazing
guidelines foundn the 1980 Colorado wilderness legislation. Regulations to manage livestock in
wilderness are found in 43 CFR 6300.

For allotmentghat contairWilderness Study AreaByestockmanagement musie consistent
with the direction found in the Interim ManagentPolicy for Land Under Wilderness Review
H-85501.

Plan Conformance:

Determination:

The proposed action is in conformance with $uepriseResource Management Plan (RMP),
and as adopted by the Record of Decigidoril 2008), andthe NW NevadaandNE California
Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for Livestock Grazihg.Standards and
Guidelines for Livestock Grazingan be found on th8urprise Field Office webite.

The Proposed Action is also in conformance with the Black RedertHigh Rock Canyon
Emigrant Trails National Conservation Area Resource Management Plan (July 16, 2004

Rationale:

The proposed action would occur in an area identified as available for livestock grazing in the
Resource Management Plans and is istest with the land use decisions and resource
management goals and objectives.

The Surprise Field Office RMP applicable goals and objectives for livestock grazing as
described on pages32 to 235 are as follows

1) Sustainable, ecologically sounadaeeconomically viable livestock grazing opportunities
would be provided, where suitable, in the Surprise Field Office management area,
2) Adequate forage would be produced to support sustainable levels of livestock grazing where

DOI-BLM-CANO70-2009-0006-EA
Nut Mountain Allotment Livestock Grazing Authorization Page9



compatible with objectiv@for other resources and resource users,
3) Continue to modify and adjust grazing management within individual grazing allotments to
ensure that a vigorous plant community is sustained in combination with livestock grazing.

Black Rock Deserit High RockCanyon Emigrant Trails National Conservation Area (NCA)
Resource Managemekey decisions, goals, and objectives incl(oiege 223):

A To promote healthy sustainable rangeland ecosystems and maintain or restore public
rangelands consistent with Landealth Standard indicators in conformance with the
procedures in the Rangeland Health Standards handbeék§6il).

A To provide forage suitable for livestock on a sustainable basis for the foreseeable future,
consistent with other resource objectives aitti wublic land use allocations.

Vegetation Objectives, pagel®

A To consider the maintenance and enhancement of natural ecological processes as the
dominant factor in determining the composition and distribution of plant communities in
the Wildernesgone.

A To retain sagebrush communities on at least 75 percent of the potential sagebrush habitat
in the planning area with sagebrush cover sufficient to support sagetspeshdent
wildlife species.

GrazingManagement, pagesZ3 to 225

A The current livetock grazing use authorizations will be maintained until evaluations identify
the need for adjustments of livestock grazing practices to meet Land Health Standards or
other objectives. Changes in livestock management will conform to regulations and land
use plans, monitoring, field observations, ecological site inventories, or other BLM
acceptable data will support management changes (GRAZ

A Existing authorized structural rangeland projects will be maintained where beneficial to
resource values. New rgeland projects may be developed when consistent with
achieving land Health Standards and the objectives of the plan. Projects no longer needed
to meet livestock and other resource management objectives will be removed and the
sites restored (GRAB).

A All spring developments will be modified where necessary to maintain, improve or restore
the biotic integrity of the spring system in accordance with BLM Technical Reference
173717. These spring developments will also be modified to provide water for wildlife
at ground level adjacent to the spring source (GRAZ

A Authorizations of grazing use including multiple use decisions and activity plans will
incorporate specific grazing management prescriptions (covering, but not limited to,
timing, duration, intensityand frequency of livestock use) that an evaluation showed will
provide the best opportunity to meet objectives of the plan and the applicable Land
Health Standards (GRAZ).

A Adjustments in livestock and /or wild horse and burro forage will be impledéntan
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Wilderness Study Area (WSA). Approximately 6,859 acres of the Nut Mountain Allotment lie
within this ACEC. The Massacre Rim ACEC was established through the Surprise Field Office,
Resource Margement PlafiRecord of Decisiof April 2008. The ACEC waslesignatedo

protect and enhance archaeological resources

In 1984 the Surprise Field Office constructed an exclosure fence within the Nut Mountain
Allotment in portions of the ACEC/WSA whidatontain a National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) Eligible Archaeological DistrictThe intent of the exclosure was to eliminate cattle
grazing from 1,836 acres of land within the Nut Mountain Allotnienthe protecton of non
renewable cultural resirces. The exclosure fence has reduced impacts to cultural resources
from cattle grazing. However, unauthorized cattle use has continued to occur within the
exclosure on a near yearly basis. In addition, unauthorizeHligfiway Vehicle (OHV) use and
artifact collection continue to occur within the ACEC/WSA, incrementally affecting cultural
resource values within the exclosure. Additional cultural resources are located outside of the
exclosure and within the ACEC, specifically in the Upper Field. €ate is light in this field
and no known cultural resources are being affected by range management activities.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

Under this alternative the duration of use for the Upper Field pasture, loctiedtive ACEC,

will increase by twenty days and be earlier in season, which could affect cultural resources (see
impacts to cultural resource discussed under the Environmental Consequences, Cultural
Resources section). However, under this action the Upepker will be rested on the following

year which would benefit cultural resources by eliminating any affects that could occur. The
ACEC is unaffected by the remainder of the management actions under the Proposed Action.

2. Impacts of No Action

Under theNo Action Alternative cattle use could continue to be light in the Upjied and
would not likely affect cultural resources.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

There would be no impacts from range management activities to resources located within the
ACEC undetthis alternative, as there would be no cattle grazing.

CULTURAL RESOURCES (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES)

A. Affected Environment

There have been 28 archaeological inventories, totaling 13,360 acres, conducted on the Nut
MountainAllotment. The inventories were in preparation for the Cowhead/Massacre Planning
Unit, Environmental Impact Statement, range improvement projects, and a land exchange. There
were 246 prehistoric archaeological sites that were recorded during the ireenine sites are
associated with a number of activities such as-kemngy occupation associated with lake shore
resources, hunting and game processing, temporary resource processing, Petroglyphs, tool stone
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guarries, and the making of tools. NationagReer of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility
determinations have not been formally made on any of the 246 sites. However, three areas
appear to be eligible to the NatiorRegister of Historic Places assidicts. The potentially
eligible Districts contin a total of 45 sites. In addition, four individual archaeological sites
appear to be NRHP eligible.

