Chapter 2. Management Actions for the Proposed RMP

Introduction

This chapter describes proposed management actions under the Preferred Alternative for land and
resources managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Surprise Field Office. The Proposed
Resource Management Plan / Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS) has been developed
from the Preferred Alternative analyzed in the Draft RMP and in some cases, revised according to public
comments received on the Draft RMP. The PRMP represents a reasonable range of alternatives to
managing land and activities consistent with law, regulation, and policy. Development of the PRMP/FEIS
was guided by theNational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) (1976), as amended; regulations; policy; and input from the public through public and
agency scoping.

The PRMP/FEIS includes specific actions and action plans to be followed so as to make necessary
changes in resource management within the planning area. However, not all issues can be resolved in a
RMP; some will require that subsequent actions be taken to determine exactly how to reach desired
conditions or to achieve a desired result.

Alternatives Considered

BLM developed management alternatives for the Surprise Field Office Draft RMP using input and
comments from public scoping meetings, written comments, as well as ideas from staffs of BLM and
other cooperating agency partners. NEPA regulations and BLM resource management planning
regulations require the formulation of a reasonable range of alternatives that seek to address identified
planning issues and management concerns. Each alternative must be evaluated to ensure that it would be
consistent with resource goals and objectives, current laws, regulations, and policy.

The Surprise Draft RMP/EIS considered five alternatives. The alternatives are not re-printed here, as they
have not changed. They are, however, summarized in the Alternatives Summary Table at the end of this
chapter. The basic goal of developing alternatives was to explore the range of use options, protection
options, and management tools that would achieve a balance between protection of the planning area’s
natural character, and a variety of resource uses and management issues. Alternatives were evaluated in
the Draft RMP/EIS for potential impacts to resources that might occur as a result of implementing
management decisions.

The five management alternatives that were developed for the Draft Surprise RMP include:

No Action Alternative (required by NEPA): Retains current management through guidance and direction
from current policies, and existing management plans.

Alternative 1. Resource / Economic Development: Emphasizes commodity production from BLM
resources in accordance with local economies and land use plans from local communities and counties.

Alternative 2. Ecosystem Restoration or Protection: Maximizes efforts to maintain, restore, or improve
components of the ecosystem using natural ecosystem processes.

Alternative 3. Traditional or Historical Uses: Emphasizes traditional community uses of resources
and/or emphasizes historical uses.
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Preferred Alternative: The Preferred Alternative was “crafted” from all of the other alternatives and
combines management actions from all four of the above listed alternatives. This alternative has been
designed to best meet the purpose and need of the plan as described in Chapter 1 and best meet desired
future conditions, goals, and objectives of individual and combined resources and resource uses.

Chapter 2 provides a detailed description of proposed management actions for the Preferred Alternative
for 22 resource subjects. The desired future conditions, goals, objectives, and management actions for
each major resource area are discussed in detail. The Alternatives Summary Table, at the end of this
chapter, contains a summary of the five alternatives by resource subject, with emphasis on the key
features described below and those aspects that differentiate the alternatives from one another.

Summary of Environmental Consequences

The Impacts Summary Table, at the end of this chapter, contains a comparative summary of the key
environmental consequences for each of the five alternatives. A detailed description of environmental
impacts resulting from implementation of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences.

Environmentally Preferred Alternative

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is defined as “the alternative that would promote the national
environmental policy as expressed in §101 of the National Environmental Policy Act.” Section 101
states, “...it is the continuing responsibility of the federal government to...

o Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding
generations.

e Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and esthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings.

e Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or
safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

e Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain,
wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice.

e Achieve a balance between population and resource use that would permit high standards of living
and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.

e Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of
depletable resources.”

Compared to the other alternatives analyzed, Alternative 2 and the Preferred Alternative best meet the
national environmental goals identified above. Alternative 2 provides the highest level of protection of
natural and cultural resources, however it does not allow for a wide range of beneficial uses of the
environment.

The Preferred Alternative would enhance the ability of BLM to achieve the purpose and need of this
document, as outlined in Chapter 1, as well as meet desired future conditions, goals and objectives of
specific resources as outlined in Chapter 2. Alternatives No Action, 1, and 3 do not contain the degree of
management emphasis required to protect benchmark native vegetative communities and restore degraded
sagebrush steppe habitat found in the Preferred Alternative.
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Portions of the field office area that are currently in a degraded condition can only be improved with the
scope of active restoration efforts provided for in the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative would result in overall minor to moderate adverse impacts to resources, and
these impacts would continue to be mitigated. Proposed Management Actions would result in moderate to
major beneficial impacts to native vegetation communities from restoration efforts, and the use of
prescribed fire to remove invasive juniper. Improvements to riparian areas, water bodies, and other
special habitats would improve soil and water resources, and wildlife habitat. The designation of three
areas of critical environmental concern, one wild and scenic river, and an increased emphasis on cultural
resource protection and management would have beneficial impacts to these important and unique
resources.

Adaptive Management

In developing the Surprise PRMP/FEIS, BLM used the best science currently available, collaborated with
other government agencies, and involved the public extensively. However, BLM’s knowledge of resource
conditions continues to evolve as local environmental conditions change, as new management techniques
are developed and used, and as advances in science and technology are made available. Therefore, it is
inevitable that in the future, some of the management direction in this PRMP/FEIS will be found to be
erroneous, or inadequate, and need to be revised. To address this, implementation of the Surprise
PRMP/FEIS will use an adaptive management approach to modify management actions and to
incorporate new knowledge into our resource management decisions.

The complex interrelationships between physical, biological, and social components of an ecosystem and
how they will react to land management practices are often not fully understood when a land use plan is
developed. To be successful, plans must have the flexibility to adapt and respond to new knowledge or
conditions. Adaptive management involves planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluating, and
incorporating new knowledge into management approaches. It is a procedure in which decisions are made
as part of an on-going process. This process builds on current knowledge, observation, monitoring data
and information, and learning from experiences, which are then used to modify management decisions
and/or policies.

BLM would utilize the adaptive management process for making modifications to management decisions
in the PRMP/FEIS, in the following situations: 1) a management action is no longer appropriate for the
resource conditions that were assumed during planning; 2) an event substantially changes the character of
the landscape; 3) new information attained through monitoring indicates that planned objectives are not
being met, or, 4) advances in research and technology indicate a need for a change. Changes to
management direction would be made consistent with requirements of FLPMA, NEPA, and other BLM
policies and regulations.
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2.1 Air Quality

The national ambient air quality standards are described in the Clean Air Act (CAA) and have been
established for six pollutants. Of these six criteria pollutants, the air pollutant of most concern on BLM
administered land is particulate matter, which may originate from fire, road or windblown dust, and
vehicle use. Most of this particulate matter is produced from fire, and most of it is less than 10 microns in
diameter (referred to as PM10) which is the size class that is regulated. Because fire and smoke are a
natural part of forest and rangeland ecosystems, PM10 produced from fire does not appreciably affect
these ecosystems.

The CAA requires Federal agencies to comply with all Federal, State, and local air pollution
requirements. The CAA also requires each state to develop a state implementation plan to ensure that the
national ambient air quality standards are attained and maintained for the criteria pollutants.

Land managers and the public must make choices regarding prescribed fire and wildland fire use
emissions versus emissions from wildland fires. Land managers have little control over where, when, and
how much smoke is put into the air during wildland fires. Through prescribed fire, smoke levels can be
better managed.

2.1.1 Desired Future Condition

The desired future condition would be for clean air standards to continue to be obtained.

2.1.2 Goal

Continue to meet or exceed the national air quality standards as described in the CAA and follow
direction and requirements of the Modoc, Lassen, and Washoe Air Pollution Control Districts.

2.1.3 Objectives

Work in conjunction with local Air Pollution Control Districts to achieve air quality standards while
implementing prescribed fire projects.

2.1.4 Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy Direction
e The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1963 as amended (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.)

e California Code of Regulations. Title 17, Section 80101 and California Code of Regulations Title 14,
1561, 1.

e Any other applicable federal legislation
e Any applicable state legislation

e Regulations, MOUSs, etc. for applicable counties
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2.1.5 Proposed Management Actions

Prior to the actual ignition of any prescribed fire, an approved prescribed fire burn plan would be in
place and adhered to throughout the project. The burn plan would include information and techniques
used to reduce or alter smoke emission levels. Information (including resource objectives, acres to be
burned, fuel types, fuel moisture, fuel loading, fuel continuity, topography, location of population
centers and Class 1 air sheds) assists fire managers in determining what weather conditions, firing
methods, and mop-up standards should be used to minimize impacts.

All prescribed fire projects would be completed in accordance with the Clean Air Act (CAA) and
would comply with all Federal, State, and local air pollution requirements.

The majority of fuel types in the management area do not allow opportunities to reduce emissions;
therefore, emissions would be managed by timing and atmospheric dispersal.

Fire prescriptions and mitigation measures will be reviewed and records of acreages burned would be
maintained.

Prescribed burning will be implemented to achieve resource objectives at a rate of approximately
5,000 acres per year.
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2.2 Cultural Resources and Paleontology

Current legal, regulatory, and policy direction concerning cultural and paleontological resources exists to
protect and preserve these national heritage assets. It also supports development of literature, interpretive
sites, and other forms of public education designed to increase knowledge, understanding, and enjoyment
of these irreplaceable resources. Legal protection, physical preservation and restoration, documentation,
and access by scientists and the general public, are regulated by federal and state law. Native American
communities are also permitted to use public lands in a traditional manner. The electronic management
and archiving of cultural and paleontological data is vital to the management of these resources. However,
present land use plans are outdated and no longer reflect current legal direction and policy. The
management actions presented here are a result of the need to update existing plans and incorporate
current legislation and policy direction for the management of cultural and paleontological resources.

2.2.1 Desired Future Condition

NRHP-eligible and other significant cultural and paleontological resources, including Traditional Cultural
Properties (TCPs) and areas of traditional Native American use, would be managed to maintain or
enhance their scientific, interpretive, educational, or economic values.

2.2.2 Goal

Protect and preserve significant cultural resources. Ensure that these resources are available to present and
future generations for appropriate uses. Manage legitimate activities in a manner that will ensure
preservation and provide public benefits through education (including interpretation), research, public
uses, and conservation for future generations.

Locate, evaluate, and classify paleontological resources and protect them where appropriate. Manage
these resources for scientific, educational, and recreational values. Ensure that significant fossils are not
inadvertently damaged, destroyed, or removed from public land as a result of multiple use activities.

2.2.3 Objectives

All cultural properties in the RMP area, whether already recorded or projected to occur on the basis of
existing-data synthesis, including cultural landscapes, would be allocated to one of six uses as outlined in
DOI IB No. 2002-101. The BLM Surprise Field Office would seek to reduce imminent threats to cultural
resources and resolve potential conflicts, from natural or human-caused deterioration, or from other
resource uses by identifying priority geographic areas for new field inventory, based upon a probability
for unrecorded significant resources.

2.2.4 Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy Direction

e American Antiquities Act (1906)

e National Environmental Policy Act (1969)

o Historic Sites Act (1935)

e Reservoir Salvage Act (1960)

o Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (1974), as amended

o National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (1966), as amended through 1992—particularly Sections
106 and 110

e The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (1976), as amended
e Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979), as amended (1988)
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e American Indian Religious Freedom Act (1978), as amended

o Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990)

e Executive Order no. 11,593 — “Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment” (1971)
e National Trails System Act (1968), as amended (1992)

e Executive Order no. 13,007 — “Indian Sacred Sites” (1996)

e Executive Order no. 13,175 — “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments”
(2000)

¢ BLM Manual 8100 (Cultural Resource Management)
e BLM Manual 8270 (Paleontological Resource Management)

o Federal-Aid Highway Act (1956); Section 120, authorizing use of Federal-Aid Highway funds for
archaeological and paleontological salvage

o BLM-California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Protocol Agreement (1998) as amended
o BLM-Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Protocol Agreement (1999) as amended

2.2.5 Proposed Management Actions

Manage cultural resources in accordance with existing laws, regulations, executive orders, and Nevada
and California State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) protocol agreements (as amended).
Management actions on public lands — and private land projects that are federally funded, permitted or
assisted — must comply with Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, which
includes consultation with Native American representatives and the State Historic Preservation Officer,
when appropriate.

Evaluate and allocate cultural properties (including cultural landscapes) to one of six uses as outlined in
USDI-IB No. 2002-101 “Cultural Resource Considerations in Resource Management Plans”, and Table
2.2-1 below, regardless of whether their existence is known and recorded or inferred on the basis of
current data synthesis.

Once sites have been examined and assigned a use category from “a” through “f,” those that are
noticeably deteriorated would be prioritized for NRHP (National Register of Historic Places) evaluation.
Sites that are NRHP-eligible would then be protected through withdrawals, exclosures, stipulations on
leases and permits, ROWSs and/or other measures developed by a qualified interdisciplinary team. NRHP
designation would then be sought for currently eligible sites. (Other eligible sites, identified and evaluated
in future inventories, would eventually be sought for designation.)

Cultural resource management plans (CRMPs) would be developed for sensitive (i.e., vulnerable to
natural or man-caused deterioration or destruction) cultural areas, unless included in other (integrated)
activity plans. Plan development must include Native American and SHPO consultation, and compliance
with other applicable regulations. Landmarks, sites, districts, and landscapes that are judged eligible,
would be nominated for the NRHP.

CRMPs would incorporate the following measures:

e Development of a site monitoring system

o Identification of sites in need of stabilization and restoration
e Site protection (e.g., fencing or surveillance equipment)

o Development of research designs (for selected sites/areas)
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o Development of interpretation/public education (on selected sites)
o Identification of areas that require urgent inventory (due to federal actions that would damage or

destroy the site)

e Development of mitigation measures

Table 2.2-1 Use Allocation Categories for Cultural Resources

Category

a. Scientific Uses

Allowable Uses

Research

Proposed Actions

Permit appropriate
research, including data
recovery

‘ Desired Future Condition

Preserved until research
potential is realized

b. Conservation
(for future use)

Research and
interpretation

Propose protective
measures/designations

Preserved until conditions
for use are met

c. Traditional Uses

Native American and
other social and/or
cultural group
activities

Consult with appropriate
tribe and/or group to
determine limitations

Long-term preservation

d. Public Uses

Interpretation and
education

Determine limitations and
allowable uses

On-site interpretation
and/or long-term
preservation

e. Experimental

Research and
interpretation

Assess nature and
appropriateness of

Protected until used

experiment
f. Discharged from Remove protective No use after recordation
All uses allowed
management measures and not preserved

Protect burial sites, and associated burial goods,

and sacred items in accordance with the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.

Maintain a current cultural resource data in GIS (geographic information system) format. The inventory
would include a prioritized list (high/medium/low sensitivity) of areas for future inventory—based on

sensitivity and the likelihood of significant, unrecorded sites. Inventory strategies for un-surveyed areas
would be continually refined.

Work cooperatively with California and Nevada SHPOs on data sharing and information management,
and the promotion and enhancement of public education, including Archaeological Awareness
Week/Historic Preservation Month, outreach, and stewardship programs.

Conform to the National Historic Preservation Act, Federal Regulations, and the California and Nevada
State protocols for identifying and treating properties affected by grazing.

Consult with Native American tribal representatives to identify areas where special management or
protection is needed, such as traditional gathering areas or sites with religious significance (e.g.,
traditional economic areas, rock art sites, graves, religious activity areas and sacred sites). When
necessary, management projects or actions would be mitigated or modified (typically by site-avoidance or
time-of-use adjustment) or eliminated altogether. Religious sites and traditional cultural properties would
be managed for Native American use but retained in federal ownership. Traditional harvesting/gathering
areas that are in poor ecological condition would be rehabilitated through management actions such as
prescribed burns, modified grazing régimes, or other approaches recommended by a qualified

interdisciplinary team.
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Reduce hazardous fuels or provide effective mitigation around archaeological and cultural sites that are
vulnerable to wild or prescribed fire.

Vertebrate fossils may only be collected by qualified individuals to whom a permit has been issued.
“Vertebrate fossils” include: bones, teeth, eggs, and other body parts from animals that possessed
backbones (such as dinosaurs, fish, turtles, and mammals). Vertebrate fossils also include trace fossils,
such as footprints, burrows, and dung.

Fossils and artifacts collected under permit remain the property of the federal government and must be
placed in the repository specified on the permit (typically a museum or university).

Restrict increases of AUMs for allotments in the North Hays Range until Cultural Resource Management
Plans are in place for this area.

Acquire private lands, when possible, at Cedarville Hot Springs, Leonard Hot Springs, hanging Rock
Canyon, Massacre lakes, and Crooks Lake for cultural resource values.

Provide field research opportunities (cultural and paleontological) for qualified scientists and institutions.

Conduct regular law-enforcement patrols to protect and monitor cultural and paleontological sites from
vandalism and other unauthorized uses.

Provide interpretive (and/or other educational opportunities) at selected cultural and paleontological sites.
Work with communities, groups, interested individuals, and other agencies to enhance public
understanding, appreciation, and enjoyment of cultural and paleontological resources. Maintain, stabilize,
or reconstruct selected sites where necessary to preserve site integrity.

Three areas would be developed to interpret cultural resources and promote archaeological tourism (refer
to the “Public Use” and "Experimental Use" categories of Table 2.2-1). Development would proceed
according to NHPA guidelines; therefore, local tribes, SHPO, and other agencies would be consulted.
Proposed sites are identified in Table 2.2-2 (below).

Table 2.2-2 Cultural Resource Interpretive Sites

Area Size (acres) Interpretive Values
Bitner Ranch 0.5 Prehistoric and Historic cultural resources,
Wildlife
Rock Creek 0.25 Prehistoric cultural resources
Lassen-Applegate Trall 0.5 Historic cultural resources

In order to provide adequate protection for important cultural resources, the following areas of critical
environmental concern would also be designated: (See Section 2.11 Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern.)

o Massacre Bench ACEC (44,870 acres)

e Bitner Ranch ACEC (1,921 acres)

o Rahilly-Gravelly ACEC (957 acres)
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Manage two cultural resource management areas (CRMAS) as shown on Map CR-1. Cultural resource
management areas (CRMAS) would be created to protect cultural resources in the North Hays Range
(92,499 acres) and on Duck Flat (88,315 acres). Cultural resource management plans would be developed
for interpretive sites, ACECs, and CRMAs. However, the Lassen-Applegate Trail would be managed
under the California National Historic Trails Comprehensive Management Plan and the Black Rock
Desert and High Rock Canyon Emigrant Trails National Conservation Area RMP. In order to protect
cultural resources, off-highway vehicles (OHVs) would be ‘Limited to Designated Routes’ in the
Massacre Bench ACEC and 'Closed' in the Bitner ACECs.
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2.3 Energy and Minerals

For management purposes, the Surprise Field Office (SFO) divides energy and mineral resources into
three program areas: ‘leasable’ minerals (e.g., oil, natural gas, and geothermal), ‘locatable’ minerals (e.g.,
gold, copper, iron and other ‘hard rock’ minerals), and ‘saleable’ minerals (e.g., sand, gravel, cinders, and
decorative rock). The field office area has low to non-existent oil and gas potential and one designated
‘known geothermal resource area’ (KGRA). Locatable mineral activity is confined to one small mine
(irregularly operated) and sporadic exploration. Saleable minerals—especially sand-and-gravel
operations—form the bulk of mineral activity in the field office area.

2.3.1 Desired Future Condition

Opportunities to seek and develop energy and mineral resources would be facilitated while maintaining
compatibility with other resource values.

2.3.2 Legislative, Regulatory and Policy Direction

e Mineral Leasing Act (1920), as amended

e Geothermal Steam Act (1970), as amended

¢ Mining and Minerals Policy Act (1970)

e Federal Land Policy and Management Act (1976), Section 102
e Executive Order No. 13212 - Actions to Expedite Energy-Related Products (2001)
e National Energy Policy (2005)

e General Mining Law (1872)

e Materials Act (1947)

o Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975

e BLM Wind Energy Policy (IM2003-020)

e Energy Policy Act of 2005

2.3.3 Leasable Minerals

The following definitions are provided to explain specialized terminology and standards and restrictions
that apply to leasable mineral activities.

Standard lease terms: These are the usual conditions and requirements that apply to leasable mineral
activities. (For lease particulars, see Section 6 of Form 3110-11, “Offer to Lease and Lease for Oil and
Gas,” and Form 3200-4, “Offer to Lease and Lease for Geothermal Resources.”) These are the only
applicable conditions where additional measures are not necessary to protect vulnerable resources.
Geophysical operations are also subject to the standard lease restrictions, except for certain activities that
involve little-to-no surface disturbance (such as gravitational and magnetic surveys).

Seasonal Restrictions: These limitations are usually applied to protect wildlife at critical times of the year
when certain species, in certain locations, are highly vulnerable to human disturbance (e.g., sage-grouse
leks, big-game winter ranges, and raptor nesting sites). Seasonal restrictions are applied when standard
leasing terms—even with controlled surface use—provide inadequate protection and cessation of mineral
activities is required during the vulnerable period.
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Seasonal restrictions would apply on land with sensitive wildlife habitats (i.e., within 0.25 mile of greater
sage-grouse leks, known raptor nesting sites, and pronghorn kidding grounds). Geothermal exploration
and development would be facilitated in the Lake City-Surprise KGRA (subject to the terms and
conditions of the standard lease form). Construction of new utility corridors may be necessary to transmit
electrical energy from geothermal power plants. New corridors would be facilitated and routed where
impacts on other resources and resource uses could be minimized.

The total area of seasonal restrictions (given above) is based on current knowledge of species
requirements and habitats. The area total will expand (i.e., new locations and larger sizes) as the
environmental assessment process evolves (i.e., as a better understanding of species and habitat
requirements develops) and new habitats are identified. As new habitats are identified, the need for
additional restrictions will become evident. Standardized buffer distances would be implemented
according to the level of restrictive stipulations required.

No Surface Occupancy (NSO): This stipulation is applied where resources (e.g., sensitive plants or areas
of high scenic value) require year-round protection—beyond that provided under standard leasing
terms—from activities that would disturb the surface of the land. Fluid minerals may only be accessed
through the use of directional drilling from sites outside the area needing protection.

Closed to leasing: This is further divided into ‘non-discretionary’ and ‘discretionary” closures. Non-
discretionary closures are those where mandatory legal constraints disallow leasable mineral activities
(such as wilderness study areas [WSASs]). Discretionary closures are management decisions arrived at
through the planning process. Discretionary closure is imposed where the value of another resource is
sufficient that (1) its preservation outweighs the value of expected (economic) returns from the leasing
operation, (2) and where environmental impacts could cause irreparable damage the protected resource.

Special stipulations: These are conditions or requirements, applied when a lease is issued, that impose
additional restrictions to the standard leasing terms. However, waiver of additional stipulations may be
allowed if existing or emerging technologies can be used to satisfy RMP objectives for the protected
resource.

Other special stipulations: There are other special stipulations that do not fit any of the previous
categories. However, like the other categories, these are applied when a resource requires protection
beyond that provided by standard leasing terms. Other special stipulations are applied when the resource
requiring protection must be preserved on a regional basis (e.g., special status plants or animals that are
found throughout the management area, some in unknown locations) or when information about the
resource is incomplete; thereby necessitating blanket stipulations for all leases.

2.3.3.1 Goal

Facilitate exploration for, and development of, leasable energy and mineral resources while
simultaneously protecting sensitive resources.

2.3.3.2 Objectives

Permit exploration for, and development of, leasable minerals while simultaneously protecting other
resource values. Protect or reclaim other resources through application of standard leasing terms and
stipulations for exploration and development activities. Impose restrictive terms where necessary to
protect ecosystems, particularly with regard to wildlife, vegetation, and water-related issues.
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2.3.3.3 Proposed Management Actions

BLM would manage 980,442 acres as ‘Open’ to leasable mineral development under BLM’s standard
terms and conditions (see Map-MIN-1.) Seasonal restrictions would apply