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INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Technical Report sets forth affected environment
and environmental consequences analysis related to land ownerships and
land uses in the Dedicated Deployment Areas (DDAs) of the potential Nevada/
Utah and Texas/New Mexico regions.

Three types of land ownerships are discussed here: privately owned
land, state land and federal land managed by the BLM. These are the only
ownership types on which the project would be deployed. BLM land dominates
in the Nevada/Utah region, and private land dominates in the Texas/New
Mexico region.

While many types of land uses exist within the DDAs, the emphasis here
is placed on homes and ranches, croplands, grazing land, and recreation
because they are likely to be diredtly disturbed or displaced by the project.
The other two types of land uses which exist in the DDAs and are summarized
here are energy transmission lines and transportation corridors.

The discussion on homes and ranches is important because all dwellings
within a radius of 2,965 feet of a protective shelter (PS) would be
required to be relocated or vacated to assure safety for residents and
security for the project. With 4,600 PSs proposed and with a 1 mi2 safety
zone around each having to be vacated, many homes and ranches would be
affected, especially in the Texas/New Mexico region.

Both irrigated and dry croplands are discussed here, the main impacts
being in the Texas/New Mexico region. Grazing on BILM lands is the most
important agricultural issue in the Nevada/Utah region. Recreation in
the DDAs would be greatly impacted not only by construction-induced
populations, but also by the operations phase populations which would be
living in the vicinity of the operating bases. Both the use of existing
areas, and dispersed recreation activities would be greatly expanded.

Other technical reports have been prepared on the subjects of energy
supply and transportation effects. Here only the land use aspects of these
topics have been treated.
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1.0 RURAL LAND OWNERSHIP

1.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

A study of the land ownership resources in the two potential deployment
regions is important because of the relatively large amounts of land that
will be required to be disturbed by the MX project. Although only about
25 NM2 will be fenced for the system, another 116 to 121 NMZ will be used
for the life of the project for military purposes but will also be open to
public use. Of these 76 to 92 M2 will be roadways. These roadways will
provide both needed access to remote areas, and make possible undesirable
trespass onto both public and private lands.

In addition to the above cited area requirements, another 53 to 55 NM2
of public/state, and private land will be disturbed during the construction
phase of the project. Upon completion of the construction phase of the
project, these areas will revert to their original use and ownership rights.
During the construction phase these lands and adjoining lands could be
subject to certain problems resulting from construction activities, such
as dust, noise, and potential problems of human activity including pilfering
and possible vehicle accidents.

Although there are many types of land ownerships, only three would be
used by project delopyment: private land, state land, and public (domain)
land. All other types such as BIA, NFS, DOD, NPS, wildlife preserves, and
local government lands have been screened out. All three of the potential
land ownership types that could be required are protected by laws that
assure their legal transfer to military use and ownership. Use of private
lands can only be oktained for public (military) use through eminent
domain procedures. State lands would be acquired through trades for
public domain land of equal value. Public lands are withdrawn for AF use
through Federal Land Policy Management Act proceedures.

NEVADA-UTAH REGION (1.1.1)

ownership and administration of land in the state of Nevada is
distributed among a large number of federal, state, local, and private
jurisdictions. The state contains approximately 70.7 million acres, of
which nearly 86.0 percent, or about 60 million acres, are under federal
jurisdiction. Nearly 70.0 percent (49.1 million acres) is administered
by the Bureau of Land Management. Private holdings represent the next
largest group of land owners comprising approximately 10.3 million acres,
or nearly 15.0 percent of the state. Lands under the ownership of the
state, county and local governments, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs
comprise the remaining portions of the state.

Federal Land (1.1.1.1)

Federal administration of lands in the Nevada/Utah study area
counties is extensive and is shared by several agencies. Tables 1.1.1-1
and 1.1.1~2 present the federally administered acreage by county within
the Nevada/Utah study area on an agency-by-agency basis. The Bureau
of Land Management administers the largest percentage (82.1 percent)

1-1




P——v

Table 1.1.1-1. Federally administered acreage by county in the Nevada/Utah
study area, excluding BLM administered land.

WATER AND

COUNTY FOREST NATIONAL POWER Higgér}: INDIAN szgﬁmm
SERVICE PARKS Rﬁi(;uvl;gg? SERVICE RESERVATION DEFENSE
Nevada
Clark 38,800 498,100 $0,200 501,800 4,400 338,400
Esmeralda 46,000 2,000 -— -_ —_ —_
Eureka 162,200 - —_ - 200 -
Lander 279,200 - -_— —_ 200 -
Lincoln 23,000 —_ —_— 276,500 —_ 576,000
Nye 1,662,800 92,200 -_— —_ 9,300 2,327,000
Persh.ing — —_— 22,400 -_ 200 —_
white Pine 855,900 - - 11,500 70,700 -
TOTAL 3,067,90C 592,300 72,600 789,800 85,000 3,241,4C0
Utah
Beaver 138,400 -_ —_— 1,000 —_ —
Iron 243,500 9,000 -— —_ —_ —_
Juab 117,800 _— 600 15,400 37,700 -_
Millard 261,700 - —_ 59,500 —_ —_
Tooele 150,200 —_ —_ —_— — 1,522,£0C
TOTAL 1,011,600 9,000 600 75,900 37,700 1,822,600
study Area
TLtal 4,079,500 601,300 73,200 865,700 122,700 4,774,00C
2889-1
'Formerly Bureau of Reclamation.
Source: Department of Interior, 1978; University of Utah, 1978.




Table 1.1.1-2. State, private, and BLM-administered lands in the
. Nevada/Utah <tudy area counties, in thousands of acres.

{ STATE, COUNTY TOTAL LAND ADMI\'?IS‘:ERL PERCENT PRIVATELY PERTENT STATE LAND PERZENT
SRR b ” LAND - OF TOTAL OWNED LANDS OF TOTAL ) - OF TOTAL
Nevada |

Clark 5,174 3,481 67 ags. s we ac.1 [ =
Esmeralda 2,285 2,121 32 1€2.€ 7.1 i - -
Eureka 2,688 2,187 3: 48€.2 18.2 ( - —_

f Lander 3,597 3,303 2 289.7 6.1 | —

!
Lincoln 6,816 ; €, 580 9 21¢.4 3.2 €.7 1
Nye 11,561 | 16,732 o2 g22.7 7.1 ! .8 ) Tl
Pershing 3,859 2,91¢c 7¢ 217,z 2.7 . -— —
Wnite Pine 5,699 4,365 77 381.1 er | e -
ytan “
Beaver 1,656 1,15% 7 272.4 l€.5 ' 145.¢C E.E
Iror 2,112 974 46 753.1 35.7 | 132.1C [
Juab Z,184 1,408 €5 393.9 1.0 ‘ 179.8C €.2
Millard 4,255 2,992 76 374.0C 11.1 402.72 ‘ 3.8
Tooale 4,423 4,083 92 83.4 1.8 256.27 ‘ e."
Totals 5¢, 309 45,275 82.1 5,75¢.1 1.2 1,181.1 2.2
30230
ROTE: Does rnot include lands aarinistered ty federal agenciec ctner than the BLM.
Source: lievada Scvernor's O cf tlanrans Toordination, Jancary 197&, ant Universitye cof Uze 1e%e.




of the little more than 56 million acres which comprise the entire study
area. The entent to which the Bureau of Land Management administers land
in any particular county ranges from as little as 46.0 percent in Iron
County, Utah, up to 96.0 percent in Lincoln County, Nevada. Other federal
agencies with substantial holdings within the study area include the
Department of Defense (DOD), which administers approximately 4.8 million
acres study area wide. DOD lands, however, are centered in 4 counties:
Nye (2.3 million acres); Tooele (1.5 million acres); Lincoln (0.6 million
acres); and, Clark (0.3 million acres).

The U.S. Porest Service administers nearly 4.1 million acres within
the study area, but unlike the DOD, has holdings in every county except
Pershing. Other federal agencies having jurisdiction over lands within
the study area include the National Park Service, Water and Power Resources
Service (formerly the Bureau of Reclamation), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, and Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Clark County's federall, controlled lands are shared between seven
agencies. Of the 5.2 million acres comprising the county, 67 percent is
administered by the BLM, 9.6 percent by the U.S. Fish and Wildlire Service,
9.6 percent the National Park Service, 6.5 percent the Department of Defense,
and 1.0 percent the Water and Power Resources Service. Indian lands and
national forest areas jointly comprise approximately 0.8 percent of Clark
County's total land area.

Private Land (1.1.1.2)

Privately-owned land in the Nevada/Utah study area is characterized
by intermittent wide spatial distribution. Only 10.2 percent of the total
land area comprising the study area counties are under private ownership.
The extent to which a particular county is privately owned ranges from as
little as 1.8 percent (Tooele County, Utah) to as high as 35.7 percent
(Iron County, Utah). Most of the other counties within the study area
have between 5 and 20 percent of their land in private holdings. Table
1.1.1-2 presents each county's quantity of private land and its proportion
of the total land area. Figure 1.1.1-1 graphically depicts the wide
distribution of these private lands for the entire study area. Note
that the Utah portion of the study area contains tight clusters of private
holdings. This is due to concentrated non-grazing agriculture
which occurs in that area. Notable in this regard are Beaver, Iron,
Millard, and Juab Counties. Since this type of agriculture occurs in
Nevada on a less frequent basis and mainly along drainage areas, the
incidence of private lands is less frequent and more widely distributead
spatially. After private holding in agriculture, most other private land
within the study area is distributed among various population centers. 1In
most cases, existing communities are located in areas where adequate private
land exists to support additional development. In some areas, however,
extensive growth and development of communities would be restricted without
public land being made available.

State Lands (1.1.1.3)

The state lands discussed here are actually owned by the federal
government, but by a congressional grant such lands are administered by the
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state and revenues from them are for the benefit of schools administered

by the state (Utah M-X Coordinating Office, June 16, 1980). State lands
comprise only 2.1 percent of the study area's 56.3 million acres. Most

of this area is in Utah. Nevada's portion of the study area contains only
three counties where any state land occurs: Clark, Nye, and Lincoln.

In none of these counties, however, do the state lands account for 1.0

or more percent of the total land area. Each of Utah's study area

counties are between 5.0 and 10 percent state-owned: Beaver, 8.8

percent; Iron, 6.2 percent; Juab, 8.2 percent; Millard, the highest,

with 9.5 percent; and Tooele, with 5.7 percent. Table 1.1.1-2 presents

the state land areas within these and all other study area counties,

while Figure 1.1.1-2 depicts their spatial distribution. Note that the
distibution of state lands in Utah is rather uniform. This is attributable
to the fact that under the Utah Statehood Act of July 16, 1894, the U.S.
Congress provided that administration of sections 2, 16, 32, and 36 of each
township in the state would be given to the state to support public schools.
Lands which were withdrawn by the federal government for defense and other
purposes prior to a survey of the state resulted in an inequitable distri-
bution of state-owned lands as granted in 1894. 1In cases where state

lands were "lost" via federal withdrawal, the state was allowed to select
other lands "in lieu" of those lands for which title was not vested.

TEXAS NEW MEXICO REGION (1.1.2)

While public land dominates the Nevada Utah region, private ownership
dominates the Texas/New Mexico region with over three~quarters of the land
in that category in the study area counties. No BLM administered public
land exists in the Texas portion of the region.

Federal Lands (1.1.2.1)

Federal ownership or administration of lands in the Texas/New Mexico
study area is not extensive. Of the 22.31 million acres comprising the
study area, less than 8 percent is federally controlled. With the
exception of the Rita Blanca Naticnal Grasslands (77,000 acres), which is
administered by the U.S. Forest Service, and several smaller federal
holdings (8,000 acres), the Texas portion of the study area is notably
void of federal land. 1In New Mexico, federal lands also play a minor role,
except in Chaves County, where 32.5 percent of the land area is federally
administered, mainly by the Bureau of Land Management. The remaining New
Mexico counties rance between 0.8 and 8.4 percent in terms of federal
administration of their respective land areas. Table 1.1.2-1 presents
the extent of federal land ownership in the Texas/New Mexico study area.
Figure 1.1.2-1 illustrates the spatial distribution of federal lands.

Private Land (1.1.2.2) .

The Texas/New Mexico study area is characterized by a high degree of
private ownership. 1In the Texas portion of the study area, no county is
less than 91.0 percent privately owned. If fact, of the 14 counties in
the Texas portion of the study area, 8 (Castro, Cochran, Deaf Smith, Hale,
Hartley, Lamb, Oldham, and Parmer) are entirely privately owned. The New
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Figure 1.,1.2-1. Public lands in the Texas/New Mexico study area.
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Mexico portion of the study area is also mostly private owned, but to a
lesser extent. Table 1.1.2-1 indicates the proportion of the total land
area in each Texas/New Mexico study area county which is privately held,
while Figure 1.1.2-2 indicates their spatial distribution. Only one
county in New Mexico, Chaves, is less than 50.0 percent privately owned,
all the rest fall between 75 and 97 percent as follows: Harding is 96.7
percent private; Curry, 92.8 percent; Quay, 86.3 percent; Roosevelt,
84.2 percent; Union, 79.5 percent; and De Baca County, 77.9 percent.

State Land (1.1.2.3)

There are no state lands in the Texas portion of the study area.
However, the New Mexico portion of the study area contains substantial
portions of state land. Approximately 10.1 percent (2.2 million acres)
of the entire study area is state land. Counties in New Mexico range
between 6.8 and 26.0 percent in terms of their total land aea under state
control. Lea County contains the largest share, 31.1 percent, while Curry
County is comprised of the least portion, 6.8 percent. Table 1.1.2-1 shows
these data, and Figure 1.1.2-3 shows the location of state lands in the
region.

1.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The number of acres of land for each ownership type in each Nevada/
Utah hydrologic subunit and in each Texas/New Mexico county that would
have to be disturbed for MX, was determined by overlaying the alternative
project deployment layouts on 1:500,000 scale land status maps for each
region, and counting the number of PSs that would fall within each land
ownership type. That number of PSs was then multiplied by the average
number of acres required to be disturbed per PS (excluding operations base
complexes). The average is estimated to be 32.7 acres per PS for the
construction phase (total disturbed area of 150,400 acres divided by
4,600 PSs), and 20.4 acres per PS for the operations phase (total disturbed
area of 93,800 acres divided by 4,600 PSs). These are maximum expected
disturbances and could be 8 to 10 percent less in each case.

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Three types of land ownership exist in the geotechnically suitable
DDA. They are: public domain land, state land, and private land. 1In
the Nevada/Utah region, public domain land, administered by the BLM,
comprises about 80 percent of the total land. 1In the Texas/New Mexico
region, private land comprises over 80 percent of the study area counties.
Community growth induced by this project could also require some public
land to be converted to private ownership. This matter is discussed in
the individual community ETRs.

The tables in this section rate the levels of disturbance on private,
state, and (BIM) lands. The definitions of the ratings are found in the

footnotes of each table.

"Suitability zones" have been designated around each operating base.
These zones are areas of 100 to 400 mi2, any part of which would be suitable

1-10
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for an alternate operating base location. This section contains a brief
statement for each base describing how an alternate location within the
suitable zone would impact those lands.

PRIVATE LAND (1.3.1)
Proposed Action (1.3.1.1)

Figure 1.3.1-1 shows the coincidence of the proposed action cluster
and DTN layout with private lands. Private lands in the region generally
lie in the center of the valleys or along passes where water is most
likely to be found. Clusters are coften located in the centers of the
valleys and the DTN frequently traverses the passes.

Table 1.3.1-1 shows valleys that have private land coincident with
M-X DDA facilities, the acres of such land that could be disturbed for
both construction and operations phases, the percentage of total private
land in those valleys that the disturbed land represents, and the level
of significance of those disturbances for each valley. Of the 17 valleys
for the construction phase in which there are private lands coincident
with ,roject deployment, 14 have a low significance level, and three have
a moderate potential impact level.

Under the Proposed Action, 1,440 acres of private land would be
disturbed by the construction phase, and 895 acres by the operations phase.
The difference, 545 acres, could be returned to private use upon completion
of the construction phase. The 1,440 acres and the 895 acres are equal to
only 0.7 and 0.4 percent respectively of the acres of private land in the
Nevada/Utah hydrologic subunits.

Future non-M-X projects such as IPP, WPPP, and Nevada Moly will also
use some privately owned land. The Nevada open pit molybdenum mine in
Nye County, will use about 2,900 acres of privately owned grazing land,
and is the only projected significant non-M-X use of privately owned land
in the region (ABT Associates, Inc., 1979). Because of the permanent
nature of the M-X protective structures, it is unlikely that the ground
on which they are located would be retrieved for private agricultural use.
Roadway systems, however, could be returned to either the original owner's
use, or left open to public use with maintenance by local or state
jurisdictions.

Impact on private land could be mitigated by assurina that ;rooa ¢
deployment and operation would not interfere with the use of adroini.:
privatoe land. Boecause o maximum of about 1,440 acres of jrivate Lo
would bhe listurhbed (about 1.0 percent of the 150,000 total discia: b
acres), 1t may be possible to avoid privately owned land with minoy
alterations nf the system layout during the Tier Two decision makine: - o
specific selection of cluster and road sitings.

Alternative 1 (1.3.1.2)

The cluster layout for Alternative 1 is the same as for tl. VProposed
Action, and the DDA impacts on private land would be the same.

-1
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Table 1.3.1-1.

Potential impact on private land

in Nevada/Utah DDA

for the proposed action and Alternatives 1-6.

" SHORT~TERM LY FROTE LONG-TERM EFFECTS
PRIVATE LAND PRIVATE LAND
HYDEOLOGIY SUBUNIT DISTURBED DISTURBED
TENT Y Ay T
PERCENT P?sﬁigé?“ PERCENT P?;EZZ;?L
ACRES OF ToTAL ¢ ACRES OF TOTAL
NG NAME h IN HYDRO- : N HYDRO-
SUBUNIT SUBUNIT
Ut units with M-X Clusters and DTN
NLike ) ¢.2 f'Tj_ [ 4i u.l T
5 Fine [ — — |
¢ white — — o — — —
7 Fish osprings —_ — R — — e
= 1riowas 5 U.6 sk anes 20 0.z b
| | cratent (reek Ja .6 Pt 6l v. 4 T
. oo [N, —_—
4t : Svvae T besert _— —_ : — -
A crier oesert A bry Luxe — — o — - ———
Warn #ah 164 1.5 T 10 [V It T
fig “uoky-Tonupah Flat 22y Zb o f““+ 143 1T ‘Hfﬁﬁ“ff
v, 121 P Hirtp 8% 0 & M
Monlior 65 " / 41 il
Mot o —_ — -
malston us 1l SRR 6l [ e
Alkaly Spriog — . — — _
Cavtusr Flut — - - —_ —
2itone Cab:int 1.1 : _ 20 ¢.7 . .
Antelope 1.0 1 931 v. €t : -
Newarks —_ _ —_
Liti's Smukv—Northern 0.5 e 20 Gz
Tii SmORy-—Southern —_ —_ — - —
. Creek 33 0.0 SR 20 0.5 o
Penover —_ -— e — —_
feal 33 3.3 N 20 G.z
| aTdun — — . — — .
N circad-—southern — — —_ —
[ — ————
( ! Lircac—>Northern 65 G.3 ; 31 v 2 -
. 33 1.3 . — 20 G.8 ;
i - 2 == 2] o =
e 35 Ui ot ¢l I
i io. —_ — —_ — ——
9 3-8 —_ —_ —_
4 ' 15 — _ _— _ _ -
" 1 —_— _ -
L] L& —_ — — —_ -—_ —
1tn — — — - = — — -
. Loz Patrerson — — —_ _ —
¢ 207 whit - River ug 6.3 61 0.2 e,
i 208 Fanre —_ — — — e
20 Paunranayat G KIS 3] JY . e =
Drerall DDA 1,430° 0.7 AT ses )i IRARN

Nooimpact. (NO private land disturbed. )

Low to moderately low ympact
of private land disturbed i subunie

Moderate to ruoderately high impa—-1 . (less than |
S percent ot private land disturbed in subunit )

Hign impact. (More than 1,000 sores ot moere than
diturbed 1n subunit. )

Povation of Areda Support Centers AS(s) .
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tLess than 10U acres or Less than 1 percent

LGon or less tlan
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3 percent of private land




Alternative 2 (1.3.1.3)

The cluster layout and impacts for Alternative ? are the same as cor
the Proposed Action.

Alternative 3 (1.3.1.4)

The cluster layout and impacts for Alternative 3 are the same as for
the Proposed Action.

Alternative 4 (1.3.1.5)

The cluster layout and impacts for Alternative 4 are the same as for
the Proposed Action.

Alternative 5 (1.3.1.6)

The DDA impacts on private land would be the same as for the Proposed
Action.

Alternative 6 (1.3.1.7)

The impacts upon DDA and OB land ownership for this alternative are
similar to those described for the Proposed Action.

Alternative 7 (1.3.1.8)

Two hundred clusters of 23 protective shelters each would be deployed
in the Texas/New Mexico region under Alternative 7. Figure 1.3.1-2 shows
the coincidence of private lands and project activity. Private lands
dominate in the Texas counties, and in the New Mexico counties.

Table 1.3.1-2 shows the counties in the Texas/New Mexico study area,
the acres of private land that could be disturbed for both construction and
operations phases, the percentage of the total private land in those counties
that the disturbed land represents, and the level of significance of those
disturbances for each county.

It can be see~ that for the construction phase, of the 21 counties in
which there are private lands coincident with projec:. deployment, none
would have a low potential impact, one (Hockley) w: ' ld have a moderate
impact, and all of the others would have a high potential impact. Alter-
native 7 would have high absolute impacts of 146,680 acres of private land
disturbed during the construction phase, and 91,507 acres during operations.

The 146,680 acres and the 91,507 acres are equal to 0.7 and 0.4 percent
respectively, of the 21 million acres of private land in the Texas/New Mexico
region. Thus, there will be lacalized high impacts, but regionally the
effects will not be significant. 59,17 acres could be returned to private
use upon completion of the construction phase.

Future non-M-X projects such . the Tolk Power Plants, Hichway I-27,
and the CO, pipelines will not usc significant amounts of privately owned
land. Because of the permanent nature of the M=-X structures, it is unlikely
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Table 1.3.1-2.

Potential impact to private land in the Texas/New Mexico

DDA for Alternative 7.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTS LONG-TERM EFFECTS
PRIVATE LAND PRIVATE LAND b
N (S DISTURBED DISTURBED
COUNTY POTENTIAL POTENTTAL i
PERCENT IMPACT! PERCENT IMPACT?
ACRES OF TOTAL ACRES OF TOTAL
IN COUNTY IN COUNTY

Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN
Bailey, TX 4.301 0.6 0.4
Castro, TX 4,611 0.8 0.5
Cochran, TX 2,322 G.D 0.3
Dallam, TX . 19,653 2.2 1.4
Deaf Smith, TN® 23.875 3.2 2.0

Hartley, TX® 12,720 1.3 0.8

| Hockley. TX 752 0.1 0.1

Lamb, TX 1,570 0.2 0.1
Oldham, TX 2.420 (U 0.2
Parmer, TX 7,031 (€ 0.5

Randall, TX 2,158 ¢.4 0.2

Sherman, TX 1.210 .2 0.1
Swisher, TX 1,537 0.3 .2
Chaves, NM 13,898 0.7 [ES}
Curry, NM? 4.208 0.7 I
DeBaca, NM 2,965 0.3 6.2
Guadalupe, NM —_ _— —_
Harding, KM 6,794 0.7 (AN
Lea, NM 2.285 0.2 (A3
Quay, NM R 7.165 0.4 0.3
Hoosevelt, NM: 18,283 1.4 .0
Cnion, NM 6,022 Q.3 [
Overall DDA 146,680 0.7 pr— ] a1, 507 (O

)
3877 -1
T/ XNo impact. (No private land disturbed.)
TTT 717 T Low to moderately low impact. (Less than 100 acres cor less than
rercent of private land disturbed 1n subunit.)
cacp dheo s Moderate to moderately high impact. (Less than 1,000 acres oy less
than 3 percent of private land disturbed in subunit.)
High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of

private land disturbed in subunit.)

“Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).
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the ground on which they are located would be retriceved for agriculture.
Roadway systems, however, could be lett open to the public with maintenance
by local or state jurisdictions. Return to privatce ownership would Lo in
accord with established procedures.

The impact on private land could be mitigated by assuring that prajcct
deployment and operation would not interfere with the use of adijoining land,
Under Alternative 7, an estimated 146,680 acres of private land would be
disturbed (about 98 percent of the potential 150,000 total disturbed acris).
It would not be possible to avoid privately owned land in the Texas/New
Mexico region.

Alternative 8 (1.3.1.9)
DDA 1IMPACTS

Alternative 8 is a split basing system with 70 clusters in Nevada,
30 in Utah, 35 in Texas, and 65 in New Mexico. The deployment system for
the Nevada/Utah region is shown on Fiqure 1.3.1-:.togcether with claster
coincidence with private lands. Figure 1.3.1-4 shows this information
for the Texas/New Mexico portion of Alternative $.

The permanent nature of the structures make it unlikely that the
) ground they occupy could be retrieved for agricultural usc, unless they
were removed and the earth restored. The roadway systems could be left
open to the public.

The impact of the project upon adjoininag private land could be mitiuvated
by assurina that project deployment would not interfere with irrication
systems, that access roads to farmlands remain open and that aatural drainage
areas remain unimpeded. All private lands in Nevada/Utah could be avoided
with tier two refinement. 1In Texas/New Mexico, however, this would not be
rossible.

NEVADA /UTAH

Table 1.3.1-3 shows the valleys in the Nevada/Utah study area which
have proposed clusters which coincide with private land for Alternative «,
the number of acres of private land that would be disturbed by both the
construction phase and operations phase, the percentage of total private
land in those valleys the disturbed land represents, and tlie level of
significance of those dis'urbances for each valley. Of the six valleys in
which private lands coincide with project deployment, five have a low
significance level, and one has a moderate significance level.

459 acres of private land could be disturbed by the construction phasc
and 284 acres by the operations phase. These acreages represent 0.008
percent and 0.005 percent, respectively, of the 5,750,100 acres of privately
owned land in the Nevada/Utah study area counties (Dept. of Commerce, 1979)
and 0.6 and 0.3 percent respectively of the private land in the affected
counties. The difference between the acreage disturbed for construction
and for operations is 175 acres of private land, which could be returned
tn private use upon completion of the construction phase.
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Figure 1.3,1-4. Private land and alternative cluster deployment
in the Texas/New Mexico counties.
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Table 1.3.1-3. Potential impact on private land in Nevada/'it ab
and Texas/New Mexico DDAs for Alternative 4.

[7 SHORT-TERM EFFECTS FONG- TRt
HYDROLOGLC SUBUNT PRIVATE LAND PRIVATE LAnD
DR COUNTY DISTURBED DUSTURBED
POTENT AL e .
PERCENT IMPACT? PERCENT
ey g OF TOTAL . . OF TOTAIL
. NAME ACRES | 1y suBUNIT ACRES )N et
OR COUNTY Qi COUNTY
Subunits and Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN
4 Snake — - — —
Y Pine —_ -_ - —
3} white d - -
s Fish springs —_ —_ — ‘ ey
46 Sevier Desoert — —_ - e ey
EITA Sevier Desert & Ury Luakg’ - — e
34 wah Wah 164 1.3 G , e
15350} Iattle Smoky —Southern — — —_ R,
156 Hot Creek 33 0.9 [N " N
LT0 Fenoyer — _ _ S
171 Coal 33 3.3 v e e
ive vurden -— - - S
L7370 | Rariroad—Southern — —_ —_ S
1738 | Rairlroad—Northern —_ - - e —
130 Cave . —_ - — .
isl Dry Lake " - - — —_
182 Delamar —_ —_ —_ —
183 Lake - — _— ———y
184 Spring — —_ — .
ton | Hamlin 33 0.1 0.1 |
202 Fatterson - - - OO
207 White River o3 0.3 .2 ———— ey
208 Pahroc - -_ - ey |
20y Paihranagat 98 3.1 1.0 L .
PaiTley, TN 458 0.1 NI oo e |
Vochran, TX 1,537 0.3 0.2 Jross )
Dallam, TX 6,442 0.7 U .,.—m ]
Deat Smith, TX 8,175 1.1 DN ,____,M
Hartley, TX 7.619 0.8 DI heidibasisitbondt
Hockley, TX 458 0.1 0.5 reprenirpreratte |
Lamb, TX 294 0.04 003 et |
Oldham, TX 1,341 0.14 N.uY [RUSTUON FOUETUIIR |
Parmer, TX - — — P——r—y
Chaves, NM 14,423 0.8 0.5 NP ]
curry, NM 1,297 0.2 Q.1
DeBaca, NM 2,347 0.2 0.1 E:: dibiiauakiangg '
Guadalupe, NM —_ —_ et [rr———
Harding, NM 6,547 0.7 0.4 O
Lea, SM 525 0.04 0.02 s |
Luay, NM 9,852 0.6 0.4 I
Hoosevelt, NM’ 6,208 0.5 0.3 AT
Union, NM 4,972 0.3 0.2 bbbl |
|
Overall Nevada/ e N ————y |
Utah DDA 159 0.6 0 ;
]
ijy;r.\:ii\?«;xs;[/‘ 72,459 .34 IIELANETS (46, 20 [P} o i 1 e | }
Orerill Alternatives 72,918 — Sidesenandd | 47,204 - Lzunun-¥qd

:j Nene. (No private land disturbed.)

1l ‘7"“ Low to moderately low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than
percent of private land disturbed 1n subunit

:r'::_":'l‘,vﬂm Moderate to moderately high wnpact.  (Less than 1,000 acres or less than
3 percent of private land disturbed 1n subuniy )

m High 1mpact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of prisat.
land disturbed in subunit.)

‘Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).
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The future non-M-X project which would have the most significant
impact on private land would be Nevada Moly, with 2,900 acres. Population
growth resulting from the project could result in the use of undeveloped
private land.

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

Table 1.3.1-3 also shows the study area counties in the Texas/New
Mexico region, the number of acres of private land that would be disturbed
by the Alternative 8 conceptual layout for both construction and operations
phases of the project, the percentage of the total private land in the
counties that the disturbed land represents, and the level of potential
impact of those disturbances for each county. Of the 18 study area
counties, two have no direct impacts. Four would have a moderate impact,
and 12 would have a high impact level. The total acreage is lower than
that impacted under Alternative 7, but in specific counties the impact is
essentially unchanged.