As discussed in the above ACEC section, an exclosure was built within the Nut Mountain
Allotment in 1984 to protect a NRHP eligible archaeologicstridt, which contains 24

prehistoric sitesUnauthorized cattle use has continued to occur within the exclosure on a near
yearly basis. In addition, unauthorized Blighway Vehicle (OHV) use and artifact collection
continue to occur within the excloguand within other areas of the Nut Mountain allotment
which contain cultural resources. The unauthorized activities incrementally affect cultural
resource values within the allotment. In addition, impacts fsaioch horseuseto the area onra
annualbass are also affecting cultural resources within the allotment.

In preparation for this EA eight NRHP eligible sitesre assessed for impacts from current

range management activities. Three of the sites have been severely affected by the development
of the water sourceand are continuing to receive cattle impad&ange management activities

do notappear to be affecting the fivemaining sites due to the nature of the sites and the soils in
which they are located.

The condition of the remaindef the previously recorded sites within the Nut Mountain
Allotment is unknown at this time. The remaining sites within the Nut Mountain Allotment will
be assessed in 2015 in accordance with the Supplemental Procedures Developed for the
Livestock Grazing Renit Renewals, An Amendment to the Protocol between the Bureau of
Land Management and the California and Nevada State Historic Preservation Offices. In
accordance with the protocol the permit may be renewed prior to the cultural resource
assessment beingmpleted.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action cultural resource sites have the potential to be affected by range
management activities including cattle grazing. Sites that are located in areas where cattle tend to
congregate are most vulnerable to livestock impacts. Areamngfegation tend to occur at both
developed and undeveloped watering locations, salting locations, along fence lines, and in areas
where shade is available. The types of impacts that can occur are: trailing, which can displace
and/or break artifactsnd denude vegetation thereby destabilizing the soil causing erosion;
wallowing, which causes subsurface disturbance to cultural resources containing buried deposits
thereby compromising stratigraphic integrity of a site; and trampling, which causeg artifac
displacement and breakage.

Under the Proposed Action the number of cattle would remain the same. Hoaveseen
pasture rest rotation would be used, with the MourRasture divided into threenfenced use
areasIntensiveherdingis essentiain this pasture to ensure that utilization levels are not
exceeded The proposed rest rotation systand intensive herdingould likely improve

DOI-BLM-CAN070-2009-0006-EA
Nut Mountain Allotment Livestock Grazing Authorization Page28



vegetation condition; stabilizing the soil and improving sites that could be indirectly affected by
erosion. The hree proposed riparian protectiprojectsand the Trough |&ing development
modification ould eliminate cattle impacts to threétheNRHP eligible sites discussed above

by including the cultural resources within the exclosures.

2. Impacts of NoAction

Under the Current Management potential imp&zitsultural resourcesuch as trailing,

wallowing, etc., could continue to ocduom range management activities, including cattle
grazing. Under this alternative livestogcikmbers would remain thamme. There is no pasture

rest rotation under this alternative, therefore erosion issues associated with areas of heavy use,
which can indirectly affect cultural resources, would continue to odawaddition, ro riparian
exclosures would be built andltural resources associated with these areas would continue to be
affected by cattle impacts.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

Under this alternativehere would be no impacts to cultural resources from range management
activities.

INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE SPECIES

A. Affected Environment

Weeds are defined in this EA as plants that are invasive, noxious-oiatige. Invasive weeds

have the ability to outompete and replace native plants, often creating their own monotypic
plant community. Uncontrolled invasive and noxious weed infesisttan result in decreases
native vegetation diversity, reductions in forage and wildlife habitat, and declines in agricultural
crop values. Once established, invasive and noxious weeds are extremely difficult to eradicate;
and returning affected planommunities to their native state can be a challenge.

TheNut MountainAllotmentwas lastsurveyed for the presence of noxious waad¥)06 Few

noxious weeds have been found within the allotiemivever bull thistle, muskthistle, Scotch

thistle aml perenniapepperweed were identified in small, localized patchéknown

populations of weeds along roads and on public lands, and most known populations on unfenced
intermingled private lands have been treated and monitdegtcles and OHV traveling on

various routesind crossing the associated drainages along these routes, increase the likelihood
that weedsvill spread. Invasive and nomative plants include cheatgrassd Japanese brome,

which were found in small amourdsthree of the five evaluation sites during the 2008

rangeland health assessment.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

Livestock grazing in this allotment has not resulted in the establishment wivasiyve or
noxious weed sitet® date. Livestock grazing menerakepresents a low risk of introduction
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and spread of invasiyaon-nativeand noxiousveed species; continued livestock use would be
expected to produce similar low risks of introductitmvasive, nomativeand noxousspecies

which are introduced or become established in the allotment would be expected to be detected
early with continued vigilance, and these sites would be expected to be treated under the current
weed management prograithe implementation of SORRIring the construction of proposed
range improvements would reduce the risk of introduction and/or spread of existing weeds.
Upland areas in less than desired ecological condition are expected to improve under the
proposed action, makirthese areaesssusceptible to cheatgrass andasiveweed
establishmenéind/or expansion in sizemplementation of the proposed action, including fencing
would allow disturbed riparian sites to recov&he interim grazing system would have little to

no effect on théentroduction and spread of weeds.

2. Impacts of No Action

Based on current distribution of weedsektock grazing in this allotment has not resulted in the
establishment of anpvasivehoxious weed sites to date. Livestock grazing in general

represets a low risk of introduction and spread of invasangl noxiousveed species; continued
livestock use would be expected to produce similar low risks of introdudtigasive, non
nativespeciesvhich are introduced or become established in the allotmwentd be expected to

be detected early with continued vigilance, and these sites would be expected to be treated under
the current weed management program.

3. Impacts of No Grazing
Under the no grazing alternative, there would be no impastsinvasive andhoxious weeds.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

A. Affected Environment

Rising greenhouse gas (GHG) levels are likely contributing to global climate change. In the
project area, climate change is typically expected to result in warmer, drier canditidn

potentially more extreme weather events. Natural processes such as volcanic eruptions contribute
to the increasing levels of GHGs in the atmosphere. Human activities related to the proposed
action, livestock grazing, also contribute GHGs in the fofrmethane.

The assessment of GHG emissions and climate change remains in its formative phase. The lack
of scientific tools designed to predict climate change on regional or local scales limits the ability
to quantify potential future impacts of climatieange on resources in the project area. In

addition, while the proposed action may involve some future contribution of GHGs, these
contributions would not have a noticeable or measurable effect, independently or cumulatively,
on a phenomenon occurringthe global scale believed to be due to more than a century of

human activities.
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B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

The amount of GHG emitted by livestoakd their managemeuander theProposed Action
is unknown. However, amgontribution of GHG due to either alternativenit likely to have
an effect on global climate.

2. Impacts of No Action (Current Management)

The amount of GHG emitted by livestoakd their managemeuanderthis alternativas
unknown. However, any cotitbution of GHG due to either alternative is not likely to have
an effect on global climate.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

As stated above, the amount of GHG contributed by human activities associated with cattle
grazing is unknown; however, the GHG emitted by livestock (methane) would be eliminated
in the project aredue to the removal of cattle.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC VALUES

A. Affected Environment

The Surprise Valley is a rural communit§th a strong commitment to the tradition of cattle
ranching which is the dominant element of the local economdany of theranches have been
in operation for several generaticarsd rely on cattle for their incoméocal agribusiness
derivesincome from related goods and services as well.

Federal permits to graze livestock on public land are an important factor of poodiacti
cattle ranchers in the West. The permits are linked to privatehed base property and
enhance the productive capacity of private property by providing additional forage during
certain seasonsrThis allows for rest, or production of hay or otfanage on private

property. A common practice is to produce alfalfa or grass hay on irrigated pastures
during the summer when cattle are on public rangeland.

The current Nut MountaiAllotment permittee does not reside in the local atéig.home ranch
is located imorthwestern @lifornia, a few hundred miles from Surprise Valldye does
however.employ local ranch hands to manage his cattle herd on the allotment.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

More intensive herding required in the new terms and condifehrgng the interim and final
systemwould be an added expense for the permittekaform of increase salaryfor ranch
hands to ride the allotment more frequgnincreased wages coutdeanmore dollars spent in
the local community.
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There could be a slight benefit to the local economy during construction of the proposed range
improvements.Furthermore,lie addition othesenewimprovementsncludingwater troughs,
pipelines and fensavould increasemaintenance costs to the permittee.

2. Impacts ofNo Action

TheNo Action Alternative would have no affect on social and economic values because
livestock operations would continue without changes to authorized use.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

If livestock grazing were eliminated, tpermitteethat relies orforage fromthe allotment would
have negative economic impabtiscause he/ould have tdocateothergrazinglandand forage

for his cattle. The availability location and cosif other landareunknown, buis likely to cost

the operator significantly more.

The local economy would sustain negative economic impacts due to the loss of revenue from
grazing fees ancklatedgoodsand servicesLocal ranch hands employed by the operator could
be negativelyimpacted from the loss of seasonal work.

SOILS

A. Affected Environment

The soil classification for the Nut Mountain Allotment is contained in the Washoe County North
Part Soil Survey, NV #9 (anOrder Il soil survey. The soil survey has been updated by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Reno State Office to current standards and can
be found on the NRCS web site.

The primary soikerieson the Nut Mountaii\llotmentthatsupporiow sagebrush include

Devada, Tinpan, and Ninemil€ommon soilsupportingoig sagebrush includdart Camp,
Westbutte, Ashtre and Tusyn&yoming sagebrush sites are often located on therdekg
Saraph and Tuffo soils.

The BLM completed fiedl assessients onthe allotment in 2008 to determine if the rangeland
health standards were being met. The allotment was found to meet the Rangeland Health
Standards for soilsData from five Upland Health Assessments rated Soil/Site Stability as stable
and Hydrologic Function as functioning for all sites evaluatédilditional soils informationris
contained in the Nut Mountain Rangeland Health Determination.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

The ProposedAction is expected thave positive effects on upland soilThefinal grazing
systemwould providerest or deferred use and rotation for all use aegaspt the Cavalrgamp
SeedingRestwould allow key forage species to complete growth cycles wivighild result in
increasd cover litter and soil organic matteAlthough the 200%Rangeland Health Assessment
determined that upland soils throughthg allotment were stable, there is siilopportunityfor
improvement of ecological condition in the Mountslifestand Hanging Rock use areas.
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Soil disturbance from livestock management and the trampling actRibabws in theNut
MountainAllotment would be light due to the distributiandlivestock movementhroughout
the75,000acre allotmenand7 pasture gramg system.Soil compaction from cattle and wild
horsesvould still beexpected at water sourcsoughout the allotment as well as along newly
constructed fences and exclosure®wever, withthe addition of sha term objectives to limit
use, more frequent herding to reduce livestock concentratindtieimplementation of

proposed monitoring by the permittee and BLM, these effects should be redineddPC
objectives were meant to address both soil andtage health and the proposed Desired Plant
Communities would result in increased cover. This coupled with attainment of use objectives
which would increase cover and residual litter should result in more protection for soils over the
current systenm the long term

2. Impacts ofNo Action

Moderate tilization guidelinesareintended tgrovidefor adequate litter and desase the

likelihood oftramplingandcompaction of soilsHowever under theNo Action Alternative

heaw utilization is expectetb continue in the vicinity of riparian areasd water sources

without the proposed fencindzurthermorewithout more frequent herding, livestock

distribution would continue to be uneven with some areas receiving heavier use than others.
Soils around rparian areas and water souregsild likely continue tdoe trampled and

compacted The erosion to the channel below Rock Spring would continue due to the culvert not
being installed.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

In the short term, plant vigor and litter would improve rapidly. Organic matter would increase
but would not be incorporated into the soil as fast as the previous two alternatives. In the long
term, plant vigor and littezould decline as the amount aésding dead litter is increased but is
not being incorporated into the solowever, wild horses will continue impact soils and
vegetation on and near riparian argaghe absence of cattl&Vild horse usavill also cause
trampling and compactiomaiparian soilsiear watering sites

C. References
Soil Survey of Washoe County, Nevada, North Pa/759, 1999

WATER QUALITY, DRINKING-GROUND (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY)

A. Affected Environment

Water quality in the Surprise Field Office area is discussed in terms of water quality indicators
and waterbodies listed as impaired. Primary indicators used for management of impacts on
water resources are temperature, nutrients, fecal coliform, tylseidiment, dissolved oxygen

(DO), and stream channel condition. Indicators were chosen based on the Standards and
Guidelines.

The Nut Mountain Allotment falls withithreewatersheds; Massacre Lakd 6040204, Smoke
Creek Dese#16040203ndGuano #1120008.The area igntirely withinnorthwestern

DOI-BLM-CANOQ70-20090006-EA
Nut Mountain Allotment Livestock Grazing Authorization Page33



Washoe County, Nevada.

Hanging Rock Creek is the only perennial stream within the Nut Mountain Allot@astwater

guality station for the allotment is located at the spring source at the head of HRoging
Creek. Baseline water quality was established in 2002 and 2003 and is currently meeting the
State Numeric and Narrative Standards, Beneficial Use needs and BLM Standards. Neither
surface water nor groundwater within the allotment has been listeekéeeding State water
quality standard€BBelow is water quality data collected in 2002003:

Spring Source at Hanging Rock Creek 22003 Nevada standard for Class A
Estimated discharge: 0.05 cfs

Temperature (C°): 12.0€ average Must not exceed 26C

DO (mg/l): 7.B mg/L average Must not be less than 6.0 mg/L
Phosphate (mg/L): 0.26 average _ Must not exceed 0.30 mg/L in streams
pH: 79 average Range between 6.5 to 8.5

Fecal coliform: O The fecal coliform concentration, based

on a minimum of five samples during
any 30day period, must not exceed a
geometric mean of 200 colonies/100mL
nor may more than 10 percent of total
samples during any 3fay period
exceed 400 colonies/100mL

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

Only onewater qualitystation has been established on the allotmethieasource oHanging
Rock Creek In 2003when data was last collectedfandards were being métis unknown
whetherstandards onther portiongpublic and privatedf the creek are being met due to the
lack of datahowevertheproposed actiowould improvewater qualitydueto the exclusion of
livestock and wild horses frothe upper public portion of theeek.

2. Impacts of No Action
Since water quality standards on Hanging Rock Creek were met under current livestock
managemenstandardsvould likely continueto be meunder the No Action Alternative.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

As stated aboveyuality standards on Hanging Rock Creek were met under current livestock
managementhereforewater quality could improve further from the eliminationieéstock
grazing impactsinder the No Grazing Alternative.

WETLANDS/RIPARIAN ZONES (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY)

A. Affected Environment

The following is summarized from the 20B&ngeland Health Determination available at the
Surprise Field Officavebsite.
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Lentic riparian areas on publendwithin the allotment consist of Rock Spring, Mill&rLux,
andTrough Springslotic riparian habitat exists along Hanging Rock Creek. Lentic riparian sites
all have ponds associated with them to provide water for livestock and wild horses. The ponds
are livestock developments and therefore exempt from the stafidiarggrian and wetlands.
Riparian Functional Assessmelii&F-A)were conducted on riparian habitats within the allotment
based on 2008 site visits, aerial photos from 2001, NAIP 2005 digital aerial photos, water source
inventory (WSI) data from 1985,199 RFA6s, and 2006 NCA spring
Spring.

Miller & Lux Spring is located at NE ¥4 Sec 9 T42N Rzftelconsists of approximately ¥ acre

of riparian habitat above the development and approximately 1,000 feet of riparian habitat below
the development (July 2001 aerial photo). In 2008 it was noted that this site was receiving
trampling impacts from wild horses and cattle. The riparian habitat above Rlilleix Spring

was visited in 2008 and rated as ffanctional based on the lack oégetation necessary for the
riparian to properly function.

Rock Spring is located at SW ¥4 NW ¥ Sec 34 T43N Raadconsists of approximately 600

feet of riparian habitat below the pond (July 2001 aerial photo). The spring source is part of the
Rock Sping development and was not raied2008. The original 1985 WSI noted wildlife and
cattle use anthatt he ar ea wa lsn 2008dt evasrnetetl ehdtdhis site was receiving
trampling impacts from wild horses and cattle. The 600 feet below RauokgSpas rated as
functional at risk (FAR) with an upward trend.

Trough Spring is located at SW ¥ Sec 9 T42N Rag@#consists of approximately 3,600 square
feet of riparian habitat above the pond. Additional riparian vegetation exists downstream of the
pond on the Massacre Mountain Allotment. The original WSI noted wildlife, cattle, and wild
horse use. In 2008 wild horse and cattle impacts were notedighT &pring was rated as non
functional based othelack of vegetation necessary for the riparian system to properly function.

Hanging Rock Creek is the only perennial flowing creek on the Nut Mountain Allotment. The

creek flowsthrough both public and private lands. Private segments of the stream as well as

some public segments totaling approximately 1.1 miles (6,000 feet) are completely fenced and
grazing by cattle and wild horses is limited or restricted. Riparian funag@aeindition was

assessed in August of 2008. Based on the land status and geography, the stream was divided into
three reaches for assessment purposes. Private segments of the stream comprising approximately
6,300feet (6240) of the overall length of peraral flow werenot assessed; however a public

stream segment flowing between two private parcels was evaluated. This approximately 650

foot reach has herbaceous and woody riparian vegetation which is being heavily grazed by
livestock and wild horses. Asp occur in pockets within the reach and suckers and young trees

are not being recruited due to the heavy use. The stream channel is narrow and downcut up to
approximately 4 feet in some placédater temperature at the spring source reasrdecat 61°

F on 20 August 20Q8vater at temperature at thettom of the reach (about 1/3 mile

downstream) warecordecat 62° F on 19 August 200&Results from a Lotic Functional

Assessment indicated the reach was functioning at risk with a downward trend.

TheMiddle reacHies entirely within a fenced private field and consists of approximately 600
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feet ofpublic stream situated at thewer endof an approximately 3,800 foot stream segment.

This area is not grazed by livestock and the permittee activelyswokeep grazing use out of

this reach. However, limited wild horse use and unplanned livestock useatoesThereach
terminates at the mouth of Hanging Rock Canyon where a drift fence splits the private lands.
Thisreach is characterized by a rawrriparian zone dominated by herbaceous and woody
vegetation. Aspen, choke cherRipessp., and rose are scattered throughout this reach.
Pioneering aquatic vegetation is present within the channel and along streambanks. In many
instances, due to past downcutting, sagebrush and other upland plant species extend to the
wat er 0 s erdhpeccurranceviseregeently associated with the exposed banks where the
stream is actively widening the floodplain. This reach of the stream is negatively affected by
frequent scouring by seasonal runoff originating from side drainages and the mesmsa@ithe

valley bottom. Exposed banks with coarse rocky debris and sand/silt deposits are common in the
pools. A small population of brook trout and speckled dace persists throtighmech but are
isolated to scattered pools during base flow diomnak in the summer. Water temperature was
measured within the approximately 600 foot public segment and recorded at 57° F on 19 August
2008. The2008RFA resulted in a rating of properly functioning.

The Lowerpublicreachconsists of two separategseents totaling approximately 2,000 feet of
perennial flow divided by segment oftseam occurring on private landlike the middle reach,

the permittee actively works to prevent unplanned livestock use in this pasture, and wild horse
use is limited. Vgetation along this reach is dominated by herbacepasanvegetation The
stream channel is confined in the upper public segment and unconfined in the lower public and
private segments. The permittee periodically diverts the water in this reagh@njaands to
irrigate the seeding. Stream bottom substrates in this reach are dominated by smaller diameter
rock and sand/silt deposits. There is abundant evidence of frequent high flows outside the
channel and floodplains are well established or ldgvweg. Only the upper public segment was
rated in 2008 for functionality; however observations confirmed that the lower public segment
was in a similar condition. The lotic functional assessment for this reach resulted in a rating of
properly functionig.

B. Environmental Consequences

1. Impacts of Proposed Action

The construction of the proposed projects would have positive igfpagparian resources in

the allotment. By protectingparian habitaait Miller & Lux, Trough Spring, Rock Springnd
Hanging RoclkCreek theProposedAction would improve conditions and allow these systems to
progress toward properly functioning conditioBonstruction of the drift fence woufdrther
reducdivestockpressure on Rock and Mill& Lux Springs with psitive impacts to riparian

and uplandhabitats at tese sites. The use of standard operatipgpcedures, including ensuring
that water diversions maintain free flowing surface watepatiansites would ensurethat
potential impacts from water divs@on would be reduced or eliminate@&reater benefits to
species diversitgre anticipateat Hanging RockKCreekdue to expected increases in herbaceous
and woody speciesAdditional habitat would become available for fish and other aquatic species
with improvements along Hanging Rock Creek.

Theshortenedseason of use the Mountain Westise areauringinterim management would
be most beneficial tdparian systems at Rock Spring, Trough Spring, and Miller & Lux
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Herding and turnout procedureslouit n e d i n t hRipaiia® @bjectiveds@&cdon m
would contribute to decreased use of all riparian sites including use of riparian woody and
herbaceous vegetation along Hanging Rock Cdeeing interim management hese interim
management actions would not impact horses which would be expected to continue using
riparian sites in the allotment untiile proposed projects arenstructed.

2. Impacts of No Action

Under this alternative, the number of livestock #raltotal amount of use would remain the
samewith continued uneven distribution and heavy use in certain afdese would be no new
projects constructed to protect riparian af@duding the Hanging Rock Drift Fencelmpacts
to riparianareas aMiller & Lux, Trough Spring, Rock Spring, and Hanging RGekekwould
continue and progress toward achievement of proper functioning condition would not be
realized.

3. Impacts of No Grazing

Under this alternative there would be no new projects constructed to protect riparian areas.
Impacts to riparian resources frarattle andvild horses would continue; however, there would
be less combined impacts from wild horses and livestAckievemat of proper functioning
condition would not be realized due to potential season long use from wild horses.

WILDERNESS (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY)

A. Affected Environment

Approximatelyl6, 550 acres of the Massacre Rim Wilderness Study(W®A) arelocated in
the northern portion of the allotment. The southmriof the allotment include%l, 915 acres
of the Black Rock DeseHligh Rock Canyon Emigrant Trails NCA aB¢b05 acres of the East
Fork High Rock Canyon Wilderness Argafer toMap 1).

Wilderness Areas are to be managed to preserve and protect their wilderness character, provide
for their use and enjoyment by the American people in such a manner that will leave them
unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness, and alloeci@ational, scenic,

scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use (43 CFR 6300). Actions proposed within
wilderness are evaluated on the basis of their possible direct and indirect impacts on wilderness
values of naturalness, solitude andrptive or unconfined recreation, and special features.

Several special features were specifically mentioned for the Wildetneas in the NCA Act of

2000; they are: prehistoric Native American sites, untouched segments of the historic California
EmigrantTrails, wagon ruts, historic inscriptions, a largely untouched emigrant trail viewshed,
threatened fish and sensitive plants, and some of the largest natural potholes in North America.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 and the NCA Act of 2000 allowed graziegritinue in wilderness
areas where it was established prior to designation, subject to reasonable regulations that are
deemed necessary by the Secretary of the Interior. Congress gave additional
insight/interpretation (of the Wilderness Act) in House Rep6-1126. Current livestock

grazing within the wilderness area on the Nut Mountain Allotment was addressed in the Black
Rock DeserHigh Rock Canyon NCA Resource Management Plan (NCA RMP). This EA is
being prepared to analyze the impacts associatedyvaiting on théNut Mountainallotment.
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Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeabhectomsre
have no cumulative impads livestock grazing:recreation, offroad vehicle usejnauthorized
grazing in exclosuresnining, and wind energy.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

Due to the probability of rest required following reseeding orRiligy Pipeline corridgithere is
a possibilitythat the livestocloperatoiwould need to locate other spring/summer pastoirdis
cattlefor several grazing seasons.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)
The cumulative effects under the Cutrdfanagement Alternative would be similar to the
Proposed Ation.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing
The cumulative effect of this Alternative would be that the operedaild no longer manageis
cattle on public land® the Nut Mountain Allotment.

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC ) (SUPPLEMENTAL
AUTHORITIES)

Past and Present Actions

Since many Great Basin prehistoric sites are surface or near surface sites, any ground disturbing
activities destroy site integrity, spatial patterning and aliitgetermine site function. Datable

organic features are bér destroyed or contaminatedPrevious localized grazing, range
improvements, road construction/maintenance and gravel pits have caused these types of impacts
to cultural resources. Grazihgs probably affected a larger numbecualturalsites than is
documented. Looting sometimes occurs but inadvertent actions from recreation, rock hounding
and other offroad activities affeatulturalresources as well.

Reasonable Foreseeable Futurehions

Recreational use is expected to increase and these activities sometimes coincide with sensitive
cultural resources causimigsplacement and mixingeposits of prehistoric/historic and modern
debris

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined thellbwing Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts ACECs: Ruby Pipeline construction, vegetation management,
unauthorized grazing in exclosuresining and wind energy.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

The cumulative effects of tHeroposedAction on cultural resources should be an incremental
reduction in the rate of disturbance to site integrity, spatial patterning, and site function. Impacts
to datable organic features would also be reduced. Tdustien in impacts would be a result of
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the expected improvement in ecological condition over an extended period of time as
concentrated grazing in sensitive riparian zomesld bereducedHowever, ontinued
unauthorized use of the archaeological exaswuld result in incremental cumulative effects
to cultural resources.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

The cumulative effects of this alternative on cultural resources within the ACEC would be a
continued rate of disturbance to sitesl @rganic features as a result of the no change in
management. Continued unauthorized use of the archaeological exclosure would result in
incremental cumulative effects to cultural resources.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing
Alternative 3 would not contrilte to cumulative effects ®WCEC resources, because no grazing
would be authorizednder this alternative.

CULTURAL RESOURCES (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES)
Past and Present Actions

Since many Great Basin prehistoric sites are surface or near surface sites, any ground disturbing
activities destroy site integrity, spatial patterning and ability to determine site function. Datable
organic features are either destroyed or contamindtegkious localized grazing, range
improvements, road construction/maintenance and gravel pits have caused these types of impacts
to cultural resources. Grazing has probably affected a larger number of sites than is documented.
Looting sometimes occuraibinadvertent actions from recreation, rock hounding and other off

road activities affect cultural resources as well.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

Recreational use is expected to increase and these activities sometimes coincide with sensitive
cultural resources causing displacement and mixed deposits of prehistoric/historic and modern
debris. The proposed Ruby Natural Gas Pipeline would affect a significant number of cultural
resources by damaging or destroying site integrity. Vegetationgaarent activities could

increase the visibility of cultural sites potentially exposing them to increased looting. Inventories
associated with planning for vegetation management would increase the state of knowledge
concerning the local and regional cu#tbsetting

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts cultural resourceswind energyand mining.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

The cumulative effects of tHeroposedAction on cultural resources should be an incremental
reduction in the rate of disturbance to site integrity, spatial patterning, and site function. Impacts
to datable organic features would also be reduced. Tdustien in impacts would be a result of
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the expected improvement in ecological condition over an extended period of time as
concentrated grazing in sensitive riparian zones is redtimedever, ontinued unauthorized

use of the archaeological exclosure Woesult in incremental cumulative effects to cultural
resourcesLocal and regional knowledge regarding the cultural setting would be increased as a
result of implementation of the standard operating procedures which would require that all
projects be peceded by inventory and site evaluation. The completion of inventories and
evaluations would result in incorporation of mitigation measures which would act to further
reduce long term cumulative impacts.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

Thecumulative effects of this alternative on cultural resources would be a continued rate of
disturbance to sites and organic features as a result of no change in management. Continued
unauthorized use of the archaeological exclosure would result emeatal cumulative effects

to cultural resources. The failure to construct range improvement projects could contribute to
continued cumulative effects to cultural resources associated with riparian areas.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing
Alternative 3 would ot contribute to cumulative effects to cultural resources, because no grazing
is being proposed under this alternative.

INVASIVE, NON -NATIVE SPECIES

Past and Present Actions

Past ground disturbing activiti@semechanisms for the transport and introductbweeds;
however, these actiommsve notled to thespread ofnvasive and nomativespecies in the

allotment. The inventory and treatment wkeedshas been ogoing in the allotment, which has
reduced thepread of invasive species.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

While currently invasive weeds are limited in number and distributioarguncreases in
recreation are likely to increase the risk of spreading invasive species to the allotment, and
adacent areas. Recreation and other activities could also introduce new species not currently
found on the allotment

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts invasive, nomative speciesroad maintenance, gravel pits,

recreation, OHV useajnauthorized grazing in exclosuresd livestoclgrazing.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

Improvements in rangeland health conditions, including adherence to utilization guidelines
would decrease the likelihood of invasive species becoming established. Howeveavpthidre
continue tabea risk ofinvasive species becoming established along roads bygnaaimg
activities such as vehicles and OHVs.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)
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Increases in the proliferation of invasive, nwattive species is not expected to increase over
existing levels. Other nograzing activiies within the allotment coulddd tothe spread or
introduction of new species in the allotmeRtoliferation and the spread of invasive species is
likely to continue without inventory and treatment of known popouteti

Alternative 3 - No Grazing

TheNo (livestock GrazingAlternative is expected to result in incremental improvement in
ecological condition over the long term, which should decrease the likelihood of invasive, non
native species becomimgtablished.

WETLANDS/RIPARIAN ZONES (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY)

Past and Present Actions

Wetlands and riparian areas prior to the11@80swe e consi der e dwhiéhsvare r i f i C ¢
expected to be used severely in order to achieve proper use of thesuphanal result, wetlands

and riparian areas did not receive management emphasis except in relation to their ability to

provide needed water for domestic animal use.

In 1991 the BLMimplemented h e A RiiWetandilndiative for the 1990s which, fathe

first time, established national goals and objectives for management of riparian and wetland
resources on BLM administered public lands. Chief among these objectives was the mandate
that 75 percent or more are in proper functioning condition by.18@¥ce the launching of this
initiative, the BLM has provided management focus on achieving this goal, and many areas were
improved. Some areas continue to not achieve the goal of properly functioning condition.
Livestock use is one of the activitiehieh can negatively impact wetlands and riparian areas.

As riparian zones decline, riparian vegetation is less capable of dissipating energy and filtering
sediment. Erosion increases and water storage capacity is reduced. In the Nut Mountain
Allotment, most riparian areas are not properly functioning.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

Future activities from livestock grazing management, dispersed recreation and transportation
would continue to impact riparian areas within the assessment arear dllralternatives, a

reduction in impacts to riparian areas from livestock grazing management would be expected
with more intensive and continued adjustment. Impacts to wetland riparian areas from dispersed
recreation and transportation is low, but wibhE expected to continue in some areas, with some
reductions over time. There would not be any expected impacts to wetlands and ripasan ar
from vegetation managememtthe RubyPipeline.

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts wetland/riparian zoneswind energy, mining, Ruby pipeline and
vegetation management.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action would be long term improvements in local
riparian systemsinterim management would also provide benefRgparian areas in the
Mountain West and Hanging Rodke areasould see the greatest benefits giviegitt current

DOI-BLM-CANO70-2009-0006-EA
| Nut Mountain Allotment Livestock Grazing Authorization Page50



conditions.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)
Cumulative impacts of current management would not provide long term benefits to riparian
systemsn the general area.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing
Alternative 3 would not contoute to cumulative effects to riparian resources, because no
grazing is being proposed under this alternative.

WILDERNESS (SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY)
Past and Present Actions

In the1980s Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) were designated within the analysis area. WSAs
have been managed similar to wilderness under Interim Management Policy to protect their
wilderness values until Congress decides to designate them as wilderness ortredeagas

other purposes. Impacts to these areas have been primarily limited to unauthorized motorized
traffic. The NCA Act of 2000 changed the status of some areas, including East Fork High Rock
Canyon to designated Wilderness Areas. Since this endctmanagement of Wilderness Areas
has improved, resulting in increased boundary identification, route rehabilitation, and
compliance checks. These management actions have improved wilderness values for those
seeking naturalness, solitude, and a primitivar@onfined type of recreational experience.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

The NCA RMP proposes a wilderness management plan for the Wilderness Areas within its
scope, including the East Fork High Rock Canyon Wilderness Area. When compleked, suc

plan would improve management of this and other Wilderness Areas to achieve the goals set out
in the Wilderness Act of 1964i.e., provide for wilderness values and opportunities for solitude
and primitive or unconfined types of recreational actisitie

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts wilderness areasange improvement and road
construction/maintenance, recreation usguthorized grazing in exclosur&sjby Pipeline
construction, wind energy, mining, vegetation management.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

Incremental impacts to the East Fork High Rock Canyon Wilderness have remained relatively
consistent since thedy to mid 1980s as special designations continue to offer some
management guidelines and protection for wilderness values.

None of the proposed projeasany of the reasonable foreseeable future actimmwvithin the
Wilderness area®/SAs;thereforethere wouldoeno cumulative impactselated to project
implementation Management changeser the longtermwould slightly decrease impacts to
forage utilization of native grasses within the wilderness areas and WSAs thereby maintaining
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vegetative coveand natural conditions.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

The No Action Alternative impacts represent continued degradation of riparian natural
conditions which ar@nconsistent with current policy for tmangeland health standardghin
wilderness/wilderness study areas.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing

The No Grazing Alternative impactguld result indegradation of riparian natural conditions
from the yearround presence of wild horses only, due to the removal of livestock from the
allotment. Allowing continued degradation of resources is inconsistent with current policy for
the rangeland health staards within wilderness/wilderness study areas.

WILD HORSES AND BURROS

Past and Present Actions

The herd areas within the Nut Mount#itilotment were designated by the former Management
Framework Plan (MFP) Record of Decision (RO&nd carried forwardhi the Surprise RMBs

theNut Mountain and Bitner Herd Management Araasuitable for the longerm management

of wild horses. Therhavebeen several gathers and removals since the 1970s. The last gather
occurred in 2007, which reduced the population down to the low AML range. Past movement of
wild horses from nearby HMAs and present management, including gathers, removals and
released brses, has led to the representation of age and sex classes and the genetic diversity
evident in the herd today.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

The population would reach the high limit of AML in about 2011 or 2(AZure wild horse
gathers woulde conducted about everyd3years over the next 115 year period in order to
continue to manage the HMA within the established AFrtility control may also be applied
in future gathers in an effort to slow population growth. Cumulatively over thebriExtyears,
these actions should result in fewer gathers and less impacts to the soil aativeegetources
in the allotment an8iMAs.

If wild horse AMLs continue to be achieved in the future, monitoring of resource conditions
would provide data to edfirm or reestablish AML numbers to achieve and maintain a thriving
natural ecological balance and multipigse relationship. Any adjustments to AMiould be
accomplished with sufficient utilization, trend, actual use, and seasonal production data throug
a reasoned interdisciplinary analysis and Environmental Assessment, including public
involvement and appropriate coordination (4710 HandbobDlkwnward d@justments to AML

would be necessarfymonitoring indicatesvild horses or burros to be a causakda in non
attainment of resource objectives.
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Any future proposed projects within these HMAs would be analyzed in an appropriate
environmental document following site specific plannifrgiture project planning would also
include public involvement

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts wild horses and burrosiecreation use, off road vehicle use,
unauthorized grazing in exclosuresnd energy, rming, Ruby Pipeline construction, vegetation
management.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

This alternative proposes fencing three spsagrcesand associated meadows currently used by
wild horses for water and forag&he proposedirift fencewould limit wild horsemovement
between the Hanging Rock and Mountain West use drgasy periods of scheduled livestock
use when horse gates are closed.

Perennial waters and water production are limited on public lands in this area, and they become
patticularly important during drought conditions when reservoirs or dirt catchments are dry.
Implementation of th@roposedAction would develop @arly all of the perennial water sources

on public landsn the allotment While waterwould be provided outside tl@provements

these projectare dependent on the maintenance of functioning structures (pipelines, valves, and
troughs). Water may not be available if the structures becomunotioning. Limiting access

to anycurrentwatering sites wuldincrease the use on remaining available sites. It is not
uncommon to observe several bands of horses watering at numerous small dirt catchments in late
spring. When these water sources dry up in the summer, pressure on naturairspeagss.

This is especially true if any of the few developed waters becoméunotioning during the
summer/fall seasons. The result would be to decrease summer/fall water availability in the drier
portions of the HMA. In functioning conditiopthe water volume at the 4 sites proposed for
development is capable of supporting the 30 to 55 horses with the AML for the Nut Mountain
HMA.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

Under theNo Action Alternative grazing impacts would continue rgparianwater sourcesand
ecologicalhabitat resources would not improve. Riparian standards woultbnut,and sites
functioning at risk could degraderther, possibly below biological thresholds, making recovery
periods longer.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing

Impacts to the riparian areas from tle [livestock] GrazingAlternativewould be similar to the
No Action Alternative. But becausevild horse grazing would continue, their impacts would
continue atiparianwater sourceshowever, upland healtwvould beexpected to improve.
Habitat would not improve at riparian argasad iparian standards would nbé met Sites
functioning at risk could degrade, possibly below biological threshddslucedompetition on
the uplands frona lack ofcattle grazingnay improve wild horse health, which could result in
increased wild horse herd growth rates.
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WILDLIFE/THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (T&E SUPPLEMENTAL
AUTHORITY)

Past and Present Actions

Minor to moderate amounts displacement have resulted from disturbances to habitat for
wildlife, including sage grouse, associated with livestock grazing management, transportation
and access management, and dispersed recreation use. There are no known federally listed
Threatened mEndangered Species in the allotment. Long term benefits to wildlife have been
realized as watershed conditions have been stabilized. This has been as a result of the
replacement of lost vegetation by plant species which are more desirable than iandsive
noxious weeds and which are more effective at stabilizing watershed conditions.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

The proposed Rubiipeline is scheduled to begin construction in the spring of 2010. Thisis a
natural gas pipeline that will §&ct the allotment, running roughly east to west through the
Mountain Pastureand Caalry Camp ®eding The reclamation plan for the pipeline route will
require reseeding and other measures to allow for soil and vegetation recovery. The details have
notbeen finalized, but the affected pastures may be rested from livestock grazing for several
years until vegetation recovery objectives are. met

It is expected that wildlifevould be impacted directly via noise and the presence of equipment
and personneluting construction of the pipeline and rehabilitation along the right of way which
would be expected to last several months within the allotniegrhporary wildlife corridors, use

of limited operating periods, and buffer zores proposed to mitigate #impact. Indirect

impacts could occur from temporary and permanent loss of vegetation and vegetation changes
along the 115 foot wide construction right of way.

The last horse gather in the allotment was in 2007 with the next gather of excess horses
scheduled to occur in 2011 or 2012. A horse gather would take additional pressure off of public
and private riparian areas in the allotment and reduce direct and indirect competition for forage.
Additional cover would also be made available for nestirdskand small mammals.

Livestock management, dispersed recreation, and transportation and access would continue
displacing wildlife in areas immediately adjacent to these activities. Livestock management
activities would benefit the majority of wilifi¢ species by improving water distribution and
availability. Vegetation managemena pasture rotatiowould benefit wildlife by restoring
vegdative conditions andiversity and reducing direagnhpacts to wildlife.

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has dermined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impacts wildlife/threatened and endangered specigsauthorized grazing
in exclosures, wind energy and mining.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action
Livestock andvild horsegrazing in upland habitatgsould continue to impact wildlife directly
through competition for food and wat&éowever, most impacts to wildlife occurred in the past
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with changes in deep rooted perennial grasbapacts would bedssened in the current
Mountain Pasture with more nesting opportunities, cover and forage available for birds and
mammals in the surrounding ardaprovemenof riparian areas to properly functioning
condition and beyond will benefit wildlifim the aredy providing higher quality water sources
with more adjacent hiding cover and mdreerse availability (groundraughs). With water
sources in close proximity to each other, improvements of riparian sourcesMouh&inWest
use areanay alterto some extentocal migration patterns of big game.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

Cumulative impacts fromvestock andvild horseusewould continug negatively impacting
water sources within the allotment. Cattle would not be as easily con@aligegative
impacts would be more widespread in the Mountain Pasture.

Alternative 3 - No Grazing

Under the No Grazing Alternative, grazing managemenfidvbe eliminated as a reasonably
foreseeable future action. All cumulative effects to wildlife habitat in the analysis area that are
associated with livestock use would cease.

VEGETATION/ SOILS/ITHREATENED AND ENDANGERED (T&E SUPPLEMENTAL
AUTHORITY)

Pastand Present Actions

Prior to theTaylor Grazing Act (TGA) of 1934orage utilization was high when thousands of
cattle, sheep, and horses grazed lands in northern Né&vsala GAfor the first time regulated
grazing on public landsequired ranchers whoet base property qualificationshave a permit
and to pay a grazing fe€Also during this periodhousands of horses roamed the Nevada desert
unbranded and unclaimed. Prior to the Taylor Grazing Act grazing practices contttbuted
significantlyto impacting the soiandvegetatiorresource. The soil tolerance was exceeded and
the soil medium for plant growth was not maintain€@tazingimpacs include asignificant
redudion of understory plantsn some sitesCheagirass waslso believed thiave been

introduced into the area in the early 1900s.

In order to support and distribute livestock, a variety of range improvement projects have been
implemented through the years dating back to the 1980sle past livestock grazgndecisions

have resulted in adjustments of livestock numbers and seasons of use for the livestock grazing
allotments, carrying capacities were not established until the late 1960s on the Nut Mountain
Allotment. Also, there was little interest to improwetland and riparian zonestil the 1990s,

and thereforeipariansystems generally continued to decline through this period.
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The present livestock grazing system and efforts to manage livestock grazing within the Nut
MountainAllotment has reduced pahtstoric soil impacts and improved current soil resource
conditions however current management eé®ntinuing to contribute theavy utilizationn some
areas affecting vegetation and soilEhis is resulting in trailing and trampling damage to riparian
areas, and is slowing potential vegetation recove3pecial status plants are not expected to be
impacted under any of the alternatives.

Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions

The proposedRubyPipeline is scheduled to begin construction in the spring of 2010. Thisis a
natural gas pipeline that will bisect the allotment, running roughly east to west through the
Mountain Pasture, and Cary Camp Seeding. The reclamation plan for thelmpeoute

would requirereseeding and other measures to allow for soil and vegetation recovery. The

details have not been finalized, but the affected pastures may be rested from livestock grazing for
several years until vegetation recovery objectivesraae

Cumulative Impacts

Analysis has determined the following Past, Present and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions
have no cumulative impads vegetation/soils/threatened and endangered plant species:
recreation use, offoad vehicle use, winenergy and mining.

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action

Cumulative effects from theroposedAction would include continued improvement of upland
and riparian vegetation conditioaad should offset impacts from Ruby Pipelipast present
andreasonabléoreseeabléuture actions.

Alternative 2 - Current Management (No Action)

Riparian standardsould not improve andome sites functioning at riglould possibly degrade
belowbiological thresholds, making recovery unlikely. Livestock concentratied maysee
increass incheagrass and other annuals within the vegetation understory

Alternative 3 - No Grazing

Cumulative impacts of the N@razingAlternative coupled with impacts from past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions woagllt in foregoing an opportunity to improve

rangeland health on the uplands, provided wild horses are managed in balance with the available
water andorage. Since range improvement projects would not be constructedutilization

of vegetation andtber habitat resources woutdntinue tooccurby wild horses. Furthermore,
impactsfrom wild horses would be expecttxicontinueon riparian areas, particularly during the

hot season. &gelandhealth riparian standasadvould notbe met andresourcesnay degrade

even in the absence of cattle grazing
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CHAPTER 4: CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted

Modoc/Washoe Experimental StewardsRippgram (ESPJechnical Review Team
representativagencies and groups

NaturalResources Conservation Service (NRCS)

Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)

Friends of Nevada Wilderness

Western Watersheds Project

Nut Mountain Allotment Permittees

Ft. Bidwell Tribal Council

Cedarville Rancheria

As previously mentioned, a Technical RaviEeam (TRT) was established by ESP to review
resource conditions on the allotment as well as findings from the 2008 Rangeland Health
AssessmentThe team visited the allotment including affected riparian areas and met to discuss
and proposelgernativesfor mitigating impacts to riparian areas, meeting rangeland health
standards, and future grazing management

BLM met with local tribal groups to discuss this grazing permit renewal and other projects being
proposed.

List of Preparers Title

Penni Borghi Archaeologist

Elias Flores, Jr. Wildlife Biologist

Steve Mathews Rangeland Management Specialist

Steve Suan Supervisory Rangeland Management /Wild Horse and Bipexialist
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: ALLOTMENT MAPS

APPENDIX B: TABLES
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MAP 3 HANGING ROCK CREEK PROTECTION FENCE
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