Construction could disturb 72,459 acres of private land and operations,
46,920 acres. These acreages represent 0.34 percent and 0.22 percent,
respectively, of the 21,048,000 acres of private land in the Texas/New
Mexico study area counties (Dept. of Commerce, 1979). The difference
between the construction acreage disturbed and the operations acreage
disturbed is 25,539 acres. This area could be returned to private use
after the completion of construction.

Future non-M-X projects such as the Tolk power prlants, Highway I-27,
and the CO, pipelines are not expected to use significant amounts of
private lands.

STATE LANDS (1.3.2)

The state lands discussed here are actually owned by the federal
government, but by a congressional grant such lands are administered by
the state and revenues from them are for the benefit of schools administered
by the state (Utah M-X Coordinating Office, June 16, 1980).

Proposed Action (1.3.2.1)

Under the proposed action, 200 clusters of 23 protective shelters each
would be deployed in the Nevada/Utah region, as shown on Figure 1.3.2-1.
That figure also shows the coincidence of the propesed action cluster and
DTN layout with the location of the state lands in the valleys of the
region. It can be seen that the few state lands in the region generally
lie in Utah where generally it is found that four sections out of every
township are state lands.

Table 1.3.2-1 shows the abundance index of state lands in each valley,
the acres of state land that could be disturbed for both construction and
operations phases, the percentage of the total state land in those valleys
that the disturbed land represents, and the level of impact of those
disturbances for each valley. It can be seen for the construction phase,
that of the nine valleys in which there are state lands coincident with

1-23
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Table 1.3.2-1. State land disturbed in the Nevada/Utah region
} for the Proposed Action.
]
t CONSTRUCTION (SHORT-TERM) OPERATIONS (LONG-TEKMY,
i HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT CROPLAND CHOPLAND
. DISTURBED [MPACT DISTURBED IMPACT ‘
; NO. NAME cnEs PERCENT | POTENTIAL! CRES PERCENT | POTENTIAL® ‘
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL i
)
] 4 Snake 752 0.6 3 469 0. 3 !
[[ 5 Pine 425 1.1 3 265 0. 3 ‘
6 White 131 0.2 3 82 0.12 2
t L7 Fish Creek 229 1.4 3 143 0.4 3
| 8 | Dugway 229 1.4 3 143 0.9 3
| & | Government Creek 08 0.4 | 2 61 0.2 2
f 46 | sevier pesert 916 0.5 | 3 571 0.3 3
l 164 | Sevier Desert & Dry Lake 360 0.6 | 3 224 1 0.4 3 {
' 54 | Wah Wah 752 1.8 3 469 1.1 ! 3
f 137Af Big Smoky-Tonopah Flat — _— 1 —_ _ ! 1
| 139 | Kobeh — — 1 — - 1
+ 140A! Monitor—North —_ —_ 1 —_ —_ 1
f 140B| Monitor—sSouth — - 1 — - !
j 141 w Ralston |- — 1 - - 1
f 142 | alkali Spring | — — 1 b= - 1 1
148  Cactus Flat o= - 1 — - 1
J 149 ' Stone Cabin | —_ — 1 —_ - 4 1
E 151 ' Antelope | —_ —_ 1 f —_ — . N
l 154 i Newark g — —_ 1 f — — ! i
{ 1554' Little Smoky—North ! — — 1 [ - - 1
! 155B" Little Smoky—South b= - 1 " - - :
[ 136 a Hot Creek } _ —_ 1 — — 1
i 170 ' Penoyer [ — — 1 — — ‘ 1 :
' 171 * Coal R - 1 - - i
} 172 i Garden —_ —_— 1 —_ — 1 i
1734° Railroad—South - — 1 - - 1 1|
| 173B| Railroad—North —_ —_ 1 — - 1 !
' 174 | Jakes — — 1 - — 1
l; 17831 Butte—=South _ —_ 1 — — 1 1
| 179 | Steptoe - — 1 - -
. 180 | Cave — —_ 1 - - 1
181 | Dry Lake —_ —_ 1 - —_ } :
182 | Delamar — — 1 - — ' N
183 I Lake —_ — 1 — —_ | 1
184 | Spring - — 1 - - 1 |
196 | Hamlin — — 1 —_ - : '
202 Patterson —_ - 1 - - 1 :
207 | White River —_ —_ 1 - — 1 l .
208 | Pahroc — — 1 — — i i i
209 Pahranagat —_ — 1 - — 1
DAA Overall
None. (No state land disturbed.)
Low to moderately low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than | percent f state
land disturbed 1n subunit.)
Moderate to moderately high impact. tLess than 1.000 acres or less than 3 percent ot

state land disturbed in subunit.)

High 1mpact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent ~f state :and Jisturbed in
subunit.)
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potential project deployment, six have a low impact level, and three have
a moderately low level of impact.

All together, under the Proposed Action, 3,891 acres of state land
would be disturbed by the construction phase, and 2,428 acres by the
operations phase. The difference between these two acreages, 1,463 acres,
could be returned to state use upon completion of the construction phase.
The 3,891 acres and the 2,428 acres are equal to only 0.6 and 0.4 percent
respectively of the acres of state land in the Nevada/Utah valleys. These
impacts are very low on a region-wide basis especially in Nevada where
little state land exists, and none would be impacted. The loss of this
state land to MX would reduce the present state grazing revenue by the
same 0.6 and 0.4 percent for the construction and operations phases
respectively.

Future non-M-X projects such as IPP, WPPP, and Nevada Moly are not
expected to use significant amounts of state land. Because of the
permanent nature of the protective structures, it is unlikely that the
ground on which they are located would be retrieved for state use in the
foreseeable future. The project roadway systems, however, could be returned
to either the state's use, or left open to public use with maintenance by
local or state jurisdictions upon termination of the operations phase of
the project.

The impact on state land could be mitigated by assuring that project
deployment and operation would not interfere with the use of adjoining
state land. In view of the fact that under the proposed action a maximum
of only about 3,891 acres of private land would be disturbed (about 2.6
percent of the 150,000 total disturbed acres), it should be possible to
completely avoid state land with minor alterations of the system layout
during the tier two refinement of cluster and road siting.

Alternative 1 (1.3.2.2)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 2 (1.3.2.3)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 3 (1.3.2.4)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 4 (1.3.2.5)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 5 (1.3.2.6)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.

Alternative 6 (1.3.2.7)

) Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
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M o iresd clusters of 23 protective shelters each wonld be o dod oo
I vl wew Mexico region under Alternative 7, as shown on Fioure

- Fat Crgure also shows the coincidence of the location of the
“av e tanels i the counties of the region. It can be seen that in both
L e o oar . Jdew Mexico counties, private land represents the majority
Pantoaceoashiar, and further state land is found only in New Mexioo where

it 0. rwa ceect1on out oof every townshl) are state lands.,

dole L. 0L 2-2 shows the counties in the Texas/New Mexico study aren,
Soiance andex of state land in each county, the acres of such land
[ 1 be histurbed for both construction and operations rhanes, the
ce Gf ot total private land in those counties that thie licturbed

Lo - resonts, and the level of impact of those disturbanced for eact

Toocan bee secon that of the eight counties in which there are pravate
o i1 tent Zitiho potential reoct o deplovment, seven have a low
S foescl, aned one has a moderately low impact level.  None of the Texas
, ¥ I

vt hoave codincident land. All together, under the Proponed Action,
L, ros of stace Jana would be disturbed by the construction phase,
.., acres by the operations phase.  The difference between these two
v e, e, 745 geren, coulil be returned to state use upon comprletion of
rictron phade.
e 1,720 acres and the 7,93% acres are osual to oonly 0.5 and 72
roonn resiootively of the 2, i1, 000 acres of state land in the croxar)
e Mews oostwdy oarea counties.  These very low percentage figures are
Lot srcbeered to be significant, and the annual revenues to the state of

“vowrarla not be affected significantly.

(v, ovre non=M-X projects such as the Tolk Power Plants, Hiaghway 1-27,
it w0y plpelines will not use significant amounts of state land
Mo SHDRS-HDRZ-522) . Because of the permanent nature of the protective
A1lnetares, it is unlikely that the ground on which they are located would
ivo retriowvsl for state use in the foreseeable future. The roadway system,
Geowen o, ould e returned to either the original owner's exclusive use, or
1.fr «:on to public use with maintenance by local or state jurisdictions
‘e termination of the operations phase of the project.

The irract on state land could be mitigated by assuring that project
sl oont and operation would not interfere with the use of adjoining
land. In view of the fact tha' under Alternative 7, a maximum of 12,720
woree of state land would be disturbed (about 8.5 percent of the potential
;50,0 total disturbed acres), it may be possible to avoid state land in
! “.xas/New Mexico region, but such shifting would place the project on
owen more nrivately owned land.
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Alternative 8 (1.3.2.9) i

Ne vaia/Utah Portion of Alternative 8

Alternative 8 is a split basing system with 7)) clusters in Nevada
1.1 30 in Utah (M-X80-NAFB-INC-286). The deployment syestem for the Clevaia/
Utah region is shown on Figure 1.3.2-3 together with cluster coincideo:
witite state lands.

Table 1.3.2-3 shows the valleys in the Nevada/Utah study area which

e roanosend clnsters which coincide with state land for Jdltorative 7,
<o ostate tand abuandance index for each valley, the nunker of acroes of
state land that would be disturbed by both the construction phase and
vperation. phase of the project, the percentage of the total private land

in those valleys that the disturbed land represents, and the level of
impace of those disturbances for each valley. It can be seen that of the
s1x valleys in which state lands coincide with potential project deploy-
ment, five have a low impact level, and one has a moderately low impact
level.

All together, 2,323 acres of state land could be disturbed by the
construction phase and 1,448 acres by the operations phase. These acreages
represent 0.4 percent and 0.24 percent, respectivelv, of the 600,300 acres
of state owned land in the Nevada/Utah study area counties (Dept. of
sommerce, 1979). The difference between the acreage that would be
disturbed for construction and for operations is 875 acres of state land
witich could be returned to state use upon completion of the construction
vha+wo.  All of the impacts in state land are in Utah and are not considered
ta be significant.

Recause of the permanent nature of the shelter structures, it is
unlikely that the ground on which they would be located could be retrieved
ior state vse in the foreseeable future, unless they are physically
removed and the ecarth restored. The roadway systems, however, could be
eithor returned to the state's use, or left open to public use upon
decommissioning of the project.

The impact of the project upon adjoining state land could be miti-
gated by assuring that ranch acess roads remain open and that natural
drainage areas remain unimpeded. The majority of state lands in the
Nevada/lUtah region could be avoided with tier refinement.

Texas/lew Mexico Portion of Alternative 8

Alterrative 8 15 a split basing system with 35 clusters in Texas and
55 in New Mexico (M-X80-NAFB-INC~286). The deplovment system for the
Texas/New lMexico region i shown on Figure 1.3.2-4 together with cluster
znincidence with state lands.

Table 1.3.2-4 shows the valleys in the Texas/New Mexico areca which
have proposcd clusters which coincide with state land for Alternative 8,
the state Iand abundance index for cach valley, the number of acres of
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Table 1.3.2-3. State land disturbed in the Nevada/Utah region,
Alternative 8.

[ ! CONSTRUCTION » SRORT THAD CHUERATLONS ONG TERM
| VALLEY AN i
| | ABUNDAYCE [STATE LAND DISTURBED STATF LANL DISTURBED |
3 - e " WDHACT
. AME [ PERCEN IMPACT perceny | THPAT
N : AC OF TOTAL AC OF TOT '
.
4 | Snake 3 262 0.2 o 163 .1 ‘ . ‘
5 | Tule 3 125 1.1 o 265 0.7 : . !
6 | white i K 33 0.05 - 21 noos . i
. 7 | Fish Creek 3 — — 4 - - o !
5 Pugway 3 i - i - -
boow Government Creek ; 3 - - : — - ;
k‘ 34 Sevier Desert 5 589 0.3 o 367 0.2 : -
Sevier Desert & Dry Lake 3 262 G.5 o 1€3 0.5 .
Wah Wah 4 752 1.8 o 469 1.1
Big Smoky-Tonopab Flat 1 —_ — 1 — —
Kobet 1 —_— -— 1 — -
Monitor-Northern ! 1 — — 1 —_ — i
Monitor-Southern 1 —_ —_ 1 —_ —_
Ralston f 1 — - M —_ —_
140 Alkali Spring | 1 -_— —_ i ] —_ —_
148 | Cacrus Flas ' 1 — — i = -
ER Stone Caliin | —_ — B = | —
i H
ST Antelape N —_ —_— 1 [' —_ I —_
! I
1R Newark 1 —_ — ] — ; —
HETRES I Littis Smokv-Northern { 1 — — H f — -
[ 1338 Erg Smoky-Southerr : : — — . l — ‘ -
! |l
v 15¢ Hnt Creekn i 1 — — ! — ! —
i
L iTn Penover i — — i . ! — —
“17r ] Leoal : — — | . = -
- - |
e Gardern l i — — i : . — —
ailroad-Southern 1 —_ — ' : — ' —
1 H
* raillroad~Northerrn i N — — X , — —
Jages R - —_ . — —
. .
‘ Ling ! — — — 1 —
1
Burte~Sogtr, 1 — — . — I -
» !
. (SR aRaaTe Al —_— —_— 1 i —_— —_
h {
J _ _ S
Dryv Lure 1 — _ : ! — ; —
|
- Delamnr 1 — _— 1 \' —_ ' —
Like 1 — — 1 ] —_— —
sprin 1 _— - 1 ] —_ ] —
Hamlir K —_ —_ ] i _ | —_
T ) hl l
] Partrerion — — 1 ﬁ —_ .‘ —_ i
. { :
: Whiteo Tipveer - —_ — 1 ‘ —_ 1 — ‘
! i
’os Fahy o i — — H } — | — i
Foatiran ! 2 — —_— ] | _ ! —
i ! |
[ | DEA Oorat : 2,372 0.4 S s oo - i
LI P H
i
0 ioostate land disturbed.
T ¢ owoambat . (Lesy than 100 seres or less thau 1 operecent of wtatsy bana cuost g
J0il 1 )
MWoterate te omodderateds higl oampact. vLess than L. 000 acres or Jess (han § percent of =tatc Lang i
v Lot an sabunat
.
TR CMare than 1000 weres or omore than 3 opercent of state land disturbed 1n subunoi :
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Table 1.3.2-4. State land disturbed in the Texas/New Mexico
region, Alternative 8.

CONSTRUCTION (SFORT TERY) OPERATIONS (LONi TER!M)
ABUNDANCE
INDEX? CROPLAND DISTURBED CROPLAND DISTURBED
oT: 1
IMPACT aC PERCENT IMPACT
OF TOTAL

STATE/COUNTY

DERCENT

AC OF TOTAL

Texas

\ Bailey
Castroe
Cochran
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Hale
Hartlev
Hockleyv
Lamb
Moore
Oldham
Parrer
Randall

Sherman

[ W U

I
l

Swisher

l
l

NN
e rrrr et

O e S e = ey

State Total

New Mexico

2,714
327
392

3.041
360

1,994
981
818

10,628

Chaves 1.693
204
245

1,897
225

1.244
612
510

6.630

w oW

Curry

DeBaca

WO P U b
(VI I N

Harding

(S-S )
W =W N

Lea
Quay
Roosevelt

Union

w oW W W
W N o b
o= oW n

State Total

QO O 0 O o Cc o o O
O 0O 0O 0 0 o 0 0 D
NN DN RN

RN NN NN

Region Total 3 10,628

(=]
w
[V
2}

630

o
N

2

3868-1

= None. (No state land disturbed. )}

2 = Low to moderately low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than 1 percent of state
land disturbed in subunit.)

3 = Moderate to moderately high impact. (Less than 1,000 acres or less than 3 percent of
state land disturbed in subunit.)

4 = High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of private land disturbed
1n subunit.)




state land that would be disturbed by both the constructiron phase ol
operations phase of the project, the percortage of the toral private

land in those valleys that the disturbed land representa, and the Toyed
of impact of those disturbances for ecach valley., It can be scen that

of the nine counties in which state lands coincide with potential projcct
deployment, all have a low impact level,

All together, 10,628 acres of state land could be disturbed by the
construction phase and 6,630 acres by the operations phase.  ‘These acrnags
represent 0.3 percent and 0.2 percent respectively, of the $00,300 arres
of state owned land in the Nevada/Utah study arca counties (Dapt. of
Commerce, 1979). The difference between the acreage that would b
disturbed for construction and for operations is 9,753 acres of state Jand
which could be returned to state use upon completion of the constriustion
phase. All of the impacts of state land are in New Mexico anl are not
considered to be significant.

The permanent shelter structures and roadway cascments could e
returned to state or public ownership upon decommissioning of the project.

The impact of the project upon adjoining state land could Lo it ianted
by assuring that project deployment would not interfere with irric.iion
systems, that access roads to farmlands remain open, and that natural
drainage areas remain unimpeded. Some state lands in Texas/'lew fexico

could be avoided with tier two refinement.
PUBLIC LANDS (1.3.3)

Although several types of federal land ownership exist in the Nevoda)’
Utah region, the M-X suitable areas are only located on public Jomatn
lands administered by the BLM, and that is the only type of federa! land
to be discussed in this section. The impacts on public land discussed
here for alternatives 1 through 6 have identical DDA impact = -~ she
Proposed Action, and therefore no separate discussion is vresentel or
each.

Future non~M-X projects such as IPP, WPPP ani devada Mol in
Nevada/Utah region, will also use some public land, howevor theiy impact
on public land is likewise not expected to be significant. Reoause of
the permanent nature of the protective structures, it is unlikely that

the ground on which they are located could be retrieved for public aae in
the foreseeable future. The project roadway systewms, nowever, could be
returned to either BIM's multiple use program or left open to rubli~ urr

with maintcnance either by Bi¥, the state, or county ag-r-ic- ubon
termination of the operations phase of the project.

The impact on public land could be mitigated by assurina that proioct
deployment and operation would not interfere with the uie of adjeining
public land, and that natural drainage systems, irrigation aystoms. and
access roads to farmlands remain unimpeded.




Proposed Action (1.3.3.1)

Under the Proposed Action, 200 clusters of 23 protective shelters
each would be deployed in the Nevada/Utah region. Nearly all of the
Nevada portion of the region is public land, and nearly 32 out of the 36
sections in each township in the Utah portion of the region are public
land.

Table 1.3.3-1 shows the number of acres of land that would be
disturbed in each hydrologic subunit of the Nevada/Utah region for both
construction (short term) and operations (long term) phases of the rroiect.
That table also shows the percentage of the BIM land in those subunits
that the disturbed land represents. It can be seen that for the construc-
tion phase, of 41 affected hydrologic subunits 14 would have at least one
percent of its public land disturbed, and one would have two percent
affected.

All together, under the proposed action, 145,090 acres of public land
would be disturbed by the construction phase, and 90,575 acres would be
disturbed by the operations phase of the project. The difference between
these two figures, 54,515 acres, could be returned to public use upon
completion of the construction phase. The 145,090 acres and 90,595 acres
are 0.8 and 0.5 percent, respectively, of the 18,959,900 acres of public
land in the Nevada/Utah hydrologic subunits. These direct impacts are
considered to be very low in terms of the continued availability of BLM
lands for multiple use purposes.

Alternative 1 (1.3.3.2)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 2 (1.3.3.3)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alteriative 3 (1.3.3.4)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 4 (1.3.3.5)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 5 (1.3.3.6)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.
Alternative 6 (1.3.3.7)

Same layout and DDA impacts on state land as Proposed Action.

1-36




Table 1.3.3~-1.

region, Proposed Action.

Public land disturbed in the Nevada/Utah

CONSTRUCTION PHASE OPERATIONS PHASE
HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT
LAND LAND |
PERCENT PERCENT i
. DISTURBED DISTURBED
NO. NAME (ACRES) OF TOTAL ( ACRES ) OF TOTAL
i
4 Snake 10,366 0.8 6,467 0.5 |
5 Pine 3,303 0.8 2,061 0.5 ?
6 | white 4,905 1.0 3,060 0.6
7 ! Fish Springs 2,027 0.8 1,265 0.5
8 . Dugway 2,420 1.5 1,510 0.9
| 9 . Government Creek 556 0.2 347 0.1
| 46 { Sevier Desert 6,573 0.5 4,101 0.3
| 46A | Sevier Desert & Dry Lake 3,401 0.7 2,122 0.4
! 54 . Wah Wah 5,101 1.5 3,182 0.9
I
| 137A , Big Smoky-Tonopah Flat 3,532 0.4 2,203 0.2
l
{ 139 | Kobeh 5,134 1.0 3,203 0.6
| 1408 | Monitor—nNorthern 4,055 1.4 2,530 0.9
| 1408 | Monitor—Southern 392 0.3 245 0.2
| 141 | Ralston 6,278 1.5 3,917 0.9 !
' 142 | Alkali Spring 3,761 1.9 £ 2,346 1.2
| 143 Cactus Flat 360 0.9 | 225 0.6
I 147 Stone Cabin 4,872 0.9 3,039 0.6
| 151 | Antelope 4,415 2.0 2,754 1.2
' 154 | Newark 2,256 0.5 1,857 0.3
| 1554 | Little Smoky—Northern 2,976 0.5 | 1,857 0.3
I 155C | Little Smoky—Southern 2,549 0.7 | 1,570 0.5
I
| 156 | Hot Creek 5,232 0.8 | 3,264 0.5
' 170 | Penover 4,513 1.3 2,815 0.8
171 Coal 3,728 1.2 2,326 0.7
172 Garden 3,761 1.8 2,346 1.1 .
173A Railroad-—Southern 4,905 1.5 3,060 0.9 ]
173B ! Railroad—Northern 6,671 0.5 4,162 0.3
174 Jakes 2,976 1.5 1,857 0.9 }
I 175 Long 2,256 0.6 1,407 0.4 !
| 178B | Butte—South 3,401 0.8 2,122 0.5 :
! {
. 179 | Steptoe 360 0.04 225 0.2 {
- 180 Cave 2,256 0.9 1,407 0.6 |
. 181 Dryv Lake 7,096 1.3 4,427 0.8 '
: 182 Delamar 2,256 0.9 1,407 0.6 i
183 Lake 3,008 0.9 1.877 0.6 ?
184 | Spring 1,504 0.2 938 0.1 f
i 196 Hamlin 4,872 1.3 3,039 0.8
[ 202 | Patterson 1,112 0.4 694 0.2
| t
! 207 ! White River 4,807 0.6 2,999 0.4
208 | Pahroc 294 0.1 183 0.06
209 Pahranagat 757 0.2 469 0.1
( Total 145,090 0.8 90,575 0.5
4144
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Altoernative 7 (1.3.3.8)

inder Alternative 7, 200 clusters of 23 protective shelters each
would be deployed in the Texas/New Mexico region. 4ll of the public
land in the region is located in the New Mexico counties, and the only
coincidence of public land and the project layout is in Chaves County.

Table 1.3.3.2 shows the number of acres of public land that would
be disturbed in each county of the Texas/New Mexico region for both
construction (short term) and operations (long term) phases of Alterna-
tive 7 That talle also shows the percentage of the public land in those
countirs that the disturbed land represents. It can be seen that for the
construction phase, of 23 counties in the region, the project would have
nc  impact on 22, and an 0.2 percent impact on one — Chaves County.

Under Alternative 7, 4,055 acres of public land would be disturbed
by the construction phase, and 2,530 acres would be disturbed by the
operations phase of the project. The difference between these two
figures, 1,525 acres, could be returned to BLM use upon completion of
the construction phase. The 4,055 acres and 2,530 acres are 0.16 and 0.1
percent, respectively, of the 2,501,600 acres of public land in the Texas/
Mew Mexico counties. These direct impacts are considered to be very low
in terms of the continued availability of public lands for multiple use
PuUrposes.

Alternative 8  (1.3.3.9)
tevada/Utah_Region

Alternative 8 is a split basing system with 70 clusters proposed in
tlevada, and 30 in Utah. Nearly all of the Nevada portion of the region
is public land, and all but about two sections out of every township
(state lands) are public land in Utah. Both states also have some private
Land.

Table 1.3.3-3 shows the number of acres of public land that would be
disturbed in each hydrologic subunit, for both construction and operations
phases in the Nevada/Utah portion of Alternative 8. That table also shows
tae vecrcentage of the public land in those subunits that the disturbed
land represents. It can be seen for the construction phase, that Alter-
native % would disturb land in 23 subunits, only seven of which would
have mor.: than one percent of its public land disturbed.

All together, under Alternative 8, 78,44C acres of Nevada/Utah region

rublic ltand would be disturbed by the construction phase, and 48.935 acres
wonul i e dicturbed by the operations phase of the project. The difference
Loetwoeon these two flaures, 29,505 acres, could be returned to RLM uses

ot cornpletion ot the construction.  The 74,385 acres and the 46,405 acres
revresent. 9.4 and 0.3 percent, respectively, of the 13,959,900 acres of
vablic land in thoe Nevala/Utah hydrologle subunits. These direct impacts
arr consideresd to be very low in terms of the continued availability of

vublie Lands Yor non-project uses,
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Table 1.3.3-2.

regioa, Alternative 7.

Public land disturbed in the Texas/New Mexico

STATE
COUNTY

CONSTRUCTION PHASE

OPERATIONS PHASE

LAND DIS-
TURBED (ACRES)

PERCENT
OF TOTAL

LAND DIS-
TURBED (ACRES)

PERCENT
OF TOTAL

Texas

Bailey
Castro
Cochran
Dallam
Deaf Smith
Hale
Hartley
Hockley
Lamb
Moore
Oldham
Parmer
Randall
Sherman

Swisher

State Total

New Mexico
Chaves
Curry
De Baca
Harding
Lea
Quay
Roosevelt
Union

State T. tal

Regional Total

2.530

[

.530




Table 1.3.3-3. Public land disturbed in both Nevada/Utah and
Texas/New Mexico region, Alternative 8.

l CONSTRUCTION PHASE OPERATIONS PHASE !
!
HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT Ok COUNTY 1 ACRES ; pEg}gENT | ACRES { psg;:_x-:m ‘ 1
DISTURBED TOTAL DISTURBED TOTAL
e . i
' 4 Snake 4,284 0.3 2,673 0.2
' 5 Pine 3,761 0.9 2,346 0.6 |
I ¢ White ‘ 719 0.1 449 0.1
1 7 Fish Springs 12 ; 0.1 _
" 18 Sevier Desert . 5,396 0.4 3,366 0.2 1:
484 Sevier Desert and Dry Lake 3.630 0.7 2,265 0.4
.54 Wah Wan - 5,919 1.8 3,693 11 1
155C Little Smoky So. 1,799 0.5 1,122 0.3
! 156  Hot Cresk 4,970 0.8 3,101 0.5 !
| 170 Penover 4,188 1.2 2,611 0.8
171 Coal 3.761 1.2 2,347 08 ‘: 1
17 Garden 3.499 1.7 2,183 1.1 '
1738 Rallroad So. 3,728 1.2 2,326 0.7 |
{ 173b  Ra:lroad No. 2,289 0.0 1,428 0.1 ,
150 Cave . 2,286 0.9 1,407 0.7 ’
1n: Dry Lake 7,063 1.3 4,406 I 0.7 |
182 0 lamar 2 158 0.9 ' 1,346 . o Z
127 Like 2,812 0.8 1,754 I o5
1%:  Spring 1.504 0.2 938 ,‘ 0.1
1u9¢ Hamlin 4,742 1.2 2,958 1 0.7 !
202 Patterson 752 0.3 469 i 0.2 |
207 Wnite Kaver 5,19¢ 0.7 3,243 | 0.4
20m  FPahroc 327 0.1 206 ., 0.1
Chaves County 3,035 0.2 2,530 | 0.1
| TOTAL 78,440 ~ 48,935 -
T T T x 4201
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Texas/New Mexico Region

Under Alternative 8, 35 clusters of 23 protective shelters each would
be located in Texas, and 65 would be located in New Mexico. All of the
public land in the region is located in the New Mexico counties, and the
only coincidence of public land and the project layout is in Chaves County.

Table 1.3.3-3 shows the number of acres of land that would be
disturbed in Chaves County of the Texas/New Mexico region for both
construction (short term) and operations (long term) phases of Alterna-
tive 8. That table alsoc shows the percentage of the public land in those
counties that the disturbed land represents.

Under Alternative 8, 4,055 acres of public land would be disturbed by
the construction phase, and 2,530 acres would be disturbed by the operations
phase of the project. The difference between these two figures, 1,525 acres,
could be returned to BIM use upon completion of the construction phase. The
4,055 acres and 2,530 acres are 0.16 and 0.1 percent, respectively, of the
2,501,600 acres of public land in the Texas/New Mexico counties. These
direct impacts are considered to be very low in terms of the continued
availability of BIM lands for multiple use purposes.

EFFECTS ON LAND OWNERSHIP AT OPERATING BASES (1.3.4)
Beryl, Utah (1.3.4.1)

Figure 1.3.4-1 shows the potential operating base at Beryl, Utah, and
the land ownerships in the area. Table 1.3.4-1 shows the number of acres
of land of each ownership type that would be occupied by the potential
operating base and facilities, and the number of acres of each ownership
type within the suitability zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that 54 percent of the area of the operating base
facilities would be located on public land, 38 percent on private land, and
the remainder on state land. Because the suitability zone extends southerly
into the private land of Escalante Valley, 62 percent of the zone is in
private ownership and 31 percent is BLM land with the remainder being
state land.

Because of the mountainous character of most of the public land within
the suitability zone, it is unlikely that the operating base could be
relocated to take additiona’ advantage of public land. The 3,200 acres of
private land for an operating base at Beryl is equal to 0.4 percent of the
private land in Iron County. This would be a very low impact on that
resource.

Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada (1.3.4.2)

Figure 1.3.4-2 shows the potential operating base at Coyote Spring
Valley, Nevada, and the land ownerships in the area. Table 1.3.4-2 shows
the number of acres of land of each ownership type that would be occupied
by the potential operating base and facilities, and the number of acres of
each type of ownership within the suitability zone around the potential
base.

—
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atel ownership at potential operatitcg e
facilities at Beryl.

i »”

OPERATING BASE SULTABILITY
FACILITIES ZONE
OWNERSHIP
TYPE ACRES PERCENT ACRES PERCENT
OF OB OF ZONE
Private 3,200 38 181,760 02
State 640 8 21,760
Public 4,500 24 91,520 31
Toral 8,340 100 295,040 100
3854
Source: Department of Interior, 1977.
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Table 1.3.4-2.

Land ownership at potential operating base

facilities at Coyote Spring valley, Nevada.

OPERATING BASE SUITABILITY
FACILITIES ZONE
OWNERSHIP
TYPE ACRES PERCENT ACRES PERCENT
OF OB OF ZONE
Private 0 0 0 0
State 0 0 0 0]
Public 8,340 100 126,720 100
Total 8,340 100 126,720 100
3855-1
Source: University of Nevada, 1972.
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It can be seen that 100 percent of the areca of the operating base
facilities would be located on public land. Likewise, the suitability
zone is entirely public land.

The 8,340 acres of public land that would be required for the
operating base at Coyote Spring is equal to 0.2 percent of the public
land in <lark County, and is not considered to be a significant impact.

Delta, Utah (1.3.4.3)

T“igure 1.3.4-3 shows the potential operating base at Delta, Utah,
and the land ownerships in the area. 7Table 1.3.4-3 shows the number of
acres of land of each ownership type that would occupied by the potential
operating base and facilities, and the number of acres of each ownership
type within the suitability zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that 72 percent of the area of the operating base
facilities would be located on public land, and 28 percent on private
land. Eighty percent of the suitability zone is public land, with the
remainder divided between state and private land.

The 4,650 acres of public land required for the operating base is
equal co 0.5 percent of the public land in Iron County. The 1,790 acres
of state land for the base is equal to 0.1 percent of the state land in
Iron County. These are not considered to be significant impacts.

rly, Mevada  (1.3.4.4)

Figure 1.3.4~4 shows the potential operating base at Ely, Nevad:, and
the land ncwnerships in the area. Table 1.3.4-4 shows the number of acres
of land of each ownership type that would be occupied by the potential
operating hase and facilities, and the number of acres of each type within
the saitability zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that 80 percent of the area of the operating base
facilities would be located on public land and 20 percent on private land.
The suitability zone is 83 percent BIM and 17 percent private land.

The 5,140 acres of BLM land is equal to 0.1 percent of the BIM land
1in White Pine County, and the 1,300 acres of private land for the operating
basc i equal to 0.3 Lercent of the private land in that county. These are
not considered to be significant impacts.

Milford, Utah (1.3.4.5)

Figure 1.3.4-5 shows the potential operating base near Milford, Utah,
and tie land ownersnips in the area. Table 1.3.4-5 shows the number of
acres of land of each ownership type that would be occupied by the potential
operatinge base and facilities, and the number of acres of each type within
the suitahbility zone around the potential base.

It can be scen that 88 percent »f the area of the operating base
farilities would be located on public land, 8 percent on private land, and
tle remainler on state land. Considerably more private land is involved

1-46
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Table 1.3.4-3. Land ownership at potential operating base
facilities at Delta, Utah.
OPERATING BASE SUITABILITY
FACILITIES ZONE
OWNERSHIP PERCENT PERCENT
TYPE ACRE OF OB ACRE OF ZONE
Private 0 0 11,520 10
State 1,790 28 12,160 10
BLM 4,650 72 95,360 80
Total 6,440 100 119,040 100
3856
Source: Department of the Interior, 1977.
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Table 1.3.4-4.

Land ownership at potential operating base

facilities at Ely, Nevada.
. ] ¢
OWNERSHIP OPERATING BASE Sugggémm
TYPE FACILITIES
| PERCENT PERCENT
ACRE OF OB ACRE OF ZONE
Private 1,300 20 25,600 17
State 0 0 0 0
5,140 80 123,300 83
Total 6,440 100 149,100 100
3857-1
Source: University of Nevada, 1972.
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Table 1.3.4-5. Land ownership at potential operating base ]
facilities at Milford, Utah.

OPERATING BASE SUITABILITY

OWNERSHIP - ; |
TYPE FACILITIES ZONE
PERCENT PERCENT

ACRE OF OB ACRE OF ZONE
Private 640 8 91,320 43
State "~ 430 4 30,720 15
BLM 7,380 88 87,040 42
Total 8,340 100 209,280 100

3858-1




with the suitability zone, however, being 43 percent of the zone, and with
public and state lands being 42 and 15 percent, respectively.

The 7,380 acres of public land, 640 acres of private land, and 320
acres of state land required for the potential Milford operating base are
equal to 2.5, 0.1, and 0.08 percent of those resources in Millard County,
respectively. These are not considered to be significant impacts.

Clovis, New Mexico (1.3.4.6)

Figure 1.3.4-6 shows the potential operating base at Clovis, New
Mexico, and the land ownerships in the area. Table 1.3.4-6 shows the
number of acres of land of each ownership type that would be occupied by
the potential operating base and facilities, and the number of acres of
ecach type within the suitability zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that all of the area of the operating base facilities
would be located on private land. Because the suitability zone extends
easterly only, onto Cannon AFB, 35 percent of the suitability zone is
DOD land. It is intended that M-X share the runway facilities with Cannon
AFB.

The 6,400 acres of private land required for the potential operating
base is equal to 0.8 percent of the private land in Curry County. This is
not considered to be a significant impact.

Dalhart, Texas (1.3.4-7)

Figure 1.3.4-7 shows the potential operating base at Dalhart, Texas,
and the land ownerships in the area. Table 1.3.4-7 shows the number of
acres of land of each ownership type that would be occupied by the potential
operating base and facilities, and the number of acres of each type within
the suitability zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that 100 percent of the area of the operating base
facilities would be located on private land. Suitability zone is also 100
percent private land.

Because of the mountainous character of most of the public land within
the suitability zone, it is unlikely that the operating base could be
relocated to take additional advantage of public land. The 3,200 acres of
private land for an operating base at Beryl is equal to 0.4 percent of the
private land in Iron County. This would be a very low impact on that
resource.

The 6,440 of privately owned land required for the operating base
facilities is equal to 0.7 percent of the private land in Hartley County.
This loss of private land is not considered to be a significant impact on
the total amount of private land in Dallam County.
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Table 1.3.4-6.

facilities at Clovis.

Land ownership at potential operating base

OB, DAA AND OBTS SUITABILITY
OWNERSHIP FACILITIES ZONE
TYPE
ACRES PERCENT | ACRES PERCENT
DOD!? 0 0 3,440 35
Private 5,400 100 6,400 65
State 0 0 0 0
Public 0 0 0 0
Total 6,400 100 9,840 100
3859-1
Source: Panhandle Regional Planning Commission,
1978.
Cannon AFB
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Table 1.3.4-7. Land ownership at potential base 1
facilities at Dalhart, Texas.

OPERATING BASE SUITABILITY

OWNERSHIP FACILITIES ZONE
TYPE
ACRES PERCENT | ACRES PERCENT
Private 6,440 100 60,160 100
State 0 0 0 0
Public 0 0 0 0]
Total 6,400 100 60,160 100
3860

Source: Panhandle Regional Planning Commission
1978.

%
|
4
!
!

i 1-57

oL
PP P— Prv R v PN _ . e s bR 2 G at a8 &L, sisal




2.0 HOMES AND RANCHEC

l

One of the most important elements of the social environre:st . 0o
homes in which the population lives. The issue of homes i op oo
important to the MX project because of the necesslty to as.re o

for inhabitants, and security to the project.

A Quantity-Distance (QD) safety zone is proposed Lo e Lo e
a distance of 2,965 feet around each MX protective shelter. I
Jains significance in the environmental process becausc o
structures such as homes and ranches will be permitted for
and/or occupancy within the QD zones during the opcrations
project, for purposes of safety and security. This criteria wouls: o1
the vacation or relocation of such structures which are already sit.i:to .
in the future QD zones. Further, the area created by the 0D zoncs coutb
not be used for new residential development for the duration of the opcra-
| tions phase of the project.

2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Table 2.1-1 shows the number of homes and ranches presently lccated
within the geotechnically suitable areas of the two regions. The Toxa
New Mexico region exceeds the Nevada/Utah region by 124 to 1 (11 to 12535,
It is unlikely that the number of ranches and homes within the geotec
| nically suitable areas of either the Nevada/Utah or Texas/New Mexlco
i regions, without MX, will change significantly in the future. The mai.

: reason for this is the lack of water in the NV-UT region and the Jdlmin-
ishing supply of water from the Ogalalla Basin in the TX-NM regiun,
especlally after the year 2000. Prior to that year thera is prorect i o
be additional land put into irrigated agriculture, mostly becaase o7

improved farming methods. However, this should not significently Itor s
the popuiration (and hence rural housing). The reason for thi: ot Ui
same .mproved farming methods will tend to make farming more 1 ihor ool

lent.
2.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The number of homes and ranches in each county that wout: Lav. uo
relocated because of proposed QD zones, was determincd by overlioving Tno
alternative project deployment layouts on 1:1.5,000 scale state ond county
highway maps The number of dwellings that fell within the D zoncs was
then counteu. In addition, the total number of acres of land .within i
OD zones was then determined by multiplying the number of Pss proposod in
each county by 640 acres, the area of the QD zones.

L)

2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

In order to assure resident safety around the protective structures,

' no habitable buildings will be allowed within a 2,965 foot radius circle
around each Protective Structure. This area is called the explosive safety
fuantity-Distance (QD) zone. The purpose of the zone is to provide safety
to residents from potential accidental explosion of miszile propellant

(see Chapter 1).
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Table 2.1-1. Homes and ranches within the
geotechnically suitable areas
within the alternative study

regions.
STUDY REGION HOMES AND RANCHES*
Nevada/Utah 11
Lﬁ Texas/New lMexico 1,365
1584-2
Source: Individual State Department of Hichway maps, with

the following dates of. pukblication: Nevada,
1975-76; Utah, 1976; Texas 1979; New Mexicc 1%70.

*Note: Since not all of the gectechnically suitable
areas will be used for M-X deployment, the numbeyr of
structures (ranches and homes) presented in this tatle
overstates the number of potentially impacted sivuctures.

o
1
to




Pigure 2.3-1 shows how the QD zones could affect existing homes and
ranches in the DDAs. Whenever a home would fall within the QD zone of a
proposed I's the first attempt would be to move the PS to a location at
least 2,905 feet from the home. If this could not be done, because of
the proximity of other I'Ss, or is impractical because of the topography
or uther physical problems, it would be necessary to remove the home.

[t it is possible, and the owner is willing, the home would be
relocated onto the same parcel but outside the QD zone, as with Home A,
on i'igure 2.3-1. Tf that option 1s not practical or acceptable, the
home would either he relocated onto another parcel outside the QD zone,
or the owuer woiula be compensated for the value of the home and then it
would be removed.

The number of homes and ranches that could potentially be relocated
nave peen counted for the DDAs. The effect in the base locations would
be negligible and is not considered here.

HOMES AND KANCHES RELOCATION  (2.3.1)
Proposed Action  (2.3.1.1)

Under the Proposed Action, a maximum of ten buildings would have to
be relocated as the result of the QD zones. Six of the ten relocations
would De in Nye Counlty. No relocations would be necessary in Utah. Tier
two refinement would probably negate the necessity to relocate any ranches
or homes in the Nevada/Utah regic .. The potential relocations are not
considere:d to be a significant impact since it is not expected that they
would occur.

Sltervnanioe 1 (2.3.1.2)

L acts Seme as under Proposed Action.
Plornatl .3.1.3)

Lrooasts oome as under Proposed Action.
[ - 1.4)

ics v o ocouawe s ouncler Proposed Action.
HESR e )

s uander Proposed Action.

Cmred oo oume oo ounder Proposed Actlon.

il oo 1o under Proposced Action.




POTENTIAL RELOCATION ON THE
SAME PARCEL FOR HOME (A)
POTENTIAL NEWLY CONSTRUCTED
HOME FOR THE SAME OWNER

HOME TO BE RELOCATED

PS
HOMES TO REMAIN

LEGEND

Q QD ZONE

SAMPLE PARCELS

3293 A

Figure 2.3-1. Effect of quantity distance zones on

ranches and homes.




Alternative 7 (2.3.1.8)

Table 2.3.1.8-1 shows that approximately 1,300 homes and ranches
fall within the QD zones in the Texas/New Mexico region. This number
reflects the relatively higher rural uwelling unit and population density
of the High Plains region. Potential relocations in Texas exceed those
in New Mexico by about two to one with almost half of the Texas relocations
being in Deaf Smith County (146) and Parmer County (225). About sixty
percent of the New Mexico relocations are in Roosevelt County (297).

Even with monectary compensation, the necessity to relocate one's
home or ranch is a serious matter. In 9 of the 22 counties in the Texas/
New Mexico region, the potential for relocation exceeds 50 homes and
ranches. The impact in those counties is considered to be highly signifi-
cant. It is anticipated that Tier 2 siting could avoid up to 10 homes
in any one county So no impact is ascribed up to that level. To the
impacted homeowner, loss, or even relocation of the homestead would be
significant.

Alternative 8 (2.3.1.9)

Under Alternative 8 split b@sing deployment, impacts in the Nevada/
Utah region would be negligible.

In the Texas/New Mexico region, a total of 141 residences may have
to be relocated (see Table 2.3.1.8-1). 1In Texas/New Mexico, Alternative 8
DDA facilities were selected from those in Alternative 7 to specifically
minimize the number of homes directly affected. With tier two refinements
in the cluster layouts, even these figures could be further reduced.

OD ZONES (2.3.2)

In addition to the impacts of housing relocation, is the matter of
the inability to use the area of the QD zones for new residential develop-
ment during the operations phase of the project. Because homes and ranches
are not permitted on non-patented public land, the QD zone is not a problem
for most of the DDA in the Nevada/Utah region.

Proposed Action (2.3.2.1)

Under the Proposed Action, as well as under Alternatives 1 through 6,
there would be 44 PSs located on private land in the region, however, and
this means that 28,160 acres (44 x 640 acres) of privately owned land
would fall within the QD zones and would be subject to the non-residential
development restrictions. This is not considered to be a significant
impact on the 5,756,000 acres of privately owned land in the Nevada/Utah
study area counties.

Alternative 7 (2.3.2.2)

The total amount of land included in the QD safety zones for Alterna-
tive 7 is shown by county in Table 2.3.2.2-1. With one mi.“ per QD zone,
approximately 1.5 million acres, or seventeen percent of the total land
area in the Texas study area counties, would be included in the QD zone.
Dallam County, with 690 protective structures, would have nearly

2-5




Table 2.3.1.8-1. Potential impact to homes and ranches in Texas/New Mexico DDA

for Alternatives 7 and 8.

r
ALTERNATIVE 7 ALTERNATIVE 8
POTENTIAL PEQCENT OF NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS . HOUSING UNITS JHOUSING UNITS .
COUNTY HOUSING UNITS | IN COUNTY P?:f,:g;’?" WHICH couLL | whick cotrp | FYRERTIAL
wH1CH COULD WHICH COULD - BE RELOCATED Bt KELOCATED :
BE RELOCATED | BE RELOCATED
Layiry, TN 118 4.1 6 J.2 T
Castro, TX 82 2.6 0 v T
ceohiran, TX S 0.3 3 0.2 T T
Dajlan, TX 103 4.4 17 a7 T
Leat ssath. TX 148 2.4 32 C.5 oo
Hartley . TX 31 3.1 5 C.5 e
Hockiey  TX 0 ¢.0 0 @] T
62 6.9 4] O T
12 1.7 O G T
225 6.5 0 C -
7 U.2 ¢ G
2 0.2 4] 9
25 0.7 [¢] o
[} < Q.1 6 < 0.3
Curry. NM 74 0.6 2 < 0.
Debava, NN 9 0.7 € c.g
Guagdlupe . NX 0 0 0 ¢.G
Harding. NN 4 0.7 3 ©.7 [,
Lew. NM 0 0 0 0.0 e
Quuv. NM 52 1.2 19 0.4 e
Hoousevelt, NM 297 5.2 28 C.5 TR
Lrnaon, W 33 1.7 13 .2 e
L ..
Poalters 1,303 1.3 141 ¢
- ﬁi: No ampact. (Less tharn 10 housing units antd less than 1.0% of tne county housing
. stock.)
el Low 1impactl. (10-20 housing units or greater than 1.0% of the county housing

stock.)

L Moderate impact. (20-50 housing units and less than 5.0% of the county housing
stock.)
High wmpact. (50 or more housing units or greater than 5% of the county rcousing
stock. )

SO es Individual state department of highway maps, Texas, 1972, and New Ylexico. 1970,
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Table 2.3.2.2-1,

New Mexico for full deployment

(Alternative 1).

Area requirements for quantity-distance zone in Texas/

: \
. 4

! T T
Hmwww[ﬁﬁﬁsT%%@ﬁwiNM$W“mi"%&”§
| i \ | COUNTY AREA |
- | T |
Texas | ! i | |
Bailey f 126 : 79,900 g 534,528 i 14.9
 Castro | 137 i 86,900 ? 563,200 13.3 |
Cochran | 61 1 38,700 500, 800 7.7 !
Dallam g 690 ; 437,500 1 956,160 45 8
Deat Smith r 574 ! 363,900 \ 966,400 37.7 ‘
. Hartley : 354 ! 224,400 : 952,192 23.6
| Hockley 16 | 10,100 , 581,184 1.7
| Lamb | 42 ] 26,600 : 654,015 4.0
i Oldham | 74 | 41,900 i 945,600 4.9
; Parmer ‘ 246 1 156,000 549,760 28.4
| Randall 5 55 | 34,900 585,024 6.0 ‘
Sherman ! 39 | 24,700 586,240 4.2
Swisher 26 ! 16,500 573,376 2.9
State Total 2,440 | 1,547,000 8,948,479 17.3 !
New Mexico i
Chaves 481 I 304,900 3,900,800 7.8
Curry ‘ 196 3 124,300 896,560 13.8 ‘
De Baca ! 137 ! 86, 800 ! 1,514,240 5.7
Guadalupe | 6 L 5,800 ; 1,919,360 0.2
Harding f 215 ; 136,300 | 1,368,320 10.0
Lea ] 16 § 10,100 | 2,812,160 0.4
Quay { 342 | 216,800 ! 1,845,120 11.8
Roosevelt | 542 1 343,600 | 1,572,480 22.5
Union . 225 142,700 1 2,442,880 5.8 !
| State Total | 2.160 1,369,400 T 18,273,920 7.5 ;
| | - - I - '
| Region Total ‘ 4,600 2,916,400 i 27,222,399 1 10.7

‘Based on 2,965 ft radius QD zone around each IS.

Sources - Alternative 7 cluster lavout
Commerce 1977 (county areas).

(area in QD zone),

QD zone = 634 ac

res.

and Department of




44,000 acres, or 45.8 percent of its total area included in the QD zone.
Approximately 1.4 million acres totalling 7.5 percent of the New Mexico
counties will be located in the QD zone. The Texas/New Mexico region
total of nearly 3 million acres, equals 10.7 percent of the total area
of study area counties.

Although little problem should be encountered with finding adequate
area to relocate housing from (D zones, the overall effect of placing
17.3 percent of the land area in the Texas study area counties in QD zones,
per Alternative 7, is fairly significant, because the establishment of the
QD zones precludes those areas from residential development for the dura-
tion of the operations phase of the project. 1In some counties the
percentage of non-developable land for residential purposes could be
considered significantly high. These counties are Dallam, 45.8 percent;
Hartley, 23.6 percent; Parmer, 28.4 percent; and Roosevelt, 22.5 percent.
While the land in the QD zones would not be removed from the county tax
rolls, as would be the 2.5 acre PS parcels, they would have to be assessed
at a rate that reflects the loss of residential development rights. This
could be likened to agricultural preserve assessments in those states that
have such statutes. But unlike the purpose of those statutes, the QD
zones would not preclude the premature development or the scattering of
residential development in rural areas. This is because the areas between
the QD zones could still be developed for residential purposes, unless
local zoning precluded it.

Alternative 8 (2.3.2.3)

For Alternative 8, split basing, the amount of land included in the
QD zone is much less, as shown in 7able 2.3.2.2-2. The total area in both
states is 1.5 million acres, or 5.4 percent of the study area counties.
This includes 5.8 percent of the Texas counties' land area, about 515,000
acres, and 5.2 percent of the New Mexico counties' land area, about 943,000
acres. The amount of QD zone area in the Nevada/Utah region has not been
determined, but would be insignificant, because most PSs would be located
on public land.
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Table 2.3.2.2-2. Area requirements for quantity-distance zone in Trxac/
New Mexico for split deployment (Alternative 8).
|
a‘
) o ; . ! o 1
STATE ' COUNTY L ?gkggmpfs | TSTSLZ(I;S.EA(KCI\{I))}?R f TOTAL (ngfﬂ AREA P
: —
; Texas ; J !
Bailey ? 14 ' §,880 : 534,52& ,
Costro : 0 : 0 ' 563,200 e
Cochran } 51 32,330 ’ 500,800 ol
Dallam " 190 1 120,460 ; 956,160 e
Deaf Smith 242 : 153,430 ‘ 966,400 Y
Hartley i 250 ;' 158,500 ! 952,192
Hockles 14 | 8,880 ' 5811584
Lamb ‘ @ | 5,700 654,015 e
Oldham 41 f 26,000 945 600 oo
Parmer ‘ [ 630 544 76¢ 1
Randall : 0 | 0 585 04 Coo
Sherman 0 | 0 586,240
Swisher 0 o 575,370 [
State Total . 812 514, 805 & 048 ,47¢ o ST
New Mexico : j
Chaves | 474 300,520 3.900 . 800 T
Curry 43 27,260 898 500
De Baca j 115 | 72,900 1,514,240 S
Guadalupe | 6 ] 3,800 ‘ 1.91¢.360 RINE
Harding ‘ 202 ! 128,066 ‘ 1,388,320 S
Lea % 17 10,780 ! 2,812.160
3 Quay j 312 197,810 | 1,845,120 T
; Roosevelt ! 164 104,000 i 1,572,480 6
Lnion | 155 98,270 | 2,442 880
| State Total , 1,488 943 390 ; 18,273,020 e T
! Region Total | 2,300 1.458,200 | 27.222, 399 T
L | S

‘Bused on 2.265 ft radius QD zone around each FS. QD zone = 634 acres =
approximately 1.0 mi-.

Sources: Alternative 8 cluster layout (area in QD zone:, and Department «f
Commerce 1977 (county areas).




3.0 CROPLANDS

The CEQ guidelines under paragrph 202 (b) (4) of NEPA require the
analysis of impacts of Prime and Unique Farmlands in all environmental
impact statements. Surveys of prime and unique farmlands in the states of
Nevada, Utah, New Mexico and Texas, conducted by the USDA, are incomplete.
In the absence of prime and unique farmland surveys, a "worst case" impact
analysis has been performed which treats all irrigated cropland in the
study area as if it were prime farmland. The discussion here identifies
the amount of irrigated and dry cropland and the area of such cropland
likely to be disturbed by the M~X deployment.

The irrigated cropland data for Nevada/Utah were obtained from satel-
lite images (LANDSAT). Several publications show the estimated number of
acres of irrigated cropland in Nevada. However, these data vary by as much
as 100 percent. LANDSAT satellite images have been used to calculate total

irrigated acreage in each valley, as well as the potential disturbed acreage.

The irrigated cropland areas for Texas/New Mexico were obtained from LANDSAT
and the Census of Agriculture, 1974. The deployment layouts were overlayed
on the LANDSAT imagery and the area of all irrigated cropland that coincided
with DAA facilities was computed.

A study of the cropland resources in the two potential deployment
regions is important because of the relatively large amounts of land that
will be required to be disturbed by the MX prospect. Although only about
25 NM2 will be fenced for the military, another 116 to 121 NM? _i1] be
used for the life of the project for military purposes but will also be
open to public use. Of these, 76 to 92 NM2 will be in roadways. These
roadways will provide superior access to areas presently without access.

In addition to the above cited area requirements, another 53 to 55 NMZ
of land will be disturbed during the construction phase of the project.
Upon completion of the construction phase of the project, these areas will
revert to their original use and ownership rights. During the construction
phase these lands and adjoining lands could be subject to certain problems
resulting from construction activities, such as dust, noise, and potential
problems of human activity including pilfering and possible vehicle
accidents.

The discussion on croplands will be related to both irrigated and dry
croplands. This section will discuss the affected environment, the method-
ology used t»o determine impacts, and the potential project impacts in
croplands.

3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
NEVADA/UTAH REGION (3.1.1)

General Agriculture

Agriculture is important to Nevada and Utah because of the vast
amounts of land used, especially for grazing of livestock. As indicated




by wablc 3.b.1-1, however, agricultural income in 1978 accounted for only
U.J oooraeont of the personal income in Nevada and only 1.9 percent in Utals,

'

The VL. average was 2.5 percent (BEA, April 1979).

tuch of cach state was originally settled for agricultural develop-
nent. Nevada's agricultural development is geared, in large measure, to
the livestock industry, while in Utah, a more diversified agricultural ccon-
omy «xlsts.,  Both states encourage use of land for agricultural purposes
«alid have plarning and zoning ordinances designed to protect agricultural
land frow urban development. The location of farm land is related to the
availalidlity of water, and to some extent, the geographical location
thpacted by the elevation and length of growing season.

Agriculture has historically played a more important role in the

wiomre s of the rural counties. Many of these areas were settled for
farming purposes as much as for mining and mineral development. Over the
vears, many of the mining oper&tions have come and gone whereas agricultnure

cas lLeen relatively stable in terms of production levels, areas farmed and
amounts of farm products produced.

While livestock operations predominate, some form of cropland agricul -
ture is evident wherever water is available. Cropland and livestock produc-—
ticn are closely related in that hay, the largest crop in both acreage and

‘lollar value, 1s consumed locally by the livestock industry.

The number of farms in the two states and the study area have shown
-+ steady decline cover the last several decades, reflecting the national
frend. Figures 3.1.1-1 and 3.1.1-2 graphically show this trend for Nevada
and Jtah while Table 3.1.1-2 presents the data numerically.

' The average farm increased in size as more land has been brought into
agricultural production by decreasing number of farmers. However, the
irrigated and harvested acreage in Nevada and Utah has been very steady since
1940, This is due in part to a continual dependence on scarce water supplies
whicn are fully utilized in those valleys where agriculture is located.

A surplus of adequate soils which could be irrigated exists in al. planning
units, if additional water were available.

There currently are approximately 2,000 farms in Nevada and nearly
L2,)J0% in Utah. A majority of the farm land is pasture and rangeland,
reflecting the overall dominance of the livestock industry in Nevada and
Utah agriculture. The average size of a farm was 5,209 acres in Nevada
‘and 871 in Utah in 1974. ©Not all the farms in these two states are this
large however. The median farm size in Nevada was reported in the category
250-49) acres while the median in Utah is even smaller (U.S. Department of
interior, 1979). A considerable number of small operators remain even
though the high average suggests that the large farm is the typical
operation.

table 3.1.1-3 presents some general statistics describing agricultural
sperations in the study area counties. There exists a large acreage devoted
. agriculture, about 3.6 miliion acres. Moreover, the scale of operations
is large, witi Nevada study area farms averaging over 3,300 acres per ‘arm,
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Table 3.1.1-1. Agricultural income and earnings
as a percentage of total income,
Nevada/Utah study area counties,
1978. }

STATE/COUNTY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INCOME

Nevada !
Clark
Esmeralda

|
|
[
|
|
|

Eureka

Lander

i Lincoln

Nye
White Pin
Utah

Beaver

H N R O o & O O
QO W W o YW O O W W O = ©

w

' Iron
Juab
Millard

w H
< o

(oY

j Tooele '
| U.s. f 2.

4108
Source: BEA, July, 1980.
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Table 3.1.1-2.

Trends in farming in Nevada/Utah, 1950-1974.

YEAR NUMBER ACREAGE IRRIGATED HARVESTED
OF FARMS IN FARMS ACREAGE IN FARMS ACREAGE IN FARMS
Nevada
13950 3,110 7,064, 000 727,000 421,000
1954 2,857 8,231,000 567,000 360, 000
1959 2,354 10,943,000 543,000 338,000
1964 2,156 10,482,000 824,000 507, 000
1969 2,112 10,708, 000. 753,000 521,000
1974 2,076 10,814,000 778,000 551,000
Utah
1950 24,176 10,865, 000 1,138,000 1,279,000
1954 22,826 12,262,000 1,073,000 1,228,000
1959 17,811 12,688,000 1,062,000 1,062,000
1964 15,759 12,868,000 1,092,000 1,039,000
1969 13,045 11,313,000 1,025,000 1,024,000
1974 12,184 10,610,000 970, 000 1,089,000
3024-1
Source: Department of Commerce, 1977.
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about twice as large an acreage as the Utah study area farms. With somewhat
less agricultural land there are many more farm operations in the Utah
counties, 1,602 compared to 565 in Nevada. Utah agriculture is also less
dominated by the livestock industry, and has a more diversified agriculture.
Esmeralda and Lander counties in Nevada possess much larger op:rations than
the average for the whole study area with approximately 6,250 and

10,790 acres respectively per farm.

The above data include all cropland, pastureland and rangeland which
is not used under Government permit. The majority of rangeland in Western
States is under Government permit on BCM, NFS, and state land. In Nevada,
Lander County, which has a relatively large portion of its land in private
ownership (18.2 percent), has the highest percentage of its area in farm-
land with 17.4 percent. In Utah, the highest percentage of county area in
farmland is Iron County with 21.8 percent. Overall, the study area counties
have about 19 percent of the non-government permit farmland in the two
state region.

Nevada

In the Nevada/Utah region, the Nevada study area counties have a
somewhat larger amount of acreage in agricultural development (1,860,500
versus 1,733,000 acres). Agriculture has historically provided an important
part of the economy in the rural counties. Except for Clark and Tooele
Counties, all other study area counties have a higher percentage of their
total income from farming than the state percentage. Many of these areas
were settled for farming purposes as much as for mining and mineral develop-
ment. Over the years, many of the mining operations have come and gone
whereas agriculture has been relatively stable in terms of production levels,
areas farmed and amounts of farm products produced. Agriculture in Nevada
is heavily tied to the livestock industry which, because of the ris: and
fall of beef prices, causes a substantial fluctuation in the value of
agriculture feed crops produced.

About 22.0 percent of the farmland in Nevada lies in the study area
counties (see Table 3.1.1-3). Most planning and zoning ordinances in the
state cite the protection of agriculture as one important policy of the
county. FPollowing is a resume of agriculture in each of the study area
counties:

Clark County

Clark County is located in southeastern Nevada with the California
border to the west and the Arizona border to the east. Las Vegas serves as
the county seat and is surrounded by a large amount of private land
relative to other Nevada counties. Ownership of most of the remainder of
Clark County is held by various agencies of the federal government. Clark
County has the largest number of farms (147) and the smallest average faym
size (530 acres) of the Nevada study area counties. The 78,000 acres of
farmland in Clark County represent 0.9 percent of the State's total
farmland.




Esmeralda County

Esmeralda County is located in the southwesterly part of the state
adjacent to the California border. As with most Nevada counties, most of
the land is under federal land ownership (92 percent). The public land is
used primarily for livestock grazing under government permit. The county
has 26 farms utilizing some 162,600 acres of non-federal land. Most of
the cropland in Esmeralda County is located in the westerly part of the
county near the California border.

Eureka County

Eureka County is in the north-central part of the state. Cropland is
found in the southern part of the county near the city of Eureka and again
in the northern part of the county along the Humboldt River. In Eureka
County, 265,400 acres of land is identified as agricultural land on about
7.4 percent of the land area of the county. Sixty-two separate farms are
identified averaging about 4,300 acres each.

Lander County

Lander County contains about 626,000 acres of agricultural land with
58 separate farms averaging nearly 11,000 acres each. Over 17 percent of
the land in the county is devoted to agriculture excluding federal land. H
The 626,000 acres represents about 7.4 percent of the farmland in Nevada i
(excluding BLM and NFS rangeland). Lander County is also located in the
north-central part of the State of Nevada, and covers approximately the
same land area as Eureka County. Most of the agricultural land is found
along the Reese River near Austin, in the southern portion of the county
and along the Humboldt River near Butte Mountain in the northern part of
the county.

Lincoln County

Agricultural land in Lincoln County is very limited. Partly because
of the high percentage of land under public jurisdiction and limited water
supplies, only some 58,000 acres of agricultural land have been developed,
much less than in other study area counties. Most of the agricultural land
is in the southern part of the county in the Pahranagat Valley near Alamo
and Ash Springs, along with some land in the eastern part of the county
around Panaca and to a small extent near Ursine (Eagle Valley). There are
a few small parcels south of Caliente, along the railroad, but these areas
are small in size and scattered in location.

Nye County

Nye County, in central Nevada, is normally considered to be oriented
to a mining and mineral development economy. There are, however, some
445,000 acres of agricultural land. Much of this land is located in the
southern part of the county near Pahrump and in the north-central portion
north of Round Mountain. There are 97 farms in Nye County with an average
farm size of about 4,600 acres.




White Pine County

White Pine County is located along the east-central border of Nevada.
Most of the county is high in elevation, limiting the number of growing
days for agricultural crop production. In spite of this handicap, there
are 231,000 acres of agricultural land in the county. Agricultural lands in
White Pine county are relatively scattered with major agricultural areas
being in the Preston-Lund area, in the southern part of the county, near
Baker, aleng the eastern border, and at scattered locations up and down
most of the north/south valleys in the county. There are 100 farms in the
county with an average size of 2,300 acres. Just over 5 percent of the total
county land area is devoted to agriculture.

Utah

Agriculture is important to the counties of southwestern Utah, espe-
cially in Millard County where 37.3 percent of the personal income is
derived from agriculture (see Table 3.1.1-1). Historically, the area was
settled by pioneers sent to colonize and develop agriculture. These
people were required, of necessity, to live on the land and
to support themselves with what they produced. Since that time, conditions
have changed. Farms, while declining in total land area, have become
larger in size as farm units have been combined into more economic units.
Numbers of farm operators have diminished and other sourcesof employment and
income have, in many areas, replaced agriculture as the prime economic base.

The fact that farms and farm operations are still important to the
econom of tlic area, however, is evidenced by the fact that in all areas
where planning studies have been prepared, local residents have established
planning policies and developed ordinances which protect and attempt to pre-
serve the remaining agricultural land. Table 3.1.1-3 shows the number of
farms in southwestern Utah, by county, the average farm size, the total
acreage in farmland and farmland as a percentage of all land. About
1¢.3 percent of the farmland in Utah lies in the Utah study area counties.

Beaver County

The 183 farms in Beaver County comprise 150,000 acres or 9.1 percent
of the land area in the county (Table 1.2.1-2). The average farm is about
820 acres. Farmland in Beaver County is located primarily in three general
areas. In the Milford area, farmland is located southward from the town
and inclades a larqge part of the harvested cropland in the county.

Another area of farmland though much smaller, is located west and south
of Minersville and the third major farming area is located north and west
from Beaver City. Farmland extends northward from Beaver City to
Manderfield area and westward to the Greenville/Adamsville area.

Iron County

Iron County has 337 farms containing some 460,000 acres of land, or
about 22 percent of the land area in the county (Table 3.1.1-3). Farms in
Iron County average 1360 acres which is among the largest in the area and
state. Most of the farmland in Iron County is located around Beryl Junction
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and New Castle in the western part of the county, north and west of
Kanarraville in the southern part, north and west of Cdear City in the Cedar
Valley area, and between Summit and Paragonah toward the north-easterly part
of the county.

Juab County

Juab County is located in the west-central part of the state just
south of Tooele and Utah counties &nd has 157,000 acres of agricultural
land on 201 farms (Table 3.1.1-3). About 7 percent of the land in the
county is farmland. In Juab County most of the farmland is located in the
eastern part of the county in the Nephi Valley. Some smaller areas are
found in the western part of the county in connection with the Goshute Indian
Reservation and a small amount is in the northern part of the county near
Eureka.

Millard County

Millard County, the third largest county in Utah, is located in the
southwestern part of the state. It contains the most agricultural land of
study area counties in Utah. Over 536,000 acres of farmland in the county
on 652 farms (i.e., 12.3 percent of the land in the county) is devoted to
agriculture (Table 3.1.1-3). The 536,000 acres represents about 5.1 percent
of all of the farmland in Utah (excluding federal and state open rangeland).

Tooele County

Tooele County is adjacent to the Nevada border in the north-central
area of Utah. The central portions of the county are occupied by the
Wendover Bombing and Gunnery Range on the Great Salt Lake Desert. Approxi-
mately 430,000 acres are used for farming purposes by 229 separate farm
operators in Tooele County. Tooele County has the largest average farm
size, 1,876 acres, of the Utah study area counties.

Croplands

Croplands are a subset of a broader category of farmland discussed in
the previous section. Details of the averages of total harvested and
irrigated cropland are presented in Table 3.1.1-4. The 563,000 acres of
cropland equal only 15.6 percent of the 3,599,500 acres of farmland in the
Nevada/Utah study area counties. The small percentage of land which is
suitable for cropland reflects the scarcity of irrigation resources and
the historical pattern of land ownership within the study area. Land which
has water access has been patented and withdrawn from the BLM administration
through the Desert Land Entry Program, which will be disucssed later. Land
for crops is thus found to occur on private property.

Lander and Pershing counties in Nevada on the northern extreme of the
potential deployment area have large private land holdings tracing back to
the property transfer associated with construction of the Union Pacific
Railroad. 1In addition, the Humboldt River flows through these counties




Table 3.1.1-4. Cropland acreage Nevada/Utah study area
counties, 1974.

CROPLAND CROPLAND AS
CouNTY cro p | eaReeT0 | usep owy por | LW | pROPORTION OF .,
"ROPLAND PASTURE STATE CROPLAND
" e —
Clark 12,000 8,000 2,000 11,000 1.6
Esmeralda 6,000 4,000 2,000 8,000 0.8
Eureka 34,000 24,000 6,000 31,000 4.5
Lander 38,000 28,000 4,000 32,000 5.0
Lincoln 30,000 13,000 16,000 19,000 4.0
Nye 28,000 16,000 7,000 28,000 3.7
Pershing 38,000 35,000 3,000 36,000 5.0
4 White Pine 28,000 15,000 7,000 24,000 3.5
3 Nevada
Total 214,000 143,000 47,000 189,000 28.4
Beaver 27,000 21,000 4,000 23,000 1.5
1l
Iron 66,000 43,000 16,000 46,000 3.6 :
Juab 60,000 26,000 16,000 14,000 3.3
Millard 157,000 98,000 25,000 93,000 8.5
Tooele 39,000 18,000 14,000 15,000 2.1
utan 349,000 206,000 75,000 191,000 19.0
Total
Nevada/
Utah 563,000 349,000 246,000 380,000 21.7
Totai

502-1
Source: Department of Commerce, 1977.
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giving them greater water access and consequently greater opportunity for !
irrigation and cropland agriculure. Cropland averages in Utah are greater
than in Nevada with Millard, Iron, and Juab counties having the most exten-
sive cropland ‘areas. Cropland statistics presented in Table 3.1.1-4 confirm
these observations. Due to the arid environment of the Great Basin almost

. all of the harvested cropland occurs on land which is irrigated. The
geographic distribution of cropland is presented in Figure 3.1.1-3.
Although cropland occurs within each county in the potential deployment area
(Table 3.1.1-4), Figure 3.1.1-3 shows that cropland is not distributed evenly
throughout the region. Rather, due to the localized availability of water,
cropland and irrigated agriculture are located in very specific areas within
each county. This distribution makes it potentially possible to success-
fully avoid cropland in the siting of the M-X project. 1In addition, a
preponderance of the irrigation lands are located on the outer boundaries
of the study area, namely, along the Humboldt River in Nevada and
along Interstate 15 in I'tah, facilitating avoidance of these sensitive
areas. :

The prevalence of irrigated cropland is almost always associated with
higher productivity levels and population densities. Table 3.1.1-5 pre-
sents data on the economic productivity of agriculture within the counties.
Clark, Iron and Millard counties are clearly the most productive, receiving
over 35 percent of the agricultural returns in the study area for 1974.
Only Iron County has a majority of its agricultural dollars coming from
their cropland. BAlfalfa seed and potatoes are very important components of
agricultural output in Iron and Millard Counties with Iron County being the
potato center of Utah and the area around Delta in Millard County being the
center for alfalfa seed production. Production could be consideraly expanded
if more irrigation water was made available (Sevier Desert URA, 1973).

The value of agricultural products sold in 1974 for the total of the
study area connties was about 74,278,000 with about 66 percent from Utah
counties. Nevada counties received 78 percent of its agricultural market
value from livestock, while in Utah counties livestock contributed nearly
62 percent. While livestock grazing dominates agriculture and is the most
prevalent land-use pattern on both private land and BLM administered
land in the N2vada/Utah study area, Utah with its somewhat milder climate
and greater access to water supplies for irrigation is getting
approximately 38 percent of its agricultural return from its cropland.

The greater incidence of irrigated cropland and private property

in Utah explains why Utah study area counties can support over twice as
many farm operations as the Nevada study area counties with much less total
acreage of farmland (Table 3.1.1-3). Much more intensive farming on

smaller holdings is prevalent in the Utah study area counties including such
activities as numerous dairy farms, some feedlots, orchards, sugar beets,
corn for grain and silage, and other irrigated and dryland crops. This
productive agriculture supports numerous small towns in the eastern portion
of the study area.

Tables 3.1.1-6 and 3.1.1-7 present information on the production and
value of various crops grown in Nevada and Utah. Hay, including alfalfa
and wild hay, is the most prevalent crop, comprising 83 percent of the
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Table 3.1.1-5.
Nevada/Utah study area counties, 1974.

Market value of agricultural products sold,

VALUE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF LIVESTOCK OTHER VALUE OF
AGRICULTURAL CROPS AND AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTS AGRICULTURAL
COUNTY PRODUC'TS SOLD | HAY (PERCENT PRODUCTS (PERCENT OF | PRODUCTS AS
(THOUSANDS OF COUNTY (PERCENT OF COUNTY PERCENTAGE OF
OF DOLLARS) TOTAL) COUNTY TOTAL) TOTAL) STATE TOTAL
PERCENTAGE
Nevada
Clark 7,734 8.8 89.3 0.9 5.8
Esmeralda 1,233 40.0 59.9 0.1 0.9
Eureka 3,476 35.8 64.2 Q.0 2.6
Lander 3,821 22.3 77.7 0.0 2.9
Lincoln 2,096 17.5 82.5 0.0 1.6
Nye 3,068 38.8 60.9 0.3 2.3
¥hite Pine 3,399 8.9 88.5 1.6 2.5
Total 24,827 21.1 78.4 0.5 18.6
Utah
Beaver 6,560 30.7 69.3 0.0 1.9
Iron 11,718 53.9 43.9 .2 3.4
Juab 3,133 37.0 62.3 .1 0.2
Millard 24,434 35.6 61.5 .4 7.2
Tooele 3,609 20.1 78.2 1.6 1.1
Total 49,451 38.2 61.6 0.2 14.6
Nevada/Utah
Total 74,278 33.7 65.9 0.4 15.7
501-3
Source: Department of Commerce (1877)
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Table 3.1.1-6.

Value of major crops in Nevada,

1977.

! ACRES HARVESTED PRODUCTION VALUE OF PRODUCTICN
‘ CROP
| THOUSAND THOUSAND epee
i ACRES PERCENT PER ACRE THOUSAND UNIT DOLLARS PERCENT
!
! Winter Wheat 16.0 3 60.0 960 bushels 2,544 3
! Spring Wheat 12.0 2 50.0 600 bushels 1,560 2
!
| oQats 4.0 1 55.0 220 bushels 286 .
! Barley 19.0 4 65.0 1,235 bushels 2,408 k)
i
© Alfalfa seed 15.5 3 520.0 8,060 pounds 10,075 12
' cotton, Lint 1.3 . 628.0 1.7 bale 465 1
| Potatces 14.0 3 340.0 4,760 ewe. 13,804 17
+ Corn for

Silage 3.0 1 15.0 45 ton 945 1
! Alfalfa Hay 180.0 36 3.4 603 ton N/A N/A

All other
Hay 240.0 48 1.2 276 ton N/A N/A
‘1 Hay 420.0 83 2.1 879 ton 48,785 60
Total 508.4 100.0 —_— _— —_ 80,934 100.0
503-1
*Less than 1 percent.
Source: Nevada Agricultural Statistics, 1977.
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 1979.
3-16
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Table 3.1.1-7.

Value of major crops in Utah, 1977.

ACRES HARVESTED PRODUCTION VALUE OF PRODUCTION
CRoP THOUSAND I yrew THOUSAND
ACRES PERCENT | PER ACRE THOUSAND UNIT DOLLARS PERCENT
winter Wheat 180.0 17.7 23.0 4,140 bushels 10,557 5.9
Spring Wheat 24.0 2.4 24.0 576 bushels 1,469 .8
Jats 10.0 1.0 55.0 550 bushels 770 .4
Barley 115.0 11.3 54.0 6,210 bushels 11,489 6.5
| Alfalfa seed 13.0 1.3 250.0 3,250 pounds 3,738 2.1
Potatoes 5.4 .5 240.0 1,296 cwt. 4,056 2.3
Corn (Grain) 13.0 1.3 89.0 1,197 bushels 2,835 1.6
| Corn for Silage 62.0 6.1 17.0 1,054 tons 18,129 10.2
: Sugar Beets .8 1.0 17.7 173 tons 3,1356! 1.9
Sugar Beet Seed 0.2 * 22.9 5,042 cwt. 202 .1
Fruit 12.0 1.2 - 49 tons 14,275 8.0
All Hay 584.0 57.3 3.2 1,842 tons 106,836 60.1
Dry Beans 1.0 .1 2 2 cwt, 46 .
Total 1,019.4 101.22 - - - 177,758 99.92
504-1

*Less than 1 percent

lgstimate based on 1976 price

2poes rot add to 100 due to rounding error

Source: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 1977,
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harvested acres in Nevada and 57 percent in Utah. 1In both states, hay
contributes 60 percent of the market value of crop prduction. The contri-
bution of potatoes to Nevada farmers comprises 17 percent of the market
value of the 1977 crop output. The data in Table 1.2.1-7 confirms the
earlier observation that Utah has a more diversified agricultural
industry. Wheat, barley, corn, sugar beets, and many varieties of

fruit are grown in Utah. Utah's fruit crop on just 12,000 acres produces
8 percent of Utah production value, at $14,275,000. Comparing the level of
production achieved per acre cultivated between the two states, Nevada's
potatoes, alfalfa seed, barley, and wheat are much more productive than
their Utah counterparts. This greater productivity per acre cultivated is
the result of a higher proportion of irrigation on lands cultivated for
crops in Nevada. The greater amount of dry cropping in Utah has a lower
level of production, but with much less capital investment and operating
costs required.

Future Changes in Cropland

The cropland changes discussed here relate to changes that are pro-
jected to occur in the amount of irrigated land in each of the hydrologic
units and each of the counties being studied. While no direct projections
of changes in the amount of irrigated cropland in the future are available,
projection of the amount of water expected to be consumed for agriculture
have been made for many areas, and the average projections foynd here are
derived from those data.

Nevada

Table 3.1.1-8 indicates the 1980 estimated irrigated land total for
the proposed M-X Study area in Nevada. Data is presented by hydologic unit.
These figures were extrapolated from various sources and presented in the
1980 Desert Research Institute Document entitled, Industry Activity Informa-
tion, Nevada M-X Siting Area. Future land area requirements for irrigated
agriculture were assuried to remain constant through the year 2000. This
assumption is questionable pending the final disposition of the Carey and
DLE land acts.

The current trend in agriculture has been toward fewer farms with
more acreage. On the whole, there has been a reduction in the acres farmed
due to several factors. These include rising operating costs; including
fuel, land, energy costs for irrigation, as well as labor, which makes farm-
ing on marginal land uneconomical. Problems with enough water to irrigate
crops has been one major reason for the agricultural decline in this area.
Water withdrawal has exceeded perennial yields in many areas with associated
costs, as water quality decreases. Several areas in Nevada may be suitable for
irrigation but the physical problems associated with providing water may
preclude their use. Unless new deep well technology, major new reservoirs,
or water importation schemes are developed, the future is expected to pro-
duce little or no expansion of irrigated agriculture and little increases in
irrigated croplands.

o -




Table 3.1.1-8., Projected irrigated croplandi Nevada M-X study area

counties, through 2000.
('_——___~_‘____-'_“~_A“ T Aﬁh_"ﬂf‘”if e
. . I BasIN e e vaup BASIN ympe
j BASIN MNAME ! NUNBER 4 ACRES J BASIN NAME l NUMBER ACRES
? e

Bryg Smoky Valley { : | Coal Valley LN=1T2 0 ‘ |

( Tononah Flat) N-1374 ¢ 2,070 ! | '

Big Smoky Valley [ ‘ i Garden Valiey IoN-172 : 160

. e ; o |
‘5. Par | N-137 26

tNo. Part) , N-1378 ;11,260 I Railroad Valley i
Kobeh Valley ©ON-139 1,800 (So. Part) tON-1T3A ¢}
Monitor Valley . . 1

N . Rutlroad Valley
I e 1 n g0 b

130 Puart) , N-idoB 2,212 (No. Part) CON-1TBB L 6,600
Ralston Vallev N-141 ‘ 100
Vkali Spring ‘ Steptoe Valley X-179 13,000
Alks Spring . ;

Valley ‘ o e .

(Esmeralda) N- 142 0 Cave Valley ‘ N-150 . 400
Clavton Villey N-143 80 . Dry Lake Valley ON-181 3
e Ve e N
bida Valley Nolad 80 Delamar valley N-182 o
Stonewall Flat N-143 0]

Sarcobatus Flac N-146 ago | Lake Valley L oN-183 8.300

Cactus Tlat N-148 ) 0 . Spring Valley N-184 9.€50

tone Cabin Valley N-149 750 Pleasant Valley N-194 ! 204

Littie Fish Laxe i ! j

Valley . N-150 ; 240 ! Snake valley | N-195 2,500
Antelope Valley ) ‘ ; . i i - N ; -

(Eureka and Nye) ©N-151 300 Hawlin Valley N-196 50
Stevens Basin ©N-152 1 0 Dry Valley . N-198 1.100

. g . © = o
Diamond Valley N-133 37,000 Rose Valley N-199 350
Newark Valley I N-134 4.80Q ‘ )

Little Smoky Valley | Fagle Valley ‘ N-200 . 200

(No. Part) { Nm1S5a L7901 spring valley ' N-201 | 1,400
Little Smoky Valley ! : | |

(Central Part) ¢ N-155B ; 0 l Patterson Valley | N-202 ! 0

I
. - [T . ! |

HITLLe pmosy Valley o lssc | o | Panaca valley . N-203 2,300

i . be [ N- : l i .
dot Creek | N-136 f 300 | Clover Valley ' §-204 300

| '

Lmégﬁggt(tiiéey | ' i Lower Mecadow Valley | N-205 1.500

oom (La ! : ‘

v 5 N-1584 .

alley) } -1584 . 0 i Kane Springs Valley | N-206 : 0

Tikapoo Valley | ! i !

{No. Part) ‘ N-1694a | ; White River Valley N-207 ! 8,C00

; \ { ! !
- ‘ . .

Pe?g;ié S;lii; | i Pahroc Valley | N-208 j 0 i
R N-17 ! a ‘ | i
| valley) l N-170 1.000 Pahranagat Valley I N-209 & 5.200
i | t | il |
b = e Ll
; TOTAL | 124,06z |

2944-1

‘Acres indicated for each valley were derived by DRI:

4. From "Water for Nevada: Forecasts for the future - Agriculture,’” published by
State Engineer’'s Office, Nevada Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources,
Carson City, 1974.

b. From the Nevada Water Rescurces Fecopnaissance Series reports as prepared by the
U.S. Ecological Survey in Cooperatison with the Nevada Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources.

Souren:  Desert Rescarch Iastiture, 1980,
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Utah

Table 3.1.1-9 illustrates the 1974 irrigated land total for study
areas counties and consumptive water use for irrigated purposes. Millard
County in 1975, had the largest amount of area, approximately 93,200 acres
devoted to irrigated land. By the year 2000 it is projected that this land-
area will increase 3.6 percent to about 96,600 acres. Beaver County will
experience the lurgest increase of 26,000 acres from 1975 to 2000. These
projected land requirements are based on 1975 consumptive water usage for
irrigation and projected 2000 consumptive water use.

The current trend in agriculture has been towards fewer farms with
more acreage. On the whole, there has been a reduction in the acres farmed
due to several factors. These include using fuel, land, energy costs for
irrigation, as well as labor, which makes farming on marginal land uneco-
nomical. Problems with enough water to irrigated cropland has been one
major reason for the agriculture decline in this area. Overdrafting has
taken place in Milford and Delta areas for decades with associated costs,
as pumping expenses increase and water quality decreases. Although several
areas in Utah may be suitable for expanded irrigated crop production, the
availability and cost of providing necessary water may restrict this use.
Unless new deep well technology, major new reservoirs, or water importation
schemes are developed, the future is expected to produce little or no
expansion of irrigated agriculture and few increases in harvested acreage of
croplands in Utah.

Desert Land Entry Program

In cases where soil suitable for crop production exists and where
water can be developed for irrigation, public land can be removed from
federal administration and can be conveyed to private ownership under the
Desert Land Entry Program (DLE) of 1877. Because of the typically low
productivity of desert lands and high expense of developing systems of
irrigation, the Homestead Act providing 160 acres (64 ha) of land to
aspiring farmers was felt to be inadequate for supporting a profitable
operation. ‘The 1877 Desert Land Entry Act provided procedures for an
individual to receive 640 acres (256 ha) for $1.25/acre to be improved
through irrigation. Amendments later reduced the acreage to 320 acres
(128 ha) for an individual (640 acres (256 ha) for a family), and contained
specific requirements for irrigation. (One eighth of the entry is to be
cultivated and irrigated to produce profitable results. A DLE claimant has
four years to show proof of the reclamation, i.e., cultivation and improve-
ments of the land to qualify for patent title.) Between 1877 and 1976,
1,687 applications have been patented on 376,338 acres (150,535 ha) in the
State of Nevada compared to 3,308 applications on 514,764 acres (205,906 ha)
in Utah (Department of the Interior, 1979). The most active period of
interest occurred from WW II to 1964 when 758 patents for 187,371 acres
(74,948 ha) were recorded. The scarcity of water for developing irrigation
sources has severely limited the utilization of this program in Nevada. In
fact, due to concern over appropriating scarce water in some valleys, the
program was terminated in Nevada on June 4, 1964 by the Secretary of the
Interior, to provide time for assessment of water availability and agricultural
potential of the valleys.

S and e ool




Table 3.1.1-9. Irrigated farmland and consumptive water use
in Utah, selected counties.

WATER CONSUMPTION FOR PERCENT
IRRIGATION PURPOSES IRRIGATED AREAS (ACRES) CHANGE
STATE/COUNTY (ACRE-FT.)
5| e || e | e
Utah
Beaver 60,500 130,400 22,500 48,600 1186
Iron 124,500 268,300 46,400 99,900 115
Millard 289,700 300, 200 93,200 96,600 3.6
Juab 43,600 45,200 14,100 14,600 3.6
2945

Seurce: U.S. Department of Energy. 1980b




The moratorium on Desert Land Entries was lifted January 1, 1979,
Over 8,000 inquiries and 1,745 applications were received during the initial
90-day filing period. An analysis of the economics of farming new desert
land entries in Nevada was recently completed by the BLM Nevada state office.
Their findings suggest that the current level of agricultural prices, land
preparation costs, the costs of developing wells, purchasing irrigation
equipment, and expending energy to irrigate is so high that only under
assumptions of above average crop yields for potatoes, or alfalfa seed does
it appear profitable to even attempt a Desert Land Entry application. The
major problem facing new DLE applicants is the lack of unallocated water
in most of the areas where applications were entered. Inasmuch as processing
Desert Land Entry applications is an unbudgeted item (hence a low priority
item) for the Nevada BLM, it is estimated that it will be years before any
of the current applications will be allocated for farming. The Desert Land
Entry program is available in all of Elko County and in portions of other
counties in southern and western Utah, but ncone of this land falls within
the study region.

NV-UT Agricultural Summary

Agriculture statistics, based on 1974 census figures, show an industry
that involved 2,167 farms, producing a variety of crops and livestock, with
a combined economic value of $74,278,000 to the l2-county study area. The
1974 average farm production is approximately $34,000, representing money
which circulates throughout the community as labor and operations costs,
profits, taxes, etc. Many small communities exist servicing the needs of
this group, selling implements, shipping products to market, managing the
federal land, and providing a social situation for carrying on the distinc-
tive lifestyles of the region.

Two distinct types of farming operations have been observed as character-
istic of the study areaa. First is the part-time farmer who lives on farm-
land, and runs a few cattle or plants a small crop, while keeping another
job nearby or commuting to an urban area for employment. Second, and more
important in terms of output, are the full-time farm and livestock
operations which are very large, including large amounts of equipment,
land, federal leasing privileges, and hired help.

The average income of farmers in Nevada is not commensurate with the
very large average farm size and shows great fluctuations with the prices
of livestock and the scale of the operation. Income, where crop production
is a large share of agricultural output, show the greatest stability,
while counties most dependent on cattle show the greatest variation
and instability. Many farmers with small operations find they must
work off the farm to support their families and ranch operations. Statistics
for 1974 report that just over half (54 percent) of the farmers reported
working off-farm. Lander, Eureka, Lincoln, and Nye counties show negative
net proprietors' income for 1974 to 1976, thus providing a strong induce-
ment to augment their income from another job source (Department of the
Interior, May 1979).

Unlike Nevada, Utah's more diversified agriculture showed an increasing
average farm income since 1973. Many farms near cities and large towns are
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primarily residential in function, although they qualify as farms for
statistical reporting if they produce over $50 worth of production and are
over 10 acres in size. These are part-time farmers whose principal occupa-
tion is something other than farming. The 1974 Census of Agriculture roports
46.2 percent of Utah farms fit this category. The full-timc farm income: is
no doubt much higher than the reported average for all farms in 1974 of
$32,238.

A major source of agricultural information for the study area is the
1974 Census of Agriculture for Nevada and Utah. This census provides the
data base for agricultural information in the 1977 County and City bata Book
which summarizes agricultural data by county. The 1974 census data are
updated for a number of variables of interest by state-generated agricultural
statistics. Nevada Agricultural Statistics, 1977, Utah Agricultural Sta-
tistics, 1978, and Analysis of Agricultural Potential for Desert Landc Entries
in Nevada, 1979 are also data sources but provide incomplete coveraje of
agriculture at the county level and little information on futurc develop-
ments. Tables and figures concerning agricultural crops rely predominantly
on these sources of information. Data have been aggregated and presented in
summary form for a number of variables which best describe agricultural
phenomena of relevance and interest to the M-X siting analysis.

BLM documents, including map overlays, provide agricultural and grazing
information by various geographic breakdowns such as district, resource
area, and planning unit for the study area. Information concerning livestock
production and grazing are presented for the 31 separate planning units in
the study area. The coverage on some variables is incomplete and most
inventories compiled between 1972-1974 are generally more dated than the
1974 Census of Agriculture. Moreover, Utah BLM districts have recently
changed their resource area and planning unit boundaries thus makini
statistical comparisons with county level data difficult.

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO REGION (3.1.2)

Because of the vast amounts of land used, agriculture is a very impor-
tant land use in both Texas and New Mexico. However, in 1978 income
accounted for only 1.7 percent of the total Texas personal income, 3.9 per-
cent of this, in total New Mexico income. The U.S. average was .5 vercent
(BEA, April, 1979). Table 3.1.2-1 shows this data.

General Agriculture

The economy of most of the Texas/New Mexico study arcas counties is
highly dependent upon agriculture. Approximately 25 percent of the study
area is in irrigated cropland, 15 percent is in non-irrigated cropland, and
50 percent is in rangeland. In addition, about 50 percent of the livestock
sold in Texas in 1974 was in the Texas study area countics while the study
area counties produced approximately 40 and 80 percent of the state total
sorghum production for Texas and New Mexico, respectively.

Farming trends from 1950-1974 for Texas and New Mexico are shown in
Table 3.1.2-2, and are represented graphically in Figures 3.1.2-1 and 3.1.2-2.




Table 3.1.2-1. Agricultural income and earnings as a
percentage of total income, Texas/
New Mexico study area counties, 1978.

STATE/COUNTY PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL INCOME

Texas 1.7
Bailey 26.1
Castro 46 .7
Cochran 18.4
Dallam 19.9 I
Deaf Smith ' 3.3 |
Hale | 14.3 |
Hartley ! 22.9 :
Lamb ! 28.5 :
Moore -6.31 %
Oldham : 41.0 !
Parmer 5 9.7 E
Randall : -8.0! |
Sherman ! -137.1! i
Swisher i 45.2 :
| New Mexico ; 3.9 j
Chaves ! 12.2 i
Curry % 9.8 :
De Baca ! 42.0 |
Harding | 22.6 {
_ Lea | 5.2 1
- Quay | 21.9 |
Roosevelt | 32.5
Union 51.0 ‘
U.s. | 2.5 |

IFarm income was negative.

Source: BEA, July, 1980.




Table 3.1.2-2.

Trends in farming in Texas and New Mexico

Lepartment of Commerce,

1977.

1950~-1974.
NUMBER ACREAGE IRRIGATED HARVESTED
YEAR F TARMS IN FARMS ACREAGE IN FARMS | ACREAGE IN FARMS
Texasg
1950 331,5¢€” 145,389,000 3,132,000 28,108,00C
195« 292,947 145,813,000 4,707,000 24,885,000
1952 227,071 143,218,000 5,656,000 22,236,000
1964 205,11% 141,705,000 6,385,000 19,408,000
19¢9 Z13,85¢ 142,567,000 €,888,000 19,825,000
1974 174,088 134,1€5,000 6,594,000 19,014,000
tiew Mexicc
1920 23,599 47,822,000 655,000 1,898,000
1954 2.,07¢ 49,451,00C 650,000 1,135,00C
Lo 18,91¢ 46,293,000 732,000 1,077,c0C
1904 8, 20¢ 47,64¢,00C 813,000 9C€, 000
19¢ 11,641 4¢,792,000 823,000 1,008,000
1974 11,282 47,04€,000 867,000 976,000
3030-1
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Figure 3.1.2-1. Trends in farming in Texas, 1950-1974.
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SOURCE: DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 1977
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It is apparent that the number of farms has been reduced by one-half over
this time period while the acreage in the farms has declined slightly in
Texas and remained constant in New Mexico. Hence the acreage per farm has
increased. Irrigated acreage has increased significantly in both states by
more than doubling in Texas and increasing by about 34 perxrcent in New Mexico
between 1950 and 1974. Simultaneously the harvested acreage has declined
over the time period further increasing the proportion of the harvested
acreage under irrigation.

The New Mexico study area counties have a greater amount of agricul-
tural acreage than do the Texas study area counties. The number of farms,
total farmland acreage, and the percentage of the states' total farmland
for Texas and New Mexico study area counties is indicated in Table 3.1.2-3.
The average farm size in the study area counties of New Mexico is almost
three times larger than the average farm size in Texas. Such a difference
reflects the greater dependence upon the livestock industry in New Mexico
which requires larger areas for grazing. The study area counties in
New Mexico represent a significantly larger portion (29.9 percent) of
the total state farmland than the study area counties in Texas (6.7 percent).
Farmland is defined as land used for crops, pasture, and grazing except that
grazed under government permit.

Croplands

Croplands, as noted previously, are a subject of the broader category
of farmlands. In the Texas/New Mexico study area the productivity of crop-
lands is high and has been augmented by expanded irrigation. A zone of high
productivity attributable to the Ogallala aquifer, extends west from the
High Plains of the Texas Panhandle into small portions of eastern New Mexico.
Table 3.1.2-4 shows the amount of cropland, harvested cropland, and pasture
for the study area counties. The 3.0 million acres of irrigated cropland
in the Texas/New Mexico region equals 16.1 percent of the region's farmland
(Table 3.1.2-4). The Texas portion of the study area (2.6 million acres)
accounts for approximately 39 percent of the total irrigated acreage in
Texas while the comparable figure for the New Mexico counties (0.45 million
acres) is 52 percent. As such, both areas are very important to the states'
agricultural economies. The role of the study area counties in New Mexico
is larger than in Texas when the percentage of the states' total cropland
is examined: the New Mexico counties represent 61.2 percent and the Texas
counties, 13.4 percent.

The value of agricultural products sold is presented in Table 3.1.2-5.
The proportion of agricultural sales is not evenly distributed between the
20 Texas/New Mexico study area counties, as three Texas counties (Castro,
Deaf Smith, and Parmer) collectively received 38 percent of the region's
agricultural returns. The relative importance of cropland returns vis a vis
livestock returns varies between the two states as well as between counties
within each state. 1In general, the importance of cropland agriculture is
higher in Texas than New Mexico. In addition, the statewide significance of
the Texas counties is higher (29 percent) than the New Mexico counties
(13 percent) in terms of value of agricultural products sold.




Table 3.1.2-3. Farmland in Texas and New Mexico study area
counties, 1974.

NUMBER OF AVERAGE TOTAL ACREAGE FARMLAND AS PROPORTION COUNTY FARMLANG AS
COUNTY FARMS FARM SIZE m OF COUNTY LAND PROPORTION CF STATE
. ACRES FARMLAND (PERTENTAGE)" FARMLAND (PERCENTAGE)

Texas
Bailey 479 878 420,800 78.7 c.3
Castro 616 944 581,500 163.2 C.4
Cochran 297 1,376 408,600 8l.¢6 0.3
Dallam 345 2,783 960,100 10C. 4" c.7
Deaf Smith 637 1,344 856,100 86.6 0.6
Hale 1,078 €36 685,400 109.4 0.5
Hartley 196 4,€57 912,800 95,9 c.7 !
Lamb 944 €17 639,500 97.8 0.%
Moore 270 1,906 514,600 88.5 0.4
Oldham -154 5,296 813,600 86.3 0.€
Parmer 704 824 580,100 105.% 0.4
Randall 486 1,089 529,200 90.% 0.4
Sherman 300 1,865 559,500 95.4 0.4
Swisher 629 800 559,200 7.5 C.4
Total or 7,20% 1,282 9,023,000 — €.7
average

New Mexico
Chaves 517 5,316 2,771,600 71.2 5.9
Curry 636 1,31e 837,200 23.3 l.¢
DeBaca 177 7,198 1,274,900 84.% 2.7
Harding 175 7,874 1,377,30C 10C.9 2.¢
Lea 512 9,404 2,254,900 80.2 4.5
Quay 607 3,226 1,957,900 106.4 4.2

. Roosevelt 905 1,691 1,530,200 97.4 3.2 j

Union 416 4,916 2,045,000 83.7 4.3
Total or 3,945 3,561 14,048,700 - 29.9 i
average

Texas/New

Mexico Total 11,15¢ 2,064 23,071,700 — 12.7

3212-1

l1ncludes all croplané, pastures, and grazing land except that cn open ranges under government permit.

2tabulated as being in the operator's principal county which is defired as the one with the largest value
of agricultural products produced. This 1is where the operator reported all of the largest portion of his
total iand. Acs a result of this procuedur., several counties exceed 100 ypercent.

Source: Department of Jommerce, 1977,
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Table 3.1.2-4. Cropland acreage in Texas/New Mexico study area
counties, 1974.
conry | Tom | wammstep | SGGRTGEE | e eoRrron oF
PASTURE STATE CROPLAND
PERCENTAGE
Texas
Bailey 299,000 137,000 20,000 119,000 0.8
Castro 441,000 330,000 25,000 295,000 1.2
Cochran 254,000 138,000 6,000 89,000 0.7
Dallam 324,000 212,000 31,000 111,000 c.8
Deaf Smith 510,000 285,000 31,000 238,000 1.4
Hale 574,000 468,000 34,000 401,000 1.6
Hartley 217,000 130,000 12,000 84,000 0.6 j
Lamb 451,000 327,000 18,000 277,000 1.2 ;
Moore 228,000 154,000 11,000 121,000 0.6
oldham 9€,000 35,000 17,000 15,000 0.3
parmer 446,000 349,000 22,000 339,000 1.2
Randall 289,000 123,000 37,000 77,000 0.8
Sherman 342,000 232,000 21,000 161,000 0.9
Swisher 400,000 278,000 19,000 252,000 1.1
TOTAL 4,873,000 3,198,000 324,000 2,579,000 13.4
New MeXx1co
Chaves 95,000 78,000 12,000 84,000 4.3
Curry 426,000 172,000 42,000 145,00¢ 19.4
DeBaca 11,000 5,000 4,000 7,000 0.5
Harding 34,000 4,000 11,000 7,000 1.6 §
Lea 86,000 52,000 20,000 62,060 3.9
Quay 252,000 70,000 43,000 38,000 11.5
Roosevelt 346,000 181,000 58,000 84,000 15.8
Union 90,000 35,000 29,000 27,000 4.1
TOTAL 1,340,000 597,000 219,000 454,000 61.2
TEXAS/NEW
MEXICO 6,213,000 3,795,000 543,000 3,033,000 16.1
TOTAL
3033
Source: Department of Commerce, 1977.
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Table 3.1.2-5.

study area counties, 1974.

Market value of agricultural products, Texas/New Mexico

VALUE OF VALUE OF VALUE OF LIVESTOCK VALUE OF OTHER VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL
COUNTY AGRICULTURAL CROPS AND HAY AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTTS PRODUCTS AS
PRODUCTS SOLD (PERCENT OF PRODUCTS (PERCENT (PERCENT PROPOURTIONAL CF STATE
(§1000's) TOTAL} OF TOTAL) OF TOTAL) TCTAL {(PERCENT)
Texas
Bailey 48,083 39.8 60.2 0.0 s.8
Castro 204,810 30.1 €9.7 c.2 3.€
Cochran 33,919 26.5 73.3 C.2 C.€
Dallam 64,233 33.4 66.5 0.1 1.2
Deaf Smith 266,871 19.3 80.7 0.0 4.
Eale 136,017 50.0 49.9 .} .4
Hartley 80,101 20.7 79.5 0.C 1.4
Lamb 67,734 74.3 25.4 .3 1.2
Moore 101,81¢ 23.¢€ 7¢.4 c.C 1.¢
Oidham 33,731 6.2 92.3 1.5 C.e
Parmer 261,487 30.9 69.1 0.0 4.€
Randall 107,970 10.6 88.4 1.¢ 1.e
Sherman 103,445 2e.0 71.9 0.% 1.8
Swisher 124,913 28.3 71.6 0.1 .z
TOTAL 1,635,133 — —_ — 28.°
New Mexico
Chaves 84,146 20.6 79.4 c.c 1€.0
Curry 59,472 36.9 63.0 c.21 1i.4
DeBaca 6,562 15.3 84.7 g0 p
Harding 5,415 3.3 96.6 (O .
Lea 24,710 29.8 69.7 c.2 4.
Quay 27,352 15.8 B4.1 0.1 5.2
Roosgevelt 38,344 32.9 ©6.1 1.0 7.2
Union 38,580 8.1 91.8 0.1 T8
. TOTAL 284,588 — —_ —_ 54.¢€
. REGIONAL
TOTAL 1,919,721 13.2
304
Source: Department of Commerce, 1977,
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The location of irrigated and non-irrigated (dry) croplands in the
Texas/New Mexico study area is shown in Fiqures 3.1.2-3 and 3.1.2-4. The
irrigated croplands receive water from groundwater aquifers and surface
waters.

The Ogallala aquifer varies in thickness from 50 to 500 feet with
severe diminution of the supply in the thin sections. In the southern High
Plains, the supply is nearly depleted, and irrigated cropland is being
converted to dryland farming or returned to grasses. The amount of yround-
water used in the High Plains in 1974 was estimated at 8 million
acre-feet or 78 percent of the groundwater used in the entire state.

At projected rates of use, the groundwater in the study area counties

of the High Plains may only support irrigation to the year 2015. This is
one of the most severe water supply problems in Texas because of the high
agricultural productivity of this region (Texas Water Development Board,
1977).

The New Mexico Counties lie in three river basins (from north to south):
the Arkansas-White-Red River Basin, the Texas-Gulf Basin, and the Pecos
River Basin. The Arkansas-White-Red-River Basin in New Mexico is the same
basin as the Canadian, Red, and Brazos basins in Texas. (Bureau of
Reclamation, 1976.)

Of the six river sub-basins in the Arkansas-White-Red Basin, only the
Dry Cimmeron has perennial surface water flows. Groundwater in the
Arkansas River Basin is used in rural households and for watering livestock,
irrigation, and supplying a number of municipalities. Depth to groundwater
is generally less than 200 feet. Groundwater depletion in this area is
about 63,000 acre-foot per year, about 13,000 acre-foot of that being surface
water related to groundwater. It is estimated that 75 million acre-feoot
of fresh groundwater and 160 million acre-foot of slightly saline ground-
water are recoverable in the basin (Bureau of Reclamation 1976).

Future Changes in Cropland
Texas

Future baseline conditions for cropland have been analyzed by regional
planning commissions in two portions of the Texas Panhandle. The Panhandle
Regional Planning Commission in a 1978 study entitled "Region and Land
Resource Management Plan" examined current cropland acreage and projected
acreages for the year 2000. Dry cropland was projected to decrease by
1.5 percent due to the conversion of dryland to irrigated land. Irrigated
cropland was expected to increase 39 percent. The conversion of dry land
to irrigated land was assumed to be due to new and improved farming tech-
niques. The groundwater projections showed a decline in the yield between
the years 1974 and 2000. The inconsistency between these two projections,
the amount of irrigated acres and the amount of water available for irriga-
tion was not addressed. The Panhandle Regional Planning Commission pro-
jections and 1975 cropland acreages are provided in Table 3.1.2-6.

The South Plains Association of Governments (SPAG) assessed the role
of cropland in the southern portion of the Texas Panhandle (south of the
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Dry cropland in the Texas/New Mexico study area.




Table 3.1.2-6. Irrigated cropland, Texas/New Mexico
region study area counties 1975 and ;
1979 through 2000. i

IRRIGATED CROPLANL ACREAGE
STATE/COUNTY ) 1975-200C ?
19754 2000 PERCENT INCREASE
(LECREASE]
Texas
Bailey 78,700 NA NA
Castro 181,000 308,865 7C.€
Cochran 99,900 NA NA
Dallam 102,500 282,887 17¢
Deaf Smith 24¢,400 41€,80C 73.3
Hale 374,600 Na NA
Hartley 82,800 325,000 292
Lamb 232,900 NA NA :
Moore 112,600 215,000 20 |
Oldham 12,900 24,00C 86
Parmer 144,600 410,474 184
Randall 89,700 €3,23¢ (41.8)
Sherman 157,500 245,000 55.5
Swisher 244,900 270,194 10.3
IRRIGATED ACRES 1979-2000
STATE/COUNTY t INCREASE
1262 le7a 2000 ({DECREASE)
New Mexico
Chaves 99,600 94,650} 100,000 5.7
Curry 148,700 160,460 50,000 (221.0)
DeBaca 8,300 10,930| 13,080 10.7
Harding 5,500 4,150 13,110 216
Lea 73,800 74,020] 129,000 74.2
Quay 30,600 40,950 61,310 49.7
Roosevelt 82,400 110,130 65,000 (69.4)
Union 29,500 46,800 68,400 46.1
STATE TOTAL 478,400 501,140] 499,960 ( 0.2)
2946

! Texas Crop and Livestock Reporter Service, 1978.
2Fanhandie Regional Planning Commission,

New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission and New Mexicc State
Engineers Office, 1975. Bureau of Reclamation, 1976.

|




Parmer-Bailey county line) in the "Regional Land Resources Management

Plan, 1977". Croplands occupied approximately 56 percent of the SPAG stuuy
area. These lands were fairly equally divided between irrigated and non-
irrigated lands. Baseline projections into the future were not made by
SPAG. However, SPAG indicated that the decline of the groundwater table
may have adverse impacts upon the future of irrigated cropland.

The effect of agriculture prices on the amount of cropland appears to
be fairly steady if price influences found in the Nevada/Utah areas are valid
in the Texas area. Urban pressure and conversions of agricultural lands to
urban uses are present in the Panhandle region. However, the relative
impact of cropland/urban conversions is minor in comparison to the impact
of the declining groundwater supply on croplands.

In summary, it may be foreseen that the amount of irrigated cropland
in the Panhandle area of Texas will be dependent upon the availability of
groundwater. The amount of non-irrigated cropland will also be tied to the
future of the groundwater resources. As groundwater supplies diminish
some irrigated areas may revert back to non-irrigated farming. This effect
will be accompanied by a trend for rangelands to be converted to drycropping.
Hence, the total number of acres of nonirrigated cropland should increase.

New Mexico

Future baseline projections for irrigated acres of agricultural land
have been made for New Mexico using data from a 1976 study entitled "New
Mexico Water Resources Assessment for Planning Purposes" plus several back-
ground reports.

The future projections identify increases in the irrigated acreages
for six of the eight study area counties. Roosevelt and Curry counties are
projected to be subject to diminishing groundwater yields in the year 2000,
hence necessitating the retirement of some areas from irrigation. Other
counties are projected to be past the peak period of groundwater pumping
by the year 2000 but still able to maintain more irrigated acreages than
in the base years 1969-1970. Chaves and DeBaca counties are projected to
be in this category.

3.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The number of acres of land for each ownership type in each Nevada/
Utah hydrologic subunit and in each Texas/New Mexico county that would
have to be disturbed for MX, was determined by overlaying the alternative
project deployment layouts on LANDSAT images which show the location of
irrigated and dry croplands in each region, and counting the number of PSs
that would fall within each land use type. That number of PSs was then
multiplied by the average number of acres required to be disturbed per PS
(excluding operations base complexes). The average is estimated to be
32.7 acres per PS for the construction phase (total disturbed area of
150,400 acres divided by 4,600 PSs), and 20.4 acres per PS for the opera-
tions phase (total disturbed area of 93,800 acres divided by 4,600 PSs).
These are maximum expected disturbances and could be 8 to 10 percent less
in each case.
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3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section sets forth the impacts of the construction and operation
of M-X on irrigated and dry croplands. The impact data shows the number
of acres disturbed and the importance of those disturbances, in each hydro-
logic subunit in the Nevada/Utah region, and in each county in the Texas/
New Mexico region. The DDA impacts are discussed for each conceptual
deployment alternative, (Sections 3.31 and 3.3.2) and the impacts on crop-
lands within the 100 to 400 mi? suitability zones around the potential
operating bases are set forth separately (Section 3.33).

IRRIGATED CROPLANDS (3.3.1)
Proposed Action (3.3.1.1)

Figure 3.3.1-1 presents the coincidence of the Proposed Action with
its 200 clusters of 23 protective shelters each, and the irrigated cropland
for the Nevada/Utah region. The major coincidences of clusters and irrigated
cropland are in Snake, Lake, and Monitor Valleys.

Table 3.3.1-1 shows the valleys which have irrigated cropland coinci-
dent with M-X DDA facilities, the acres of cropland disturbed for both
construction and operations purposes, the percentage of each valley's crop-
land that the disturbed area represents and the level of impact potential
of those disturbances for each valley. Twenty-five of the 41 valleys with
proposed clusters have irrigated agriculture, and 10 of these 25 valleys
have cropland that could be disturbed by the Proposed Action. BAn estimated
180 acres of irrigated cropland could be disturbed during construction. After
construction, an estimated 77 acres could be returned to agriculture, and
113 acres would remain out of agriculture for the life of the project. The
180 acres and the 113 acres are equal to 0.09 and 0.06 percent of the
380,000 acres of irrigated cropland in the 41 hydrologic subunits. It can
be seen that all ten would have a low potential impact.

The impact of the project upon irrigated cropland could be mitigated
by assuring that project deployment would not interfere with irrigation
systems and access roads to cropland areas. It is anticipated that the
majority of this potentially impacted 180 acres of irrigated cropland will
be avoided during the tier two refinement of shelter and road siting.

Future non-M-X projects such as IPP, WPPP, and Nevada Moly are not
expected to directly impact large areas of irrigated cropland although
population growth in nearby communities may result in urban development on
some croplands if planning measures are not taken in advance. Because of
the permanent nature of the shelter structures, it is unlikely that the
ground on which they are located would be retrieved for agricultural purposes
in the foreseeable future. The roadway system and new AF developed water
resources could contribute to increased irrigated cropland.

Alternative 1 (3.3.1.2)

The cluster layout for Alternative 1 is the same as for the Proposed
Action.
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Table 3.3.1-1. Potential impact on irrigated cropland in Nevada/Utah
region for proposed action.
SHORT-TERM EFFECTS LONG-TERM EFFECTS
. [ IRRIGATED IRRIGATED
HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT CROPLAND CROPLAND
DISTURBED DISTURBED
POTENTIAL POTENTIAL
PERCENT IMPACT! PERCENT IMPACT!
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL
NO. NAME ACRES 1IN nyDRO- ACRES | [N wyDRO-
SUBUNIT SUBUNIT
Subunits with M-X Clusters and DTN
4 Snake 64 o6 |71 40 0.4 1T
5 Pine —_ — -_ -_
é Whaite - - —_ -
7 Fish Springs et —_ _ —_ ——
[} Dugway - - - . - - |
9 Government (reek 5 2.4 IBEREI 3 1.4 t:l:j:
48 Sevier Desert —_ -_— -—_ —_
46A | Sevier Desert & Dry Lake? —_ — —_ —
54 Wah Wah -_— —-— . ’ —_ —_—
1374 | Big Smoky-Toropah Flat 5 0.2 1. 3 0.1 1 !
136 | Kobeh 4 0.2 B 3 0.1 BEE
140A | Moni1tor—Northern 14 0.7 M 9 0.5 L1
140B | Monitor—Southern - —_ —_ -_
141 Ralston -— _ —_ —
142 | Alkal:i Spring — — — — I:::
148 Cactus Flat — —_ _ - [
149 | Stone Cabin® —_ — — —_ |
151 Antelope 4 1.8 3 1.6 i
154 Newark* —_ _— ! — —
15354 | Little Smokv—Northern —_ — : | —_— — ‘ i
155C jLittle Smoky-—~Southern - — — —
156 | Hot Creek -— -— : | —_ —_ |,
17 Penover - — l :: : - - ——————
171 | Coal - — - — L
17 Garden —_ — — —_ ;
173A | Railrovad—Southern —_ - —_ —_ —
1738 | Haliroaa—Northern 3 0.03 I 1 0.02 1]
174 Jakes"’ 9 2.0 il 6 1.4 I :
175 Long —_ _ —_ -
1788 | Butt~—South —_ — — —
179 Steptoe —_ —_ —_ —_— _
180 Cave —_— —_ | -— —_— }____J'
181 Dry Lake-® —_ _ —_ —_ |
182 Delamar - _ —_ _ — - i
183 | Lake 66 1.0 [Tl a1 0.6 R
184 Spring _ —_ -_— —
196 Hamlin —_ _— - —_ 1
202 Patterson _ -— . —
207 | White River 7 0.09 TITIT 4 0.09
208 Pahroc —_ _ -— —_
209 Pahranagat — - [ -_ —_
Overall DDA 180, 0.09 B 113 0.06 TiTT ‘
3885-2 !
! - -
[_ None. (No cropland disturbed.)
.~ T"}Low to moderately low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than 1 percent

t | 1 @ 1of cropland disturbed in subunit.)

nenoT Moderate to moderately high impact. (Less than 1,000 acres or less than
(riiiiflysill 3 percent of cropland disturbed in subunit.)

"High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of cropland
disturbed in subunit.

‘Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).

i




I AL

Alternative 2 (3.3.1.3)

DDA irrigated agriculture impacts would be the same as for the
Proposed Action.

Alternative 3 (3.3.1.4)

DDA impacts are the same as for the Proposed Action.
Alternative 4 (3.3.1.5)

DDA impacts on irrigated agriculture would be the same as for the
Proposed Action.

Alternative 5 (3.3.1.6)

The DDA impacts on irrigated agriculture would be the same for the
Proposed Action.

Alternative 6 (3.3.1.7)

The DDA impacts on irrigated agriculture would be the same for the
Proposed Action.

Alternative 7 (3.3.1.8)

Under Alternative 7, there will be a total of 200 clusters of 23 PSs
each deployed in the Texas/New Mexico region, as shown on Figure 3.3.1-2.
That figure also shows the location of the irrigated cropland and counties
in the region.

Table 3.3.1-2 shows the counties in the Texas/New Mexico study area,
the number of acres of irrigated cropland that would be disturbed by both
construction and operation phases of the project, the percentage of the
total acres of irrigated cropland in the county that the disturbed acres
represent, and the level of potential impact that those disturbances repre-

sent. All together, about 9100 acres of irrigated cropland could be disturbed

by the construction phase under Alternative 7. About 2800 of these acres
could be returned to agricultural use upon completion of construction leav-
ing about 6,300 acres remaining out of agricultural use for the life of the
project. The 9,100 and 6,300 acres represent 0.3 and 0.2 percent of the
3,194,000 acres of irrigated cropland in the Texas/New Mexico study area
counties. :

Future non-M-X projects such as the Tolk Power Plants, Highway I-27,
and the CO2 pipelines are not expected to significantly disturb irrigated
cropland in the Texas/New Mexico region. Because of the permanent nature
of PSs, it is unlikely that the ground on which they are located could be
retrieved for agricultural purposes in the foreseeable future. The roadway
system, however, could be returned to their original agriculture use upon
decommissioning of the project. In many instances, however, the roadway
system could remain open to public use where they could better serve public
purposes. The roadway system and new Air Force developed water resources
could contribute to increased irrigated cropland.
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Irrigated cropland and Alternative 7 cluster layou:,
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Texas/New Mexico.
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Table 3.3.1-2. Potential impact to irrigated cropland in Texas/New Mexico
for Alternative 7.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTS LONG-TERM EFFECTS
IRRIGATED 1RRIGATED
CROPLAND DISTURBED CROPLAND DISTURBED
COUNTY POTENTIAL POTENTIAL
PERCENT IMPArT! PERCERT IMPACT:
ACRES OF TOTAL ACRES OF TOTAL
IN COUNTY IN COUNTY
Count tes with M-X Clusters and DTN
Bailey, TX 88 0.07 $5 0.33
Castro, TX 1,097 0.37 684 0.23
Cochran. TX 19 0.62 12 0.39
Dallam, TX N 1,513 1.42 981 0.89
Deaf Smith, TX¢ 1,692 0.71 1,056 0.44
Hartlev, TX- 508 0.60 317 0.37
Hockley, TX 10 0.006 6 0.004
Lamb, TX 890 0.32 555 Q.20
Oldham, TX 64 0.43 40 0.27
Parmer, TX 2.254 0.66 1,406 0.41
Randall, TX 70 0.09 44 0.06
Sherman, TX 160 0.01 100 0.06
Swisher., TX 376 0.15 235 0.0¢
Chaves, NM 0 0 0 0
Curry, NM 165 0.11 103 0.07
DeBaca, NM 2 0.03 1 0.02
Guadalupe, NM
Harding, NM 8 0.11 5 0.07
Lea. NM ¢l [¢ 0 0 L -
Quav. NM 30 0.08 19 0.05 i
Roosevelt, NM: 34 0.04 21 0.02 B
Union. NM 99 0.37 62 0.23 i
(oxas Total 8.741 0.40 6.129 0.20 R
New Mexico
Total (DDA) 338 0.01 LI 211 0.01 Hm:[m:
Total for DDA 9,079 0.30 s | 6,340 0.20 ]
3886-3
- No impact. (No cropland disturbed.)

[TTT1T] Low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than 1 percent of
cropland disturbed in county.)

mmmnm Moderate impact. (Less than 1,000 acres or less than 3 percen!
of cropland disturbed in county.)

AR High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of

cropland disturbed 1n county.)

*Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).




The impact of the project upon irrigated cropland would be mitigated
by assuring that project deployment would not interfere with irrigation
systems, that access roads to farm areas remain open, and that natural drain-
age ways remain unimpeded whencver possible. Because about 85 percent of
the irrigated cropland in the Texas/New Mexico region occurs in the State
of Texas, the impact on such croplands could be mitigated by relocating as
many clustecrs as practical to New Mexico.

The proposed operating base near Clovis would require about 3,520
acres of irrigated cropland, for the year life of the project. -The crops
that are produced on the site are corn, wheat, and grain, which are rotated
on a seasonal basis. The 3,500 acres represents about 2.4 percent of the
143,000 acres of irrigated cropland in Curry County (Department of
Commerce, 1977).

To mitigate the impact on irrigated croplands, care cen be taken to
assure that the development of base facilities does not interfere with
irrigation systems and natural drainage areas. Relocation of the base or
annexation in another location would not be as desirable if the existing
runways at Cannon AFB were to be used and if the existing master plan for
housing at Cannon were to be complied with.

The present use of the proposed site near Dalhart is privately owned
grazing land, and no irrigated cropland would be disturbed by the project.
Relocation of the proposed base location within the suitable zone would not
change this condition.

Alternative 8 (3.3.1.9)

Alternative & is a s5plit basing system with 70 clusters in Nevada,
30 in Utah, 35 in Texas, and 65 in New Mexico. The deployment system for
the Nevada/Utali region is shown on Figure 3.3.1-3 together with cluster
coincidence with irrigated cropland. Figure 3.3.1-4 shows this information
for the Texas/New iMexico portion of Alternative 8.

Because of the permancnt nature of the shelter structures, it is
unlikely that the ground on which they would be located could be retrieved
for agricultural purposes in the foresecable future, unless they are
physically removed and tle: carth restored. The roadway systems, however,
could be¢ returned to their original agricultural use upon decommissioning
of the project. 1In many instances, however, the roadway system could remain
open to »Hublic use where thoey cnuld better serve public purposes and access
to existing farmlands. TFurther, new Alr Force developed water resources
could contribute to increased irrigated cropland.

The impact of the project upon irrigated cropland could be mitigated
by assuring that project deployment would not interfere with irrigation
systems, that access roads to Yarmlands remain open, and that natural drain-

age arcas remain unimpeded. With only slight modification to the system layout

as anticipated by tier two refincement, all croplands in Nevada/Utah could
be avoided. In Texas/llew Moexico, however, more extreme modification of the
system layout would be rerpuired to avoid using any irrigated cropland.
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Nevada/Utah

Table 3.3.1-3 shows the valleys in the Nevada/Utah study area which ]
have proposed clusters which coincide with irrigated cropland for )
Alternative 8, the number of acres of irrigated cropland that would be
disturbed by both the construction phase and operations phase of the
project, the percentage of each valley's cropland that the disturbed area ;
represents, and the level of potential impact of those disturbed acres for ‘
each valley. All together, 92 acres of irrigated cropland could be disturbed !
by the construction phase and 57 acres by the operations phase. These acre- |
ages represent 0.02 percent and 0.015 percent, respectively, of the ‘
380,000 acres of irrigated cropland in the Nevada/Utah study area counties
(Department of Commerce, 19739). The 35 acre differcnce between construction
and operations could be returned to agricultural use upon completion of the
construction phase.

Future non-M-X projects such as IPP, WPPP, and Nevada Moly are not ¢

expected to impact irrigated cropland in the Nevada/Utah region, although
population growth in nearby areas could result in urban encroachment on E
some croplands. E
|

The present use of the operating base site in Coyote Spring Valley is
for low density open rangeland, and no irrigated croplands would be impacted

by the project. Impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

Texas/New Mexico

Table 3.3.1-3 also shows the study area counties in the Texas/
New Mexico region, and the number of acres of such croplands that would be
disturbed by Alternative 8 for both construction and operations phases of
the project. Also shown are the percentage of the total county irrigated
cropland that the disturbed areas represent, and the level of potential
impact of those disturbances. All together, 1,783 acres of irrigated crop-
land could be disturbed by the construction phase, and 1,089 acres by the
operations phase. These acreages represent 0.06 and 0.04 percent respectively
of the 3,184,000 acres of irrigated cropland in the Texas/New Mexico study
area counties (Department of Commerce, 1979). The 620 difference between the
construction acreage disturbed and the operations acreage disturbed could
be returned to agricultural use after the completion of construction.

Future non-M-X projects such as the Tolk power plants, Highway I 27,
and the CO2 pipelines are not expected to use significant amounts of irri-
gated croplands (MX80-HDRS-HDRS~522).

The second operating base would be located at Clovis, New Mexico. The
impacts and mitigations are the same as in Alternative 7.
DRY CROPLANDS (3.3.2).
pProposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 6 (3.3.2.1).

Because of the arid climate, very little dryland farming takes place

in the Nevada/Utah region hydrologic subunits. Therefore, little data on
that subject exists, and no impacts on dry cropland will be presented here.

3-46




Table 3.3.1-3. Potential impact on irrigated cropland in Nevada/Utah
and Texas/New Mexico regions for Altnerative 8.

’

SHORT-TERM EFFECTS

LONG-TERM EFFECTS

IRRIGATED
CROPLAND
DISTURBED POTENTIAL

HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT
OR COUNTY

] PERCENT | [MPACT'

OF TOTAL
IN SUBUNIT
OR COUNTY

NO. NAME ACRES

IRRIGATED
CROPLAND
DISTURBED

POTENTIAL

ACRES

PERCENT
OF TOTAL
IN SUBUNIT
OR COUNTY

IMPACT!

Subunits or Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN

Snake? 0.3

Pine

White

Fish Springs
Sevier Desert
Sevier Desert & Dry Lake
Wah Wah

Little Smoky—Southern
Hot Creek

Penoyer

Coal~

Garden

173A | Railroad—Southern
173B { Railroad-—Northern
180 Cave

181 Dry Lake

182 Delamar

183 Lake

184 Spring

196 Hamlin

202 Patterson

207 White River
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Bailey, TX
Cochran, TX
Dallam, TX
Deaf Smith, TX
Hartley, TX
Hockley, TX 10
Lamb, TX _—
Oldham, TX —_
Parmer, TX —_
Chaves, NM —_
Curry, NM 24
2
8

19 0.02 i
419 0.38 1
812 0.34 i
377 0.44 1

o
o
o
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-
4

DeBaca, NM
Guadalupe, NM
Harding, NM
Lea, NM

Quay. NM? 23
Roosevelt, NM? 17
Union, NM 72

8
F

oo e)e2| )] )¢
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W
[eNoNoNel
NN O
-3

SCElaleall o

L 341 |

Overall Nevada/Utah _ EE]:I]:I]
DDA

Overall Texas/New
Mexico DDA

Overall Alternative 8

-1 - ooz

- No impact. (No irrigated cropland disturbed.)

s I::I‘*ﬂ Low impact. (Less than 100 acres or less than 1 percent of irrirated cropland

4t L Jdisturbed in subunit or county. )

1w
HJJLJJHHHHHModerate impact. (Less than 1,000 acres or lecs

cropland disturbed in subunit or county.)

cropland disturbed in subunit or county.)
“Conceptual location of Area Support Centers (ASCs).

than 3 percent of irrigated

High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of irrigated
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In any cvent, project impacts on dryland farming in the Nevada/Utah region
could be extrcmely low.

Alternative 7 (3.3.2.2)

Under Alternative 7, there would be a total of 200 clusters of 23 PSs

each deployed in the Texas/New Mexico region, as shown on Fiqure 3.3.2-1.
That figure also shows the location of the dry cropland and countics in the
region.

Table 3.3.2-1 shows the counties in the Texas/New Mcxico study arca,
the number of acres of dry cropland that would be disturbed by both con-
struction and operation phases of the project, and percentage of the total
acres of dry cropland in the county that the disturbed areas represent, and
the level of impact that those disturbances represent. All together, about
27,000 acres of dry cropland could be disturbed by the construction phase
under Alternative 7. About 10,000 of these acres could be returned to
agricultural use upon completion of construction leaving less than 17,000
acres remaining out of agricultural use for the life of the project. The
27,000 and 17,000 acres represent 0.7 and 0.5 percent of the 3,696,650 acres
of irrigated cropland in the Texas/New Mexico study area counties. The
impacts of 0.7 percent disturbance for construction phase and 0.5 percent
for operations phase are considered to be very low, because other factors
such as weather and market variations have a much greater impact on crops
and crop values.

Future non-M-X projects such as the Tolk Power Plants, Highway I-27,
and the CO2 pipelines are not expected to significantly disturb dry cropland
in the Texas/New Mexico region. Because of the permanent nature of PSs, it
is unlikely that the ground on which they are located could be retrieved for
agricultural purposes in the foreseeable future. The roadway system, how-
ever, could be returned to their original agricultural use upon decommission-

4 ing of the project. In many instances, however, the roadway System could
4 remain open to public use where they could better serve public purposes.
The roadway system could contribute to accessibility to dry cropland.

The impact of the project upon dry cropland could be mitigated by
assuring that project deployment would not interfere with planting and
harvesting operations, that access roads to farm areas remain open, and that
natural drainage ways remain unimpeded.

Alternative 8

Alternative 8 is a split basing system, with 35 clusters in Texas,
and 65 in New Mexico (MX80-NAFB-INC-286). The deployment system for the
Texas/New Mexico region is shown on Fi-ure 3.3.2-2 togecvher with cluster
coincidence with dry cropland. As indi:ated in Section 3.32, no dry crop-
| land impacts are projected for the Nevada/Utah region. This would apply
to thos2 portions of Alternative 8.

Table 3.3.2-2 shows the study area counties in the Texas/New Mexico
region, and the number of acres cf dry croplands that would be disturbed by
Alternative 8 for both construction and operations phascs of the project.

3-8
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Table 3.3.2-1.

Dry cropland disturbed in the Texas/New Mexico region,
Alternative 7.

1 = No impact.

(No dry cropland disturbed.)

2 = Low to moderately low impact.
percent of dry cropland disturbed in subunit.)

3 = Moderate to moderately high impact.

CONSTRUCTION (SHORT TERM) OPERATIONS (LONG TERM)
STATE/COUNTY CROPLAND DISTURBED - CROPLAND DISTURBED "
AC PERCENT AC PERCENT
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL
Texas
Bailey 2,240 1.6 4 1,399 1.0 4
Castro 948 1.4 3 404 0.9 3
Cochran 268 0.1 3 167 0.06 3
Dallam 5,497 2.4 4 3,429 1.5 4
Deaf Smith 3,086 1.0 4 1,925 0.6 4
Hale 107 0.1 3 67 0.06 2
Hartley 1,413 0.8 4 882 0.5 3
Hockley 96 0.1 2 60 0.06 2
Lamb 425 0.3 3 265 0.2 3
Moore 179 0.2 3 112 0.1 3
Oldham 362 0.4 3 226 0.2 3
Parmer 959 0.9 3 598 0.6 3
Randall 412 0.2 3 257 0.1 3
Sherman 402 0.3 3 251 0.2 3
Swisher 253 0.2 3 158 0.1 3
State Total | 16,647 0.7 —_ 10,385 0.4 —_
New Mexico
Chaves - —_ 1 —_ —_ 1
Curry 2,111 0.5 4 1,317 0.3 4
DeBaca —_ —_— 1 —_— —_ 1
Harding 1,148 2.0 4 716 1.2 3
Lea —_ —_ 1 —_ —_ 1
Quay 2,481 0.8 4 1,547 0.5 4
Roosevelt 3,212 0.9 4 2,004 0.6 4
Union 1,357 1.5 4 487 0.9 3
State Total | 10,309 0.8 — 6,431 0.5 —
Region Total 26,956 0.7 —_ 16,816 0.5 —
3948-1

(Less than 100 acres or less than 1

(Less than 1,000 acres or less

than 3 percent of dry cropland disturbed in subunit.)

High impact. (More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of dry
cropland disturbed in subunit.)
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Table 3.3.2-2.

Dry cropland disturbed in the Texas/New Mexico
region, Alternative 8.

STATE/COUNTY

CONSTRUCTION (SHORT TERM)

OPERATIONS (LONG TERM)

CROPLAND DISTURBED

CROPLAND DISTURBED

IMPACT? IMPACT}
AC PERCENT AC PERCENT
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL

Texas
Bailey 90 0.1 2 56 0.06 2
Castro — 1 —_ —_ 1
Cochran 238 0.1 2 148 0.06 3
Dallam 1,571 4 879 0.4 3
Deaf Smith 1,323 0.4 4 825 0.3 3
Hale _ . 1 —_ _ 1
Hartley 914 0.5 3 571 0.3 3
Hockley 96 2 60 0.06 2
Lamb 74 2 46 0.06 2
Moore — —_ 1 _ e 1
Oldham 181 0.2 2 113 0.12 3
Parmer —_ —_ 1 —_ —_ 1
Randall - —_— ] —_ — 1
Sherman —_ —_ 1 — - 1
Swisher — — 1 —_ —_ 1

State Total 4,487 0.2 —_ 2,797 0.12 _

New Mexico
Chaves —_ —_ 1 —_ —_ 1
Curry 496 0.1 2 293 0.06 3
DeBaca — — 1 — —_ 1
Harding 1,148 2.0 4 716 1.2 3
Lea —_ — 1 _ —_ 1
Quay 1,654 0.5 4 1,031 0.3 4
Roosevelt 838 0.2 3 523 0.12 3
Union 950 1.0 3 593 0.06 3

State Total 5,059 0.4 — 3.156 0.3 —_
Region Total 9,546 0.3 —_ 5,953 0.2 —
3947-1

1 = No 1impart.

2 = Low to moderately low impact.
percent of dry cropland disturbed in subunit.)

3 = Moderate to moderately high impact.

(No dry cropland disturbed.)
(Less than 100 acres or less than 1

than 3 percent of dry cropland disturbed in subunit.)

4 = High impact.

(Less than 1,000 acres or less

(More than 1,000 acres or more than 3 percent of dry
cropland disturbed in subunit.)




Also shown are the percentage of the total county irrigated croplands that
the disturbed areas represents, and the level of the potential impact of
those disturbances. All together, about 9,500 acres of dry cropland could
be disturbed by the construction phase, less than 6,000 acres by the opera-
tions phase. These acreages represent 0.3 and 0.2 percent respectively of
the 3,696,650 acres of irrigated cropland in the Texas/New Mexico study

area countiecs (Dept. of Commerce, 1979). The approximate 3,500 acre differ-
ence between the construction acreage disturbed and the operations acrcage
disturbed could be returned to agricultural use after the completion of
construction. The above impacts are considered to be very low because other
factors such as weather ard crop market variations have a much greater effect
on crop yields and crop values.

Future non-M-X projects such as the Tolk power plants, Highway 1-27,
and the CO2 pipelines are not expected to use significant amounts of irri-
gated croplands (MX80-HDRS-HDRS-522).

Because of the permanent nature of the shelter structures, it is
unlikely that the ground on which they would be located could be retrieved
for agricultural purposes in the foreseeable future, unless they are physi-
cally removed and the earth restored. The roadway systems, however, could
be returned to their original agricultural use upon decommissioning of the
project. In many instances, however, the roadway system could remain open
to public use where they could better serve public purposes and access to
existing farmlands.

The impact of the project upon dry cropland could be mitigated by
assuring that project deployment would not interfere with planting and
harvesting operations, that access roads to farmlands remain open, and that
natural drainage areas remain unimpeded.

EFFECTS ON CROPLANDS AT POTENTIAL OPERATING BASES (3.3.3)

This section will discuss the impacts on irrigated cropland at the
potential OBs and the inventory of such croplands within the suitability
zones around each base.

Beryl, Utah (3.3.3.1)

Figure 3.3.3-1 shows the potential operating base at Beryl, and the
croplands in the area. Table 3.3.3-1 shows the number of acres of each
type of cropland that would be occupied by the potential base facilities,
and the number of acres of each cropland type within the suitability zone
around the potential base.

It can be seen that the operating base would occupy no existing crop-
land. However, 1,000 acres of the suitability zone is in existing irrigated
agriculture, and is equal to 0.3 percent of that area. Ample area exists
within the zone to relocate the base within the zone without having to use
irrigated cropland.
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Figure 3.3.3-1. Irrigated cropland in the Beryl OB vicinity.
{See Fig. 4.3.2.12-3 of DKIS)
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Table 3.3.3-1.

Cropland use at potential operating

base facilities at Bexyl.

OPERATING BASE SUITABILITY
CROPLAND FACILITIES ZONE
TYPE ACRES | PERCENT | ACRES | PERCENT
OF OB OF ZONE
Irrigated 0 0 1,000 0.3
Dry 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 1,000 0.3
3861
Source: Iron County, 1972,

G




Because of its proximity to the potential operating basc, the croplands
in lower Escalante Valley could be subject to pressurc for private urban
development unless laws protecting such farmland are adopted and enforced Ly
the county.

Coyote Spring Valley, Utah (3.3.3.2)

Although no croplands exist at the potential operating base site nor
within the suitability zone, there is irrigated cropland in Moapa Valluy
about 10 miles southeast of the proposed site. Because of their proximity
to the potential operating base, they could be subject to pressurc for pri-
vate urban development unless laws protecting such farmland are adopted and
enforced by the county.

Delta, Utah (3.3.3.3)

Although no croplands exist at the potential operating basc near lelta,
nor within the suitability zone, irrigated croplands do exist near the city of
Delta about 15 miles northeast of the proposed site (See Figure 3.3.3-2).
Because of its proximity to the potential operating base, the croplands within
the suitability zone could be subject to pressure for private urban develop-
ment unless laws protecting such farmland are adopted and enforced by the
county.

Ely, Nevada (3.3.3.4)

Figure 3.3.3-3 shows the potential operating base near Ely, Nevada
and the croplands in the area. Table 3.3.3-2 shows the number of acres
of each type of cropland that would be occupied by the potential basc facil-
ities, and the number of acres of each cropland type within the suitability
zone around the potential base.

It can be seen that the base would occupy no existing cropland. How-
ever, 2,050 acres of the suitability zone is in exilsting irrigated agricul-
ture. This is equal to 4.4 percent of the suitability zone. Further,
1,800 acres of the suitability zone are in dry cropland; this is 3.9 per-
cent of the suitable zone. Ample area exists within the zone to relocate
the base without having to use cropland. Because of its proximity to the
potential operating base, the croplands within the suitability zone could
be subject to pressure for private urban development unless laws protecting
such farmland are adopted and enforced by the county.

Milford, Utah (3.3.3.5)

Neither the base nor the suitability zone would occupy any existing
cropland (See Figurc 3.3.3-4)., Because of the proximity of the potential
operating base to croplands near Milford, they could be subject to pressure
for private urban development unless laws protecting such farmland are
adopted and enforced by the county.
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Figure 3.3.3-2. Irrigated cropland in the Delta OB vicinity.
(See Fig. 4.3.2.12-4 of DEIS)
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Table 3.3.3-2. Cropland uses at potential operating
base facilities at Ely, MNevada.

T SAPLEATING BASE SUITABILITY
R RNT FACILITIES ZONE
! ' | ACRES | PERCENT ACRES | PERCENT
! OF ZONE
g ¢ 0 2 050 4.4
9] 1,800 3.9
: Jotad 0 0 3,830 §.3
!
3862
Sovrvee:r University of Nevada, April 1966.
;
4




Figure 3.3.3-4. TIrrigated cropland in the Milford OB vicinity.
(See Fig. 4.3.2.12-2 of DEIS)




Clovis, New Mexicce (3.3.3.06)

Figure 3.3.3-5 shows the potential operating basc near Clovis and the
croplands in the area. Table 3.3.3-3 shows the number of acres of each
type of cropland that would be occupied by the potential base facilities,
and the number of acres of each cropland type within the suitability zone
around the potential base.

It can be seen that the base would occupy 3,500 acres of irrigated
cropland, and 2,880 acres of dry cropland. The suitability zone has no
additional farmland because it includes nothing more than Cannon AFB The
3,520 acres represents 2.4 percent of the irrigated cropland in Curry County,
and the 2,880 acres represents 0.7 percent of the dry cropland in Curry
County. Neither of these acres are considered to be of significant impact.

Dalhart, Texas (3.2.3.7)

Figure 3.3.3-6 shows the potential operating base at Beryl, and the
croplands in the area.

It can be seen that the base would occupy no existing cropland, noxr
are there any croplands within the suitability zone. Irrigated croplands
do exist northeast of the suitability zone, however. Because of the proxi-
mity to the potential operating base of these croplands, there could be
pressure for private urban development on them unless laws protecting such
farmland are adopted and enforced by the county.
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‘Table 3.3.3-3. Cropland uses at potential operating basn
facilities, Clovis, New Mexico.

OB, DAA AND SUITAEILITY
o \ a1
CROPLAND OBTS FACILITIES ZONE
TYPE N
. PERCENT PERCENT
ACRES | r op ACRES | oF zonr
1
Irrigated | 3,520 55 520 30
Dry 2 800 45 2.880 o
Total 6,400 100 6,400 65
SR04 1

'"Tncludes area of Cannon AFB

Source: New Mexico State Engineer’s Gffice.
1979
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IMPACT ON PIVOT IRRIGATION SYSTEMS (3. 3.4)

Mduch of the irrigated land in the Texas/tew Mexico reginn s
irriagated with center pivot irrigation systems. The land irrisated by
systems could be impacted by protective shorter spur roads that would run
from the shelters to the existing section line roads in that region.
Figure 3.3.4-1 illustrates a typical deployment layout in two quarter sco-
tions, onc with pivot and the other with row irrigation.

Construction of spur roads along guartcr section lines could avoid

center pivot irrigation systems. The "end gun" nozzle at the ond of the
pivot systom could irrigate the spur road segments without damaye to the
roads (onec pass is cqual to about 3 inches of rain). Row irrigation would

be impacted more severely since the shelter itself and the roadway would
take fully irrigat:d land cut of production. Running the spur roads
parallel to the furrows could reduce interference with the irrigation
systen.

For a typical quarter section system (some one-half section systems
exist), the protective shelter could be designed to aveid any irrigated
land. Assunming minimum system overlap, there would be two 0.14 acre
partiil circle segments displaced for spur roads for each section, but the
center pivnt system operation would not be effected by the spur road. The
Ties . siting will avoid irrigated agriculture to the maximum extent
feasiple. The 0.14 acres is equal to 0.11 percent »f the 124 sites
irrigated by a quarter mile center pivot system (assumes 1310 ft. radius).

Table 3.3.4-1 shows the number of center pivot systems that could be
impacted by Alternatives 7 and 8 and the total acreage involved in each
Texas/New Mexico region county, using the above assumptions. The total
center »pivot system irrigation acreage disturbed by the project is 90 acres
for Aitcrnative 7, and is equal to 0.003 percent of the three million
acrcs of irrigated land in the region's counties in 1974. (Department of
Comnecai:, 1977.)

Oniy two sections out of three would be used for a protective shelter
(2/3 f1lling). Large areas of four pivot systems per section arc not common,
however, and are mostly located in Dallum County. In actual practice row
pivot systems are rather widely scattered through the High Plains Region;
consequently few would be impacted by the MX system layouts.

Of greater consequence is acreage removed from row system irrigation.
A 40 oot wide spur road and a 2.5 acre fenced shelter area is equal to
about five acres, which is about 0.8 percent of the approximately 630 acres
that —ould be cultivated in a section with section line roads on all four
sides.

IMPACTS Ol TEXKAS/NEW MEXICO CROP INCOME (3.3.5)

Isecause of widespread farming in the Texas/New Mexico region, con-
siderable cropland acreage would be disturbed for both short term and long
term construction and operations or the MX Project. Previous sections of
this roport set forth the estimated acreage that would be disturbed for
cacih icployment alternative. This section sets forth a summary of the

3=-65
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Table 3.3.4-1. Pivot irrigation systems and acicage loss to
| spur road construction.

; ALTERNATIVE 7 ALTERNATIVE 8

r NUMBER OF PIVOTS ACREAGE NUMBER OF PIVOTS ACREAGE

i COUNTY AVFLECTED LOST AFFECTED LOST
Bailey 6 0.8 0 0
Castro 14 2.0 - —
Cochran 0 0 - -
Dallam 366 51.2 72 10.1
Deaf Smith 40 5.6 2 0.3
Hartley 98 13.7 ’ 22 3.1
Hockley 0 o ! - —
Lamb 4 0.0 i - —
Oldham 0 0 é —_ -
Parmer 36 i 5.9 : - -
Randall o 0 } — -
Sherman 2 2.3 : - -
Swisher 0 2 | - -
Chaves 0] ) - —
Curry 14" 2.5 E 12 1.7
De Baca 0 o - -
Guadalupe o] D 3 - -
Harding 10 1.4 1 - -
Lea 0 0 - -
Quay o 0 - —
Roosevelt B 1.1 2 0.3
Union 46 6.4 12 1.7
Total 50 RIS 122 17.2
Note: Hyphen (=) incidates no deployment or no pivot systems in that

county.




projected annual dollar loss in crop income based on 1978 farm income in
the deployment area counties, for both irrigated and dry crops, for both
Alternatives 7 and 8.

The annual income loss values were determined by multiplying the
number of acres of cropland disturbed by the average income per acre of
eight types of crops which would most likely be disturbed by MX deploy-
ment: barley, soybean, corn, cotton, hay, sorgum, sunflower, and wheat.
The averages are based on 1975 through 1979 acreages, yields, and values
per unit ($ per bushel, pound, or ton). For each cf the deployment area
counties the average incomes per acre used are shown in Table 3.3.5-1,
Tables 3.3.5~2 through 3.3.5-5 show both the total estimate income logs
per county, and the percentage of the total crop income of each county
that the loss figure represents. Government payments are not included
in any of the values.

Irrigated Cropland

Alternative 7. Table 3.3.5-2 shows the estimated irrigated crop income
loss (based on 1975 through 1979 incomes) for each of the study area
counties where project deployment would coincide with irrigated cropland.
It can be seen, that for short term, the annual Texas crop income loss is
estimated to be about two million dollars, and New Mexico loss would be
about 0.1 million dollars for a total regional loss of about 2.0 million
dollars. This is equal to about 0.3 percent of the total 1979 crop
income in the study area counties. The long term annual losses would be
about two-thirds of these amounts because only about two-thirds as much
land would remain out of cultivation after completion of the construction
phase.

Alternative 8. It is assumed here that no or very little irrigated crop-
land in the Nevada/Uath Region would be disturbed by Alternative 8.

Table 3.3.5-3 shows the estimated irrigated crop annual income loss for
each of the Texas/New Mexico counties where project deployment would
coincide with irrigated cropland. It can be seen, for short term, that
the Texas counties irrigated crop income loss is estimated to be about
0.3 million dollars, and the New Mexico loss would be about 0.9 million
dollars, for a total regional loss of about 1.2 million dollars. This is
equal to about 0.04 percent of the total 1979 irrigated crop income in the
study area counties. The long term losses would be about two-thirds of
these amounts.

Dry Cropland

Alternative 7. Table 3.3.5-4 shows the estimated dry crop annual income
loss for each of the Texas/New Mexico counties where project deployment
would coincide with dry croplands. It can be seen, for short term, that

the Texas counties dry crop income loss is estimated to be about 1.1 million
dollars and the New Mexico loss would be about 0.5 million dollars, for a
total regional loss of about 1.6 million dollars. This is equal to about
0.2 percent of the total 1979 crop income in the study area counties. The
long term losses would be about two-thirds of these amounts.
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Table 3.3.5-1.
in Texas/New Mexico region counties. !

Average crop incomes per acre

IRRIGATED
COUNTY CROPS DRY CROPS
Bailey 224.70 80.40
Castro 249.60 78.60
Cochran 148.20 80.30
Dallam 180.20 51.80
Deaf Smith 203.70 63.00
Hale 175.30 60.00
Hartley 164.70 63.60
Hockley 153.70 93.10
Lamb 225.30 104.20
Moore 182.30 98.60
Oldham 156.00 56.90
Parmer 272.70 74.60
Randall 146.00 60.90
Sherman 175.90 61.80
Swisher 182.50 63.50
Curry 262,10 41.50
DeBaca 242.60 37.30
Harding 72.50 26.60
Quay 205.50 36.60
Roosevelt 176.00 46.70
Union 161.00 45.50

1Based on 1975-1979 average acreages, yields, and
incomes per production unit.

Sources:

Department of Agriculture 1979,
Department and University of New Mexico,




Table 3.3.5-2. Potential annual impact on irrigated crop incomes,
Alternative 7.1
SHORT TERM LONG i j
COUNTY
DOLLARS PERCENT DOLLARS PLECENT
(x 1000) OF TOTAL (x 1000) OF TOTAL [
i
Bailey 19.8 0.05 12.4 7.03
Castro 273.8 0.3 170.7 0.02
Cochran 2.8 0.007 1.8 0.004
Dallam 273.6 0.9 176.8 0.0
Deaf Smith 344.7 0.6 199.8 0.4
Hartley 83.7 0.4 52.2 0.2
Hockley 1.5 0.004 40.9 QLunk
Lamb 200.5 0.3 125.0 T.2
Oldham 10.0 0.1 6.2 TG0
bParmer 614.7 0.6 219.2 P
Randail 10.2 0.04 6.4
sherman 28.1 0.09 17.6 0o |
Swisher 68.6 0.1 £2.9 SRS
‘ Currey® 89.5 0.1 55.8 .00
| DeBaca 0.5 0.03 0.2 J.0l
Harding 0.6 0.08 3.4 TL05
Quay 3.2 0.04 2.0 n.oz
Roosevelt 6.0 0.02 3.7 0.1
Union 15.9 0.2 10.0 1.1
Texas Total 2032.0 0.3 1267.7 0.2
tiew Mexico Total 115.7 0.1 72.1 D
Regional Total 2147.7 0.3 1339.8 ouD
1Based on 1975-1979 county average incomes per acre.
2Includes 3520 acres at Clovis OB.
Sources: U. S. Department of aAgriculture, 1279, and University of
New Mexico, November 1979.
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Table 3.3.5-3. Potential annual impact on irrigated crop incomes,
Alternative 8.1

SHORT TERM LONG ThRM
COUNTY
DOLLARS PERCENT DOLLARS PERCENT

L (x 1000) OF TOTAL {(x 1000) OF TOTAL
Cochran 2.8 0.007 1.8 0.004
Dallam 75.5 0.20 47.0 0.12 4
beaf Smith 165.4 0.28 103.3 0.17
Hartley 62.1 0.32 36.7 0.2
Hockley 1.5 0.004 0.9 0.002
Curry2 858.0 1.99 856.0 1.98
DeBaca 0.5 0.025 0.2 0.02
Harding 0.6 0.075 0.4 0.05
Quay 2.4 0.027 1.5 0.02
Roosevelt 1.8 0.01 1.2 0,006
Union 11.6 0.11 7.2 0.07
Texas Total 307.3 0.2 191.7 0.1
New Mexico Total 874.9 0.9 545.8 0.5

j Regional Total 1182.2 0.04 737.5 0.02

1 .
Based on 1975-1979 county average incomes per acre.

2Incl(xdes 3,520 acres at Clovis OB.

Sources: U. 5. Department of Agriculture, 1979, and University of
New Mexico, November 1979.




Table 3.3.5-4. Potential annual impact on dry crop incomcs,
Alternative 7.
SHORT TERM LONG ThrM
COUNTY
DOLLARS PERCENT DOLLARS FrRCENT
(x 1000) O TOTAL (x 1000) OF TOTAL

Bailey 180.1 0.04 117.5 .02
Castro 74.5 0.09 31.8 Je
Cochran 21.5 0.05 13.4 0.03
Dallam 284.7 0.09 177.6 SRy
Deaf Smith 194.4 0.3 121.3 0.02
Hale 6.4 0.006 4.0 NIRY|
Hartley 89.9 0.5 56.1 0.3
Hockliey 8.9 0.02 5.6 0.1
Lamb 44.3 0.07 27.6 0.4
Moorwe 17.6 0.06 11.0 0.4
Oldhan 20.6 0.3 12.2 CL
Parmer 71.5 0.07 44.6 0.04
randall 25.1 0.1 15.7 0,05
She rman 24.8 0.08 15.5 0.05
Swisher 16.1 0.03 10.0 1,02
Curryz 203.8 0.5 170.9 0.3
Harding 30.5 0.4 19.0 0.2
Quay 90.8 1.0 56.6 a6
koosevelt 150.0 0.4 93.6 0.2
Union 61.7 0.6 38.5 n.4
Texas Total 1081.4 0.1 674.6 DL00
New Mexico Total 536.8 0.5 334.9 0.3
Regional Total 1618.2 0.2 1009.5 0.1

1Basod on 1975-1979 average incomes per acre.

2
Includes 2,800 acres at Clovis OB.

SOURCES: U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1979, and University of
New Mexico, November 1979.




F_ S S
1l toh=h potential annual lmpact on dry crop incomes,
Alternative 8.
—
' SHOKT TLRM LONG TERM
TN
DO LARS PERCENT DOLLARS PERCENT
(x 1000) OF TOTAL (x 1000) OF TOTAL
7.2 1.2 4.5 0.01
Lol 1.1 ). 05 11.9 0.03
callam 51.4 0.3 45.5 0.2
St 533,73 0.1 52.0 0.06
Gaztle 57.9 0.3 36.1 0.2
[T 8. 0.02 5.6 0.01
} Laint 7.7 0.01 4.8 0.006
Lol iam 13.3 0.1 6.4 0.06
l
,ohirrnt 13G.8 0.3 128.4 0.2
b fiardne 0.5 0.4 19.0 0.2
g 6.5 0.7 37.7 0.4
O we Lt 3001 0.1 24 .4 0.06
mron 43.2 0.4 27.0 0.2
I'txas Total 275 .7 0.07 166.8 0.04
wew exlco Total 310,01 0.3 236.5 0.2
. ylonal Total 585.8 0.1 403.3 0.06
N [
1 . . .
Based on 1975-137) average incomes per acre.
TInciudes 2,800 acres at Clovis OB.
sources: . S, Department of Agriculture, 1979 and University of
tew Mexico, November 1979.
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has declined from nearly 16 million AUMs in 1944 to loss than 05 wmalbl ool

in 19t (Clawson, 1967) . Although these declines have qgerecraisy ooy

to the present, the numbers remaining are still large and onor the oo

S0 years the per unit productivity has incrcased by about o oo
. intermousitain region, by 25 percent in the Rocky Mountain regico et

17 percent tor the ranches in the prairie states. Bach AUM o1 crazans

capacit’ 15 equivalent to about an average of 28.6 pounds of meat o
and 23.3 pounds of meat or 4.3 pounds of wool for sheep {(Council @
cultur.al science and Technology, 1974, but will clearly vary by scao
or livestock, and quality of forage available.

In response to the degradation of rangeland brought obouzt b
unrestricted grazing, the Taylor Grazing Act was passced in 10+
Burcau of Land Management (originally called the grazing scivio o) w..
lished. By 1974 the decline started during the 19th century ool b

3

or stopped on roughly 135 million of the 170 million acres o @i o

aged v the BLM, but these areas were still only in "falr" (o1 w:oog
ticn. un the remaining land where intensive management had bLeon on,
however, over half have showed improving condition (Lieurance, 172790,
condition of non~federal rangelands has also improved markediy zanc
early 1960's (Davisg, 1979).

Jver the last 30-40 years, the value of ranches per animal uni?
catac Lty has incrcased by an average of 10-15 times. Current violuce

many rarchon appear to be well above their foreseeable earn:nyg capabili t.iei

a5 livest ook operations (Saunderson, 1973). Operating costs have
up but the roturns received for products produced have not kept oo
ing 15 o cwest price squeeze that has put many ranches on a wmarging!

v

The current importance of grazing on western rangelands is w.ae
Loroc recont pulse in activity addressinag range nroblems. A 17074 N

Reswurces Defense Council suit, followed by the TFTederal Land Policy

Lot

[+

agerent Act (1976) and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act (127&0, has

2 resulted in the requirement of a series of Environmental Impact

Ty

ot

Sl e
tfor compliance with section 102(2)C of the National Environmental Dol
of 1%, By 1988, 144 individual EIS's will be prepared fcr all ¢grezi:

DASIPEYERR

Land.

To date, three environmental statements relating to the Nevada/Utzh stuad
. area Lave been completed by BLM:  The Caliente and Tonopah Srazineg vy -
‘ mental Statement (Nevada), the Hot Desert Grazing Management Drnvironimont
Statement (Utald), and the Mountain valley Rangeland Management Tl e e
Statewent {(Itabh) . One of the expected results of these, and of like Lt
15 thet cosluct Lons averaging 25-33 percent in permitted AUMs o) oo
of tiv: planning units.  This has met wi*n oppostition from local intere o
Hotrir market value (FMV) is the goal which the federal gove.s
tric.: Yo obhieve in setting its grazing fees. In actual practioe,
choarged 15 guncrally a conservative estimate of value, being o, whoat
a rancher would have to pay to lease comparable forage from a vrrivet.
owrrv.  ihit o indirectly supported by the obscrvation that vanchic roow o

payiiey premious ratos for ranches with "attached" Grazing permite o
to aovquire the une of public lards with low grazing fees (Do
cultuare an Do artment of Interior, 1977:6.4). On March 1, 19
foas wore <

thar o st

Slmen o

‘eor charged per animal month, 1t has 1 :on sucqoned L

;o Oraslte

Aot 220360 from $1.89 per animal unit month (A1) . Lather




animal weight gain could be the basis for a variable fee arrangement. The
variable fee option has not been adopted. A comparison of forage require-
ments based on age and body weight iy shown in Table 4.0-1.

The future trends for rangelands and the Jivestock industry will prob-
ably be as volatile as the changes in this resource over the past 56 years,
Adding to this variability is our uncertain cnergy future. Livestock pro-
duction has been, and will probably remain, the traditional cutput from
rangeland (Clawson, 1972). Demand for becf is expected to continue increas-
ing while the available rangeland in tie cleven westorn statec has been
declining by about 1.4 million acres per year. Recont conversions of forest
land to rangeland may have reversed this trend. The result has been increas-
lng pressure for more production from a declining land tasce {(Council for
Agricultural Science and Technology, 1974). Thcue treds can be expected to
continue, at least into the near futurc. Since the roor suitable arcas are
currently utilized for grazing, exparcion of catt) and sheejp grazing would
require the improvement of currently used arcas, the conversion to rangeland
of other areas such as cropland or forest land, or the use of lands margin-
ally suited for this purpose. The effects on narginal or unimproved land
would be similar to those in arcas where past overgrazing has occurred. The
kind of range, the intensity of grazing and tiw kind of managenent employed
to control the livestock usc of rangeland:s all determine the Kind of cven-
tual environmental effects that will occur. ©Other uscs arc also incrcecasingly
competing with the traditional livestock use of ranygclands and how these
uses may change and what thelr impacts will be in the futuce 1s uncertain.

4.1 AFFECTED EIVIEONMENT
NEVADA/UTAH REGION  (4.1.1)

Mevada and Utah have been and arc primarily geared to the livestock
indastry. In Nevada it represents up to 75 percent of the dollar value.
Utilization of the extensive land holdings of the BLM for open range grazing
constitutes the most typical farm operation occurring in the Nevada/Utah
study area. Cattle and sheep ranches are headquartered on private land
holdings and graze through permits on BLM and Forest Scrvice land holdings,
generally near their home base. Numerous sheep operations, however, are
heaaquartered in Utah but have significant grazing leases in Nevada BLM
planning units. For cattle, this pattern is reversed. Large operators
located in a given community will often have cattle or sheep grazing leases
on holdings in a number of different planning units. The individual grazing
allotments within cach district operate under controlled time periods gen-
erally designed to increcasc forage gquality and quantity, as well as to meet
multiple-use requirements imposed by other constituencies such as mining,
recreation, wildlife or environmental protection interests. Overall nearly
700 individual ranching opcrations utilize Federal lands in the Nevada/Utah
study area. Approximately 78 perce:nt of these are cattle operations and the
remainder run sheep.

Even with the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934, portions of
central Nevada remained unrequlated until the 1950's. In western Utah a more
diversified agricultural cconomy exists because of water available from the
wWasatch Monntains, but livestock is s5till the predominant industry over most

4-3




Table 4.0-1. Grazing fee determinants and seasonal
forage requirements.

AUM 1979 FEE 1980 FEE
ANIMAIL
NIMAL GROUP COEFFICIENT (HEAD/MONTH) (HEAD/MONTH)
Cow 1.0 $1.89 $2.36
Cow and Calf 1.3 2.46 3.07
Yearling c.7 1.32 1.65
Bull/Horse 1.3 2.46 3.07
Ewe and Lamb .3 0.57 0.71
Ewe .2 0.38 0.47
307-1
Sources: Department of the Interior andé Department of

Agriculture, 1¢77; Las Vegas, Nevada, Bureau of
Land Management, 1979.




of the study arca. This trend will continue without additional irrigation
watcr. Open range grazing is the most typical farm operation. Stock trails
and cattle drives of the past have given way to highways and trucks to move
the herds. Cverall about 79 percent of Nevada and 77 percent of Utah is
grazed.

There are over 36 million acres of BLM-administered land in the Nevada/
Utali study arca. Although most of this is grazed, still more is grazable
and the BLM planning units in the more arid reaches of the study area have
a lower proportion of grazed to grazable lands than do some planning units
in areas of yreater precipitation. In the arid Caliente planning unit in
southiern Nevada, for example, there are 3,375,473 acres of BLM~-administered
land; 2,222,027 acres, or 66 percent, are grazed. Another 15 percent is
grazable but is not currently used. In the Tonopah planning unit, there
are 3,616,733 acres of BLM lands; 2,998,059 acres, or 83 percent, are grazed,
Another 8 jpercent is grazable. The 15 percent of the Caliente District and
the 8 percent of the Tonopah District are currently unused because water is

unavallables Depending on breed and range conditions, cattle will generally
noet vravel further than about 4 miles from watur. Even in areas where water
Laooovan bab e 1t distribution 1s often inadequate for optimum vegetation use
Ly oadvectook, wildlife, wild horses, and burros.

The two most common types of livestock operations in the Wevada/Utah
arcva ar. cow-calf and ewe-lamb. A cow-calf operation consists of a base
nerd of bulls and cows that produce a calf crop each year. A few of the
heifer calves are kept to rotate the breeding cow herd. Most of the calf
crop and the nonproductive o - old cows and bulls are marketed. Market size
for calves 1s usually between six and fourteen months of age. Ewe-lamb
operations function similarly but the animals are usually on the range for a
sreater portion of their preparation for slaughter. With the increasing cost
of yrain an increasing proportion of beef cattle are spending additional time
on "yrass fattening", increasing importance of range forage. Marketed ani-
mals usually go to other states for additional fattening on rangelands,
pasture and/or feedlots. The limited cropland in Nevada and Utah is pri-
marily used to raise feed to carry the base herd over the winter period when
range forage is limited or not available.

Use of rangelands by wild horses and burros is currently exceeding
range carrying capacity in many areas. Management of the animals to main-
tain numbers in balance with available forage is currently hampered with
legal restrictions. Domestic livestock utilization and numbers are reduced
in arcas where the horse and burro overstocking occurs.

In the mid 1970s there were a total of approximately 555,000 animal
units in Nevada and 764,000 in Utah (Council for Agricultural Science and
Tecinclogy, 1974). These figures include all livestock, not just those
using iederal Range. Cattle, sheep, and hog inventories for 1970, 1974
and 1978 are presented in Table 4.1-1. Hog population has held steady in
Nevada and Utali from 1970-1978. During this same time period, cattle decreased
slightly in Mevada and increased slightly in Utah. Both states have expe-
rienzed a 50 percent reduction in sheep numbers from 1970 to 1978. This
reduction in sheep numbers occurred in all study area counties except Lander
(Table 4.1-2). This downward trend has apparently rccently reversed,
however.
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Table 4.1-1. Livestock inventory, Nevada/Utah, 1970-1978
(in thousands).
CATTLE SHEEP HOGS
STATE
1970 1974 1978 1970 1974 1978 1970 1974 1978
S R, R
Nevada 626 664 570 227 177 114 9.4 11.0 9.0
Utah 808 832 864 | 1,053 | 772 491 | 45.0 | 44.0 | 42.0!
505
l1977.
Sources: Nevada Agricultural Statistics, 1977; Utah Agricultural
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Table 4.1-2. Livestock inventories, Nevada/Utah study area
counties, 1974 and 1978 {(in thousands).

CATTLE SHELE
COUNTY PERCENT OF PERTENT OF

1474 1978 TOTAL STATE 1974 1378 TOTAL 3TRTE d

PRODUCTION FRODUZTION i

i

Nevada ]

Clark 15 17 2.0 * .

Esmeralda € € 2.0 . ;oo 4
Eureka 32 34 [N 14 < 4.4
lander 34 31 5.4 4 1= i.4

Linzoln 2€ 21 3.7 * l *
Nye 32 27 4.7 € f 4 Lz
rershing 39 35 6.1 1t € 5.2
White Fine 26 21 3.7 33 24 vl
tevada Srudy Area Totals 210 192 33.7 7¢ 44 38.%
vtah

Beaver 25 26t 3.¢ 4 1 L€
Iror 23 24° 2.8 se | 3! T3
Juar 16 17? 2.¢ - c.t
viliard Vel 70t 8.1 13 ! & JN:
Toosle booag 1z 1.7 e o1e! 2.7
Totals 14¢ 122 17.¢ 0 R el
355 344 23.7 187 113 le.7

ez thar 500 sheep.

. estimates ave derived by assaming that each country's share of the state
3 Zitput has remained constant since 1974,

Sarce:  Nevada Agraicultural Statistics, 1977; Utah Agricultural Statistics, 1978,
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During this time period, all study area counties, except those in
Utah and Clark, ksmeralda, and Eureka counties in Nevada had declining num-
bers of cattle. Drought conditions, falling cattle prices since the hiqgh
yvear of 1973, and an overall decrease in the quality of ranqje forage for 1
livestock herds have been cited as reasons for Nevada's decling herd size.

Within the study area, there are a total of about 343,000 animal unit:,
122,000 in Utah and 221,000 in Nevada grazing both private and Federal ranoo.
In the individual study area hydrologic subunits the range in animal units
is 1,900 to 24,000 for Utah and 150 to 16,000 for Nevada. Thc density o
concentration of livestock in each state is reflected in the number of an: ...
units present on each acre, the higher the number of animal units, the i er
the concentration. Utah required about 68 acres for each animal unit and
Nevada about 126 acres (Council for Agricultural Science and Technology,
1974). 1In the Utah study area it is about 70 acres per animal unit and i
the Nevada study area about 90 acres per animal unit. Each animal unit ;..
Nevada and Utah represents approximately 5 animal unit months.

In 1979 there were a total of about 1,800,000 AUMs of livestoch -
on the Bureau of Land Managemen” planning units within which the -2 depl -
ment study area is located (Table 4.1~3). Within the individual hydrolo:ic
subunits potentially impacted by the project the estimated numbers =f Ay
varies from about 88,000 to less than 1,000 (Table 4.1-4). The cstimated
concentration of use varies from as few as about 10 acres for cacihi A2 0 o
high concentration hydrologic submits to over 70 acres for cach AUM in low-
est production hydrologic subunits (Table 4.1-4).

In both states the use of land for agricultural purposes is encourage:l
Iy planning and zoning ordinances designed to protect agricultural land fron
urban development. In most of the study area, soils with good agricultural
potential are used for grazing rather than cropland because of limitcd water
availability. Forage management programs on these good soils respond well
to treatment and their permitted AUMs per acre can as much as double. The
limited cropland in Nevada and Utah 1is primarily used to raise feed to carry
the base herd over the wintz:r period when range forage is limited or not
available.

As a result of the EIS studies for grazing the BLM has been reguired
to produce, cutbacks of up to two-thirds or more on many allotments are pro-
grammed for the near future. If implemented, these cutbacks will significantly
reduce the short-term livestock production in these states. Over the loug
term, however, livestock use of BLM lands is projected to increasec by up to
30 percent. >MMuch of this incrcased grazing capacity would come from improved
rangeland, those arcas where treatment has resulted in more productive
vegetation.

Approximately 59 percent of the potentially impacted hydrologic sub-
units already have arcas of treated rangeland. Within these subunits the
area of treatcd rangrland ranges from 0.Cl to 14 percent of their total land
area. The Caliente Srazing E.I.S. proposes to treat 233,641 acres by chain-
ing, plowing or brush bcating, 58,560 acres by chemical herbicide treatment

and 108,950 acres by farming. Re-seeding with more desirable species would
i follow treatment., The total arca to be treated amounts to nearly 12 nercent
4-8
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Table 4.1-3. Distribution of animal unit months (AUMs)
by BLM planning units, 1979,

NEVADA
PLANNING UNITS AUMS PLANNING UNITS AUMS
Elko District Ely District
Buckhorn 86,610 Moriah 145,942
Currie 118,709 White River 5,964
Total 205,319 Lake Valley 12,30%
. Wilsor zek 55,22¢
Battle Mountain District tilson Creek us
28,359
Cortez 112,688 steptoe ' !
. Butt 27,288
Mount Alry 69,717 utte
sony Express 71,441 Newark 71,2z€C
. Duck 30,069
Devil's Gate 61,675 Duckwater ©
Prest Land 39,482
Tonopah PA West 68,201 * on Lan 48
Horse and
h ?a E .329 _
Tonopa A East 85.32 Cattle Camp 21,5€6L
Total 566
469, Total LEY,506€
Las Vecas District . .
caliente 78,235 | Nevaaa Study
Zemeralda 35,161 area Total 4 1,277,847
Total 113,396 l -
UTAH
PLANNING UNITS AUMS PLANNING_UN:TS AUME
Salt Lake City District Richfield District
Gold Hill 21,336 Topaz 74,105
Skull Vvalley-Lakeside 82,773 Confusion 388,26l
Onagui-Aquirrh 21,321 Tintic 39,030
Total 125,430 Warm Springs 73,535
1 274 O
Cedar City District Total 274,231
Cedar 3 72 .
6,5 Utah Study
Pinyon 87,375 Area Total 524,308
Beaver 48,818
' NEVADA/UTAH STUDY
Total 123,947 AREER TOTAL 1,802,155
508-1

Source: BLM Planning Unit Documents.




Table 4.1-4. Abundance (total AUMs) and concentration (acres/AUM)
in all the valleys in the Nevada/Utah study area.

NUMBEN LOCATION TOTAL | covern. | wouen LOCATION TOTAL co;ggx-
AUNS | TRaTION TRATION
i Deep Creek 12,860 17.1 153 Diamond 28,250 16.4
4 Snake 87.910 16.9 154 Newark 35,840 13.9
S (U Pine 25,620 18.2 155 Little Smoky 30,870 20.5
g White 26,650 22.6 156 Hot Creek 28,360 23.4
7 Fish Springs 2,440 27.0 169a Tikaboo-Northern 8,170 35.5
& Dugway 9,940 17.9 170 Penoyer 9,450 36.2
Rl Government LUreek 12,030 25.5 171 Coal 15,280 21.1
1 Rush €. 820 49.9 172 Garden 8,370 26.6
3ib Gra:;tiiitbézizlbeser(— 39 850 18.4 173 Railroad 57,540 25.5
174 Jakes 16,680 2.1
46 sevier Desert 80,440 20.8 175 Long 26.560 ] 15 7 ;
4¢.a Sevier Desert-Dry lake 29,900 20.1 176 Ruby 25.350 1 20.6 %
47 | Huntington 14.850 4 16.4 1785 | Butte-South 26,900 | 16.3
50 Milford 52,730 17.1 179 Steptoe 43,790 | 24.1 |
52 Lund Districe 24,812 19.4 180 Cave 14,740 3 i4.6 i
53 n) | Pane 39,530 1 16.4 181 Dry Lake 36,730 © 18.4 |
| 33 (U Heryvl-Enterprise District 32.400 20.0 182 Delamar 9.04Cc = 24.7 !
k 54 (Ui ) Wah Wah 21,900 | 17.5 183 Lake 16.520 | 21.7 |
54 (N Crescent 31.57C 15.7 184 Spring 76.91G 11.0 |
50 Carico Lake 16,650 14.6 185 Tippett 17.924 | 10.8
56 Upper Reese Hiver 29,560 15.5 186 Antelope 13.520 © 18.9
57 | Antelope 20.053 14.8 187 Gosbute 23,220 | 23.6
56 | Middle Reese River 14,720 141 194 Pleasant | 4.140 . 13.6
134 Smith Creek 20,950 15.5 196 Hamlin i 27,810 i 16.4 |
i3 | lone 7.790 | 24.8 198 Dry {2800 | 217
137a Bix Smokv-Tonopah Flat 21,920 38.1 199 Rose ! 870 f 20.5 |
137b | Big Smoky-North 22,790 | 17.4 200 Eagle 2.550 | 20.5
138 | Grass 25,280 | 14.0 201 Spring 8 680 | 20.5
13« Kooeh 33.510 14.9 202 Patterson 8.890 30.0
140 Moniter 16,780 17.2 203 Panaca 7.830 30.5
Bl Ralston 17.520 | 24.4 204 Clover 3.710 | 40.1
142 Alkaly Spring 2.630 7.6 206 Kane Springs 3.980 40.1
149 Stone Cabin 16, 200 35.0 207 White River 49.030 16.9
150 | Little Fish Lake 7,640 ) 20.1 208 Pahroc 12,650 | 24.2
151 Antelope 11,980 | 19.5 209 Pahranagat 16.380 | 27.9
152 Stevens 730 16.4 210 Coyote Spring 6.070 40.1
4142




of the Jdistvict.  In the Draft Tonopah Grazing E.I.S. the Bureasu of Land
Manasement has proposed to treat 16,405 acres by burning. Seedine to mure
desivable wectes could also follow treatment. The importance of some arcas
to tie livestook industry is not always accurately reflected in cither the
total use o level of concentration in a valley because areas having low total
se or o comeent:ation are capable of providing forage during seasons when other
sonr-Ces mey not be available or usable (Holmgren and Hutchings, 1972), or they
mayv be vital t - the continued operation of ranches dependent on them (U.S.D.1.,
Bureau of Land Management, 1979; 1980). A generally limited grazing capacity
that sometimes resulted from past misuse, coupled with the current economic
sitaation has placed many ranch operations on a marginal basis (U.£.D.T.,
Bureau of Land Management, 1979; 1980). Even relatively small livestock
reduct? ns resuliting from project impacts are of concern because they could
force ranches out of business that otherwise might remain in operation.
crojecr-related loss of forage area could result in the overgrazing of other
areas, Jdearading those rangelands and encouraging the spread of alien annuals
such ax Halogeton glomeratus.

one of the major impacts to occur from reduction of the vegectation
cover from M-X deployment in the affected Nevada/Utah valleys would be a
reduction in the livestock grazing capacity. Impacted grazing lands would
include nany acres of creosote bush scrub, alkali sink scrub, shadscale,
Great Basin sagebrush, and pinyon-juniper woodland vegetation types through-
out tie project region. These areas support large populations of livestock,
feral "worses and burros, and native large herbivores. Most of the vegetation
impact. frow M-X deployment would occur in the sagebrush and shadscale vegeta-
tion types,  sSagebrush vegetation occurs in the higher elevation, usuclly
molscer, and aore productive regions of the valleys. It is used primarily
for ¢rher than winter grazing. The lower, drier sites with shadscale vegeta-
ticn arve used primarily for winter grazing.

The plant species involved vary considerably in forage production.
Some widespread and abundant species, such as big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata) or species of rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp.), are only lightly
utilized. Others, such as winterfat (Eurotial Lanatal), antelope bitterbrush
(Fursihia tridentata), and areas with a high cover of palatable yrasses, are
lesy aimu;—TTHE”EZfeage, but local concentrations can provide a high per-
centage of the forage for some regions. Improved rangelands are alsc
evaumple s of thds type. Because of their localized nature, significant changes
in regional grazing capacity can occur if the areas containing these valuable
species are impacted. The successional patterns in many Great Basin shad-
scale {iw.lmgren and Hutchings, 1972) and sagebruch communities (Youny, et al.,
1372) have profoundly changed as a result of overgrazing. The shadscale
trope, whiich cometimes includes pure or nearly pure stands of winterfat, is
a nilthi variable and often unpredictable community for patterns of =econd-
ary suceessicn following disturbance. In many areas the vegetation that has
reoulted from past grazing impacts is often similar today, even though the
pre-jrazing communities from which they originated were different (Holmgren
and Hutciings, 1972). Often grazing has so altered a community that its
oriqginal composition is no longer discernible and its pattern of recovery
wicertarn.  The differences observed appear to result from plant-«oil
reiaricains thatt are little understood (Holmgren and Hutchinegs, 197.0).
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Table 4.1-5, Abundance (total animal wnits) ane concontration (o v
unit) in the Texas,/New Moxico study area.

[
L ’?II\II/LP—ULIY m,‘{,,,j‘(??f?, ANIMAL UNLITS t ANIMAL l{'I\VII'I‘ N 12 [N DF P REF
i Texas ﬂ
{ Bailey 48,00u 11.1
i castro 192,000 2.0
' cochran 30,000 10.7
Dallun 92,000 1.4
Deaf smith 227,000 4.3
Hale 94,000 T
Hartley 109,000 BT
. Lamb 42,000 19,5
‘ Moore 78,000 7.4
Oldham 64,000 lb.a
1 Parmcer 159,000 3.5
Randall 96,000 [
i Sherman 99, 000 5.9
i Swisher 142,000 d.u
1 Texas Totals 1,472,000 i 6.5
New Mexico
Chaves 171,000 . 22.8
Curry 88,000 10.2
E DeBaca 42,000 35.9
E Hardiny 47,000 : 29.1]
} Lea 86,00 32.7
‘ Quay 91,000 | 20.2
! Koosevelt 90,000 % 1705
Union 168, 00V 14.%
New Mexico Totals 783,000 J 20,0

1 . . : . Z . .

Data for Texas and New Mexico derived from the 1974 agricultural
tics for cach county. These figures were converted o aniimat ot
anlimal unit equals one cow or five shoep).

\

An average animal unit density fl-gure (Cores peor onimal o
puted for cach county from its total nanber of voimal anit:

QUL




Although cow=-cal{ ard ewe-lamb operations arc lmportant, o mee,or part

of the greater densit s in Texas/New Mexico comparced to Hevada/ltal io o
precence of larg numbers of livestook in stockyards (feedlotn) whers tiey
arc Cinished out prior to slaughter.  Cattle are shipped to foedlot: inocle
regron from as far away as New oampshlre.  In the study arca of lew llexaioo,
nearly Ou, 000 cattle are fed annually in feedlots. This represents about
1C percent of all cattle in the region., It 1s an even larger industry in

west Texas with about 75 percent of the 1.47 million cattle in t:. Texas

study arca counties maintained in feedlots. Approximately two-third. of tha

coszt and one-third of the welght are added in the feedlots. The wolynt ic
or the most part fat and it takes about 9 1b of irrigated corn to put o
pour i of far on a calf cr steer.

Anothicr factor affecting the amount of land used for gracing 1. tio
continued availability of water for the irrigation of cropland. Witiiin

PO

41 years major nortions of the Ogallala basin which supplics the 1 plain
rogion of Texas and New jexico with irrigation water will have beon cdeplote
Apout 2 million acre-feet of water are currently consumed annually.  This is

decreasing the water table by an average of 2 feet a year in
and up to 8 feet during some years. Water is primarily used )
crops, the most demanding of which is corn. As water loss due Lo thc over-
drafts of the Ogallala aguifer continues, corn production will oo
Since over 2% percent of the corn 1s used to feed cattle 1n rogid .
lots, some feedlots may go out of business. Cattle will eclther nave Lo e
shipped out »f the region for fattening in other fecdlots (Coloradio,

Nebraska, lowa, cte.) or the diet of Americans will have to acc b
rangefod beef.  Marginal irrigated croplands that are no Jlong:r usaible can
eithor e converted to dryland agriculture or abandoncd as croj land

shift from irrigation is already taking place in several study arca cowti- 3

where the increased costs of petroleum are making it sneconomical to ruryg
irrigation watcr from cver-increasing depths. TIf abandoncd, these ore

sinould pe converted to dryland crops or back to usable grazing land to avolo

Invasicen by annual weeds, and to provide livestock forage.

There are about 2,237,000 acres of land used for grazin; in the
New Mexlco stud, arca counties. This constitutes about 40 pereent of
land suitable for M-¥ construction. Most of the potentially impacted
land, 74 percent, Is in the New Mexico counties. Percentages of raijgeland
in those countins ranges from 24 percent in Curry County to 120 percent in
Chaves County. The range is lower in the Texas counties varying ifvonm

5 percent in UDeaf Smith County to 78 perxcent in Hartley County. Tiw remain-

ing land area 1s primarily agricultural.
4.2 IMPATT ANALYSLS MEITHODOLOGY
NEVADA UTAN BTN (4.2.1)

The impacts of project construction in Nevada and Utah will ovcour
neipally on rangeland with up to 160,900 acres directly and adveracly

]
Af Dot d, SHis direct impact reprosents a relatively small portion of Fhe
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total of over 36 million acres of BLM rangeland in the study area.
Aprroximately 14 percent of this 36 million acres is geotcchnically suitable
and potentiallv impactable.

Within each hydrolngic subunit, M-X impacts on grazing and the resalting 1
changes over time are primarily dependent on the size of the project in the
subunit and are relatively independent of the number of subunits impacted.
The types of impacts found in each hydrologic subunit are essentially the
same, just relatively larger in high abundance and for high productivity
valleys and smaller in low abundance and for low productivity valleys. The
available data has allowed analyses to only be taken to the level of an
entire hydrologic subunit.

An estimated total AUMs (animal unit months) was determined for each
hydrologic subunit (valley) in the Nevada/Utah study area. AUM values were
based on BLM planning unit records for 1979. The proportion of the planning
unit or units within the hydrologic subunit boundaries cf each valley were
used, along with the average acres per AUM for each planning unit, to esti-
mate the tctal AUMs, in most of the valleys. For a subset of the valleys
where complete data was available the same procedure was followed on an
individual allotment, rather than a planning unit basis.

Another factor, in addition to total AUM's lost, that determines the
potential for livestock reductions resulting from vegetation loss in the
concentration of use (acres/AUM) in each hydrologic subunit. The less area
it takes fnr each AUM, the more AUMs of grazing capacity a valley has. The
concentration of use is a good single indicator of sensitivity of a hydrologic
subunit to impact. Subunits with less concentrated use will be less severely
impacted for each acre of vegetation disturbed. Eydrologic subunits with
high levels of concentration and use have the potential for the largest
reductions of livestock numbers.

An averade acres per AUM was determined for each hydrologic subunit by
dividing its total area in acres by its total estimated AUMs. The acres
per AUM figures for all the hydrologic subunits in the study are listed ir
Table 4.1-4.

P ———

All the subunits in the proposed M-X deployment area were listed in
order of decreasing number of AUMs per acre (decreasing concentration of
use). The list was th:n divided into thirds. A similar list was made for
decreasing total numbers of AUMs and ~gain divided into thirds. The one-third
of the hydrologic subunits with the highest concentration of use, the gen-
eraily must productive valleys for livestock in the project area, ere listed
in Table 4.2-1 according to their class of total AUMs (high, medium, or low
abundance). Tr .r locations are indicated in Figure 4.2-1. Two general
groups of hydrologic subunits are evident. One is in the north central por-
tion of Nevada and the otlier is along the central portion of the Utah/l.evada
border. Both areas represent generally higher elevation, wetter and move
productive areas of the Great Basin. The abundance and concentration rank-
ings for all valleys are listed in Table 4.2-2.
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Table 4.2-1. Nevada/Utah hydrologic subunits with the highest concentration
of use (lowest acres/AUM), listed according to their abundance
class of total AUMs.”

HIGH ABUNDANE ‘ MEDIUM ABUNDANCE LOW ARUNDANCE
NUMBER ‘ VALLEFY NAME { NUMBER VALLEY NAME NUMBER ‘ VALLEY IAME
o | o - e ‘
1 I Snake i ¢ Deen (reex 152 | Stevens :
l 50 ; : 35 Lake: 174 ; Jares
P33 N ‘ 37 - 194 Plogsant
boaa ooy Z i 58 Acese fiver }
[ 34 E v b 134 Smith Creek !
! 139 138 Grass E
{ 153 l 180 Cave
I 13 185 Tiprertr
Lo1Ts i
‘ 1728 South
! 124 :
i 1o
L 207 White W r J
*Nore- Classif:carions were Jetermined from listings in Table 4 2 2 5.1 .3-9.
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Table 4.2-2. Abundance (total AUMs) and concentration (AUM/acre)
to impact for grazing, Nevada/Utah study area.
TOTAL | comeen. : TOTAL | oNCEN- |
NUMBER LOCATION AUM | rRation | NUMBER LOCATION AUM TRATION
CLASS CLASS) CLASS o b
3 Deep Creek 1 H 1583 Diamond H H
4 Snake H H 154 Newark H H
5 (U) Pine 1 1 15% Little Smokey H 1
6 White H 1 156 Hot Creek H I
7 Fish Springs L L 169a Tikaboo-Northern L L
S Dugway L 1 170 Penoyer L L
Q Government Creek L L 171 Coal 1 1
13 Rush L L 172 Garden L L
32b Great Salt Lake Desert- 173 Railroad H i L
Western Desert H 1 174 Jakes 1 H
46 Sevier Desert H 1 175 Long H H
46a Sevier Desert-Dry Lake H I 176 Ruby 1 1
47 Huntingtorn 1 I 1780 | Butte-South H i H
50 Milford H H 179 Steptoe B L
52 Lund District 1 1 189 Cave 1 ‘ u
53 (N Pine B B 181 Dry Lake H o 1
53 (1) Bervl-Enterprise District H 1 182 Delamar L | L
54 (U) wah Wah I I 183 Lake 1 j 1
54 (X) Crescent H H 184 Spring H B
35 Carico Lake 1 H 185 Tippett 1 i H
56 Upper Reese River H H 186 Antelope 1 I
57 Antelope I H 187 Goshute 1 { L
58 Middle Reese River 1 R 194 Pleasant L | H
134 Smith Creek 1 H 196 Hamlin H i H
135 lone L L 198 Dry L l 1
137a Big Smokev-Tonopah Flat 1 L 199 Rose L i I
1370 Big Smokey-North 1 1 200 Eagle L ! 1
138 Grass 1 H 201 Spring L 1
R 139 Kobeh L B 202 Patterson L L
i 140 Monitor 1 1 203 Papaca L L
. 141 Ralston 1 L 204 Clover L L
142 Alkali Spring L L 206 Kane Springs L L
149 Stone Cabin 1 L 207 White River H H
150 Little Fish Lake L 1 208 Pahroc L L
151 Antelope L 1 209 Pahranagat 1 L
152 Stevens L H 210 Coyote Springs L L
2321-4

‘Class level determined by listing hydrologic subunits (vallevs) by increasing AUMs and then by
increasing AUM concentration and then dividing each list into *“irds to allow a relative
comparison between hydrelogic subunits.

L = low, I = intermediate, H = high.
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TEXAS/NEW MEXICO REGICU (4.2.2)

Within ecach county, "= st o oo e 0 b el b e Sty changes
over time are primarily depoendon!

Beeooonnt sy

Db Ve [P et e




e

and 15 relatively independent of the number of counties impacted.  The types
of tmpacts found in cvaci: county are essentially the same, just relabtively
larger in high abundance countices and smaller in low ahbundance countics.

The available data has allowed analyses to ta taken to the level of an cntire
county.

An estimated total numi~r of animal units was determined for each couanty
in Texas and New Mexico using the 1974 agricultural statistics for cach of
the individual counties. These figures were converted to animal units
(one animal unit equals one cow or five sheep). Both a total rnumber of
animal units and an average animal unit density figure (acres per county
divided by total numbcr of animal units) were tabulated for each county.

The concentration of livestock in a county is a good simple indicator of tie
sensitivity of the livestock industry in that county to impact. Counties
with lower concentrations of livestock potentially have a lower impact for
each acrce of land disturbed while counties with the highest concentration
have the highest potential for animal unit reductions.

All the potentially impacted counties in the Texas/New Mexico study
area were ranked by the total estimated animal units present in 1974, into
high, medium, ard low animal unit concentration (animal units/acre) cate-
gories. This ranking placed an approximately equal number of counties i
each ranking. The counties were similarly ranked by these total animal
units present. The results of both rankings are in Table 4.2-3.

All of the counties in the high animal unit concentration category ..rc
in Texas (Figure 4.2-2). All but two of the counties in the medium concen-
tration classification are also in Texas. Only one of the counties in the
low concentration classification is in Texas. The rest are in New Mexico.
This difference is primarily the result of the much higher concentration »f
stockyards in Toxas.

Avcoas potent:lly disturbed in cach county by the constru tion of
shelters, cluster roads and DTN were determined for hypothetical full hasing
and = lit fasing lavouts.  An estimate of potential animal unit losses from
full Lasing was dotoronned by dividing the total area disturhbed 1 each

county by its avoreygs avres per animal unit figure. Disturbance fiourcs for
split basing wore cntained by adiusting the disturbance figures provided for

full itarrorortion to the decrease in the number of sheltors in cach
county irosp it basing over full khasing. For most of the countices us:d for
bttt facioag mede = Phe lewvel of disturtance is the same, Animal unit losse s
weree thon compated from tie adiusted disturbance figures.  As wilth o

suvs, higher level of direct losses in A county
pot-ntiaily indicates an increase in the level of both direct and indirecct
impacts, particularly in areas where the project may be concentrated.

Nevada Ut ared arals

ALh DNVIPONMERTAL CONSEQUENCES
PROPOSED ACTION (4.3.1)

Because ol its extensivoness in the Nevada/Utah study area, ncarly all
of the projoct is oo rongeland. Inmpacts to rangeland are primarily through




Table 4.2-35.  Abundance (totul AlUMs) and concentration
(AUMs /acre) to lmpact for arazing in all ]
thic countics in the Texas/New Moxico :
study areca. g

COUNTY 1 (XVAL UNITS) | (ANINAL Lx1t8 acki,
Texas ;
Bailey E Low (1) NMe-dium (M)
Castro ] High (H) Hign (H)
Cochran ' L Low (L)
Dallam t Medium (M) M
Deaf Smith M H
Hale H M !
Hartlev L A |
Lamb L M
Moore H H
Oldham M H
Parmer H H
New Mexico
Chaves H L
Curry M Al
DeBaca L L
Harding L
Lea M L
Quay M L
Roosevelt M L
Union H M
3724-1

'Class level determined by listing countie: by

increasing number of animal units and then by
J increased animal unit concentration and then

dividing each list into thirds to allow a i

relative comparison botween counties, ]
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the loss or Jorage from dJdirect distdrioance 0 oot o, g, e ot b of
Project lupacts on o grazing can boeosoon oo figao e o=
lmpuacts on grazing that woutd result from vegelatlon disturbatioo by

M-X deployment will gencerally roemove o portion ol the totel AU, 1o cach
subunit. AUM loss would be relatively larger in high productivity than un
low productivity hydrologic subunitc.

The approximate loss of animal unit months; (AUMs) in the DDA, assuaming
that the project will impact the various vegetation and range types in the
hydrologic subunits in proportion to their occurrence, will be about 7,200
AUMs. This represents about 0.52 percent of the total AUMs in the offocted
BLM planning units (Tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2) or 0.72 percent of the total in
all the affected hydrologic subunits (Table 4.3-3). Sixty-cight percent of
the loss would be in Nevada and 32 percent in Utalh. The cstimated AUM
losses in the individual hydrologic subunits of this alternative @aije romn
0.1 percent to 2.0 percent.

Twenty-six percent of the DDA impacted hvdrologic subunits have a hiyh
AUM cuncentration ranking. Twenty-six percent of the land arca disturbed
and 35 percent of the AUM loss also occurs in these high-ranked subunits.
Hydrologic subunits with medium AUM concentration account for 34 percent of
the impacted subunits and these hydrologic subunits contain 4.0 percent of the
area disturbed and 23 percent of the AUM loss. The hydrologic subunits with
medium AUM concentration receive the highest concentration o¢f deployment area
facilities. This concentration by project facilties was reflected in the
AUMs lost and also in the percentage of the total AUMs lost, relative to the
total in each hydrologic subunit. They were the highest in the medium-
concentration subunits (3,000 AUMs, 0.94 percent) intermediate in the high-
concentration subunits (2,500 AUMs, 0.64 percent), and lowcst in the low-
concentration subunits (1,700 AUMs, 0.59 percant). Over the entire prodcat
area potential non-M~X projects would contribute little to changen in AUM
levels.

Additional impacts are anticipsted to result from thie construction of
support and construction roads, area support centers, remote surveilllance
sites, power transmission corridors, and command, control and communications
networks.,  Site-specific location and disturbance data arce not vet avairl-
able. It also does not include indirect losses that may be due to con-
struction disturbances.

Potential impacts from MX construction would generally not Lo uniform
over a hydrologic subunit. Project facilities can be concentrated in one
part of a .ubunit, leaving other parts untouched. Livestock operators
dependent upon the impacted areas of a hydrologic subunit could be signifi- :
cantly affected. The following analysis of the allotment 1oy allotment
differences within onc sample hydrologic subunit from cach AUM concentration
category illustrates these differences in project councentration.

Jakes hydrologic subunit is one ot the higher AUM concentration sub-
units in the study area. Five of the 6 allotments that are all or partly
within this watershed are impacted by the project. The AUMs lest in the
allotmerts vary from 6 to 212 AUMs (Table 4.3-4). The loss of 212 AUMs !
represents nearly 64 percent of the total AUM toss in the hydrclogic
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. . 1
Tible 4.3-1. Potential impact of DDA on AUMs in Nevada for
the proposed action and for alternatives 1-6.
I T - r-——— "7 )
1 |
COLURTY B S ARSI & PN ! ACK: & DISTUREFD?
! 1
Clurk i
Vi Vol 0 i 0
—— — G U S VY
!
Frtie Dt | ‘
Freraiog 133 ! 4,349 , e ¢.2
. - e e e e — B
PuryeoRa ; :
Fapres | 193 ! 6,211 . 410 1.0
i | !
Gate 216 ) 7,063 1 421 { C.7
! |
; ’ il
Eanpress 86 : 2,812 | 186 ¢.8
In ! .
| |
Calienre 143 ! 4,076 P17 } 0.1
AE1te River 335 | 10,954 © B0 | 0.8
i
Yitsen Creek 555 ! 18,148 | sa4 | T
- I — —_—
Nve 5 ! ‘ ;
1 i d
Tunopah West 311 i 10,170 | 410 | 0.y
Tonopah East | 633 i 20,600 bosTz ! .7
'y kwater | 154 | 5,036 167 ' [N
. ‘ 7 ; 4 -
' ! . )
; 0 ; 0 0 o
i | f
184 ‘ 6,017 booano N O
92 t 3.008 L340 bools
t '
92 3,008 ! 167 , 0.5 '
19 ' 621 S S eI
- i T ! i
L 2.178 | 104,104 P 4,858 | 0.52
3177
7 acres per PS disturbed area for all facilities except OB, DA, CBTS and
150,470 muximum disturbance + 4,600,
The ros cistarbed was determined by applying a factor of 32,7 acres per PS found °n the
grocang Land arcas. The 32.7 acres per PS was calculated by adding together the land
1ot urbed byoall ot these elements «f the project (land reguirements for construction
fuctiities . (Jand recuirenents for facilities), and (land requirements for roads;i, and
A ey the total b L6001 160,470 + 4.600 = 32.7). The number of AUN lose
ey b divadiny the acres per AUM in each planning unit into the caleglate
i Lol cor each planning unit.
~ ~ Dhenicor ceocf BLM 19RO coriputer printouts of AUNM distr:ibution d i
KRR 4 o7 lavour. ‘
:
i
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Table 4.3-2. Potential impact of DDA on AUMs in
Utahl from proposed action.

— - i ey o . e
| ;
COUNTY /BIM Lo , - . _
PLANNING UNIT P DU TURBED e i
A P U S
Beaver } !
Pinyvon . 260 &, 00y vy e
Juab . :
| Tonaz : 1200 ;13,784 STy 1

""Millard )

Contusion [192 ;G278 ‘ 204 Co
. ) . - [ ‘ ‘e
Warm Springs ‘ 218 7, .24 | 330 I
: : !
Topaz X 247 ¢ 8,077 i e (I
b . — T ————— e - —— e e e o
Tooele !

Gold Hill ! 0

Skull Valley-Lakeside | 7%
-
Utah Totals Po1.424

‘Assumes 32.7 acres per I'S cisturted
DAA, OBTS and airports (sef Table
of this assumption).

“Includes 8,340 acres for OB, earrficld. ORTS . and UAS.

Sources: Denver Regional Cffice of

5 TO&S compter printouts of
AUN distribution b alicime:

ol it




Table .3-3. Potential direct impact to grazing as a result of M~X DDA
construction in Wevada/Utah for proposed action and alternatives 1-6.
T T
: ! : : -
HYDREOLOGLS SUBUNLT ; \Cx ‘ SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS
AREA UV PN T ‘
| CONCENTRATION ESTIMATED | LOSS AS % -
— - - ' IN AKEA' AUM ! OF TOTAL POTENTIAL
N NAME LOSS  AUMS IN arga ~ IMPACI
| Subuntts witn M=X Clusters and DTN
4 ‘T; Kk - ! 36 - C ) MHMMMHE
‘ Snake | [ i : AT it
5 Fine i ’ 208 0.9 |
¢ White | P 218 : 0.8
7 Fish Springs . | 76 1 0.6
I , Dugway ‘ 1 111 ‘ P
Y ‘Government (reek ‘ | 23 | G.2
16 Sevier Desert | ' 277 | G.5 ‘
464 | Sevier Desert~Dry Lake ” ‘ | 404 | [ .
54 | wab Wah ‘ I 32y ! 1.8 ‘
13734 ° Big Smoky~Tonoupant Flat ! 87 Uoa '
13v | Koben | l 335 \ 1.0 i
L4UA | Monitor—Northern ! i 216 I 2.5 !
140B l Monitur—Southers i ! 18 1 .z
141 Ralston [ l 262 ; 1.2
142 | Alkal: Spring } ’ 44 | 1.7
1486 Cactus Flat | — 10 { [EE
14y | Stone Cabin® | e 1A , 132 ‘ .8
151 i antelope ‘ i | 226 | 1o ‘
154 Newark L,",.‘,‘,.._t*‘ bbb 175 0.3 '
1554 ¢ Little Smoky—Ncrthern | b ! 13¢ ] 1.6 “
155C ‘ Little Smokv—Southern | USRI | 105 0.6 ‘\
156 | Hot Creek [ Wil 202 0.7 |
170 | Penoyer et et o108 1.1 |
171 i Coal iy | 179 1.2
172 | Garden b e 128 1.5
1734 | Rax 1 road—Southern T b e l 1.0
1735 | Hai1lroad—Northern i (27 c.6 |
174 | Jakes- | 334 \ Z.0 Y
175 1 Long 186 | U.3 i
178B - Butte—South 208 | 0.7 !
179 | Steptoe 19 i 0.1
180 . Cave 140 | 1.0
181 | Dry Lake 1 397 1.3 i
182 | Delamar ‘ 82 | G.8 ;
183 | Lake 142 0.4
184 | Spriag | Bt 128 l .z %
196 Haml1in i PR, 250 G.¢ i
202 Patterson s ; 20 0.2 |
207 | White Kiver ! [ | 250 1 0.5 ;
208 | Pahroc ‘ i ] L 11 ‘ 0.1 i
‘209 | Pahranagat | P W | 23 J 0.1 .
R S . 1 !
i Overall DDA Impuct 7,187 0.7 !
? |
1 ‘q';::_';

- A No AUM reduction (No AUM concentration).

1 - Low - Moderately Low Impact (Low AUM Concentration). Frojected
f AUM reductions representing Jess than 1 percent of AUMs in the
hydrolocie subunit or totalling less than 200 AUMs-

T - Modderate = Moderate v Biglh lmpact (Moderate AUM Concenptrations)
Proaected AUM reduct yons representing 1-5 percent of AUMs an the
hvdroloy e subunit or totaliing 200-50U AUMs .

HERAT Hich mpact cHiooh AUM Conoentiral lons Prosected AUM reductions
Pepretsent e Doper ettt o mere ol those o on the hyvdrologse subunit
rotetalbine SO o neore AUM

et an Coation o ATED Duppor T nt e CAN
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subunit and 5 percent of the AUMs in the portion of the Tom Plain Allotment
occurring the the Jakes hydrologic subunit. This is a sufficient level of
disturbance to potentially significantly impact an operator dependent on
the allotment.

The Dry Lake hydrologic subunit has a medium level of AUM concentra-
tion (AUMS/acre). Eight of the 15 allotments that are all or partly within
the Dry Lake subunit are affected by the project. The AUM loss in the
affected allotments varies from 7 to 123 AUMs (Table 4.3-5). One-third of
the AUM loss occurs in one allotment where it accounts for about 1 percent
of its AUMs. Another 27 percent of the loss occurs in the Ely Springs AMP
allotment where it represents 2.6 percent of its total AUMs. This is a
level that could possibly be significant for an operator dependent on the
allotment.

Delamar nydrologic subunit is in the low AUM concentration category.
All of the allotments occuring in this watershed are impacted by the pro-
ject. The AUM losses in the impacted allotments range from 7 to 35 AUMs
(Table 4.3-6). Seventy-seven percent of the losses occur in two allotments
where they represent an average of about 1 percent of the AUMs present.
This may or may not be significant for operators dependent on these allot-
ments. Disturbance resulting from project construction will be present
for a considerable period of time following construction because of the arid
nature of this hydrologic subunit.

Overall, loss of grazing capacity through vegetation disturbance will
be directly proportional to the level of construction activity and will
peak at tihe completion of the project. Recovery of Great Basin vegetation
is slow under optimum conditions and will be even slower, or prevented
entirely, if the disturbed areas are grazed before sufficient recovery has
occurred. Under the initial disturbance, plus continued disturbance from
grazing by domestic and feral livestock and by wildlife, poisonous annual
plants like halogeton can persist for extended periods of time. If this
occurs it will not only prevent the reestablishment of the former grazing
capacity but can restrict the use of adjacent undisturbed areas as well.

Deployment of M-X would coincide with the implementation, by the
Bureau of Land Management, of many allotment management plans (AMPs). The
AMPs are resulting from the grazing environmental impact statements that
are either completed or nearing completion. Many of these AMPs call for
substantial reductions in livestock numbers over the short term. The short
term reductions would be followed by long term increases in grazing capa-
city through increased and better distributed sources of drinking water
and improved vegetation production. The extensive development of water
supplies that will be necesscry for M-X construction have the potential of
improving the abundance and distribution of water developments for livestock
in a much shorter time period thcen could be accomplished by the BLM alone.
An increase in livestock utilizat'on would be possible in many of the
affected valleys. To accomplish these increases, the water developments
would need to be both properly placed and permanent. Direct water use by
livestock is small compared to M~-X and other use requirements.
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The installation of M-X also has the potential of substantial drawdowns
in groundwater supplies. If drawdowns occur they could deplete water 9
resources necessary to maintain other livestock supporting uses, such as
cropland that is used for raising hay, alfalfa or other forage for winter
and supplemental feeding of livestock. Otherwise gains improvements in
range forage utilization could easily be offset by the loss of local forages
for winter feeding. Such drawdowns could also affect existing water develop-
ments, many of which rely on wells and springs fed by groundwater supplies.
This could also offset gains made by the installation of additional watering
sites.

Because of the presence of large equipment associated with M-X con-
struction, it may be possible to assist the BLM and other state and federal
agencies with vegetation improvement projects designed to increase forage
for wildlife and livestock.

Deployment of M-X would intensify the problems associated with the
increasing number of wild horses and burrows, if current management and con-
trol capabilities remain unchanged. The disturbance caused by M-X construc-
tion, in particular, would displace these animals from many areas, poten-
tially concentrating them in other areas and intensifying an already serious
overgrazing problem. The potential losses in forage production that could
result from such concentrations could equal or exceed those resulting from
the direct vegetation losses of M-X construction.

Grazing management is the effective use of grazing capacity of an allot-
ment. Many types of range improvements are necessary to accomplish the
proper utilization of the grazing resource by livestock. Most of these are
associated with various types of agreements and commitments between manage-
ment agencies and private users. Water developments providing livestock
drinking water are of critical importance in much of the Nevada/Utah area.
Around 10-15 percent of the area is currently ungrazed because of the lack
of water. Efficient cattle grazing does not generally occur further than 4 mi
from drinking water. The loss of water site can mean the loss of up to 50 mi?
of grazing land. A loss of one water site in a valley can mean several times
the AUM loss from direct vegetation disturbance of full project occupancy of
the allotments in a hydrologic subunit. Because of widespread nature of the
project and its potential for groundwater drawdown, the loss of livestock
watering sites is a definite possibility.

Equally important for grazing management are fences. Fences control
both the management of the use of forage by livestock within allotments and
separate allotments leased by different operators. The extensive road sys-
tem for M-X will cause numerous breaks in existing fencing. This will be
particularly true during construction when uncompleted roads will have con-
tinuous use. If ways cannot be found to economically prevent livestock
from moving through these gaps, use of the affected allotments may have to
be curtailed or some type of agreement worked out between permit holders.
Similar fencing problems will remain during operations, particularly along
cluster roads used by transporter vehicles. Cluster locations may require
realignment of allotment boundaries. The associated political and economic
problems associated with the historic commitments to allotment boundaries
will then need to be dealt with.




Livestock grazing is the major, and in some instances the only reliable
source of economic return in the hydrologic subunits. In addition to the
significance of grazing capacity lost by direct vegetation disturbance,
and the potential problem resulting from the disruption of watering sites
and fences, is a pattern of disturbance that is unique to the project. .
Although the area directly impacted is relatively small, the geometric pat-
tern of the project results in large areas being affected. In some instan-
ces the project covers essentially the entire floor of a hydrologic subunit.
This can have serious implications for many types of livestock operations,
particularly sheep operations. k

The project disturbance could result in a checkerboard pattern in the
distribution of halogeton throughout the floor of susceptible hydrologic
subunits. When forage and drinking water have been limited, sheep will con-
sume toxic quantities of halogeton if it is available after drinking water
has been obtained. Successful grazing under these circumstances requires
sufficient area that is reasonably free of halogeton to be profitably used.
The undisturbed areas within the project layout could be too small to be
generally usable under such conditions.

In addition to direct vegetation disturbance, there are potentially
other indirect adverse effects of project deployment on ranching opera-
tions and AUMs that would be greatest during the construction phase. At
peak periods, livestock access to some forage or watering areas (or other
necessary movements) could be restricted. Increased cost of operation and/
or increased loss of animals from other indirect causes also potentially
increase the impact on livestock operations. In general, the livestock
industry in the Nevada/Utah area operates on a narrow profit margin. Short-
term impacts of the level resulting from M-X could be difficult to survive
and longer term impacts could be devastating for some operators.

Mitigation Measures (4.3.1.1)

Possible mitigation measures include avoidance of highly productive
areas, provision of additional water supplies, reimbursement for losses of
supplemental feed, and improvement of range productivity. Of these, the
most effective would be avoidance through system design of the most produc-
tive allotments within utilized subunits when possible. Supplying addi-
tional water resources to improve livestock utilization of areas not affected
by the project could also be used to mitigate losses. In some instances,
reimbursement for losses or providing supplemental feed could be used to
compensate for short-term losses. A longer term mitigation is the improve-
ment of range productivity in areas adjacent to those impacted by the pro-
ject. Establishment of improved vegetation, however, would require several
years and controlled use by grazing animals.

Coyote Spring Operating Base (4.3.1.2)

The Coyote Spring operating base is located in an area with a low AUM
concentration (Figure 4.3-2). Operating base impacts to grazing occur
about equally within two allotments (Delamar and Arrow Canyon). The Arrow
Canyon allotment is currently ungrazed so losses will be to future uses.
A total of about 153 AUMs could result, and this level would not signifi-
cantly vary with the movement of base facilities within the suitability area.
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The loss of AUMs from direct vegetation disturbance will peak with the
completion of the OB and the loss will remain at that level through decom-
missioning. Grazing will also probably be restricted in the vicinity of
the base, increasing the potential AUM loss. Additional disturbance will
occur from the construction of DTN through Coyote Spring and Pahranagat
hydrologic subunits to connect the base with Delamar valley.

The significance of the AUM losses associated with the base will depend
on how import.nt these allotments are for local operators and on how the
disturbance aiters the BLM grazing management plans for the region. The
operating base data are summarized in Table 4.3-7.

Because of the aridity of the region limited opportunity exists for
mitigating AUM losses. Compensation is one mitigative measure that could
be taken.

Mil ford Operating Base (4.3.1.3)

The Milford operating base (second OB for the proposed action) is
located in a valley with a high AUM concentration on public land and irri-
gated pasture on private land (Table 4.2-2). 1Impacts to grazing from the
Milford secondary operating base occur about half on two allotments (Cook
and Antelope Peak) and about half on private land (Figure 4.3-3). This
operating base would result in the loss of about 248 AUMs, based on the
average AUM concentration in the valley. This level could significantly
vary within the suitability envelope depending on the mix of public and
private land.

The loss of AUMs is a direct function of the grazing land lost to base
facilities and will remain at that level through decommissioning. Grazing
will also probably be restricted in the vicinity of the base resulting in
additional AUM losses. The operating base data are summarized in
Table 4.3-7.

Avoidance of the more productive areas, particularly on private land,
could mitigate some of the lost grazing capacity. Range improvement pro-
jects on adjacent, undisturbed areas could also be used as a mitigation
measure. Compensation and/or providing supplemental feed are also possible
mitigation measures.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (4.3.2)

The DDA for Alternative 1 and the impacts associated with its construc-
tion and operation are identical with those for the Proposed Action (Sec-
tion 4.3.1).

Coyote Spring Operating Base (4.3.2.1)
Impacts to grazing in Coyote Spring hydrologic subunit are the same

for this alternative as chose discussed for the proposed action (Sec-
tion 4.3.1.2}).
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L Table 4.3-7.

Potential direct impact to grazing from
area disturbed by construction of oper-
ating bases for the proposed action and
alternatives 1-6 and 8 (Coyote Spring

! . Alternative 8

N
2T

UM

! TS VL L

High Impact.

No AUM reduction.

Low - Moderately Low Impact.

Moderate - Moderately High Impact,
reductions representing 1-5 percent of AUMs in the
hydrologic subunit or totalling 200-500 AUMs.

vValley). (Page 1 of 2)
LOSS AS %
POTENTIAL
ESTIMATED |OF HYDROLOGIC
ALTERNATIVE LOCATION aui LOSs  |suBUNIT ToTaL | QYERALL
AUMS
Coyote Spring 153 2.5 GEIIIID
Proposed Action Valley, NV
Milford, UT 248 0.5 M
Coyote Spring 153 [T
Alternative 1 Valley, NV
Beryl, UT 212 0.7 [IINEI
Coyote Spring 153 2.5 HIH )
Alternative 2 Valley, NV
Delta, UT 208 0.2 I
. Beryl, UT 307 1.0 IHTHEN]
Alternative 3 Ely, NV 176 0.4 semnn
Beryl, UT 307 1.0 [T
Alternative 4 .
Covote Spring
Valley, NV 106 1.7 U]
) Milford, UT 359 0.7 [ITINTITHD
Alternative 5 Ely, NV 176 0.4 T
Milford, UT 359 0.7 [TATE
Alternative 6
Coyote Spring
Valley, NV 106 1.7 ratiingng
Covote Spring 153 2.5 I
Vallev, NV
3834-1

Projected AUM reductions
representing less than 1 percent of AUMs in the
hydrologic subunit or totalling less than 200 AUMs.

Projected AUM

Projected AUM reductions representing

5 percent or more of those in the hydrologic subunit or
totalling 500 or more AUMs.




Table 4.3-7.

Potential direct impact to grazing from

area disturbed by construction of oper-
ating bases for the proposed action and
alternatives 1-6 and 8 (Coyote Spring

Valley). (Page 2 of 2)
ESTIMATED LOSS AS % OF ”
ALTERNATIVE LOCATION ANIMAL UNIT | TOTAL COUNTY P?ﬂﬁgg}éL
LOSS ANIMAL UNITS ‘

Clovis, NM
. - ' 170-800 0.4-0.7 [T
Alternative 7 Dalhart, TX
Alternative 8 Clovis, NM 900 1.6 [MITATTIn

3834-1
: — . .
] No animal unit reductions.

[[1:1:[] Low-Moderately Low impact. Projected animal unit
reductions representing less than 1 percent of those
in the county or toutalling less than 500 animal units.

TUIIIL  Moderate - Moderately High Impact. Projected animal
unit reductions representing less than 5 percent of
those 1n the county or totalling 500-1,000 animal units.

E o High Impact potential. Projected animal unit reductions
representing 5 percent or more of the animal units 1n
the county or totalling more than 1,000 animal units.

Note "animal units” and "AUMY (animal unit months) are not
eguivalent. ithey represent different data sets,
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Beryl Operating Base (4.3.2.2)

The Beryl operating base, second OB for alternative 1, is located in
an area with a medium AUM concentration category (Table 4.2-2). The facil-
ities for this operating base occupy parts of four allotments (Tilly Creek,
Bennion Springs, Del Vecchio, and Mule Springs (Figure 4.3-4). Total
losses from direct vegetation disturbance in the four allotments will be
about 212 AUMs. The loss of grazing capacity from vegetation disturbance
will not significantly change with the movement of base facilities within
the suitability area.

AUM losses will reach a maximum with the completion of the base and
will remain at that level through decommissioning. Grazing will also prob-
ably be restricted in the vicinity of the base, resulting in further AUM
losses.

The grazing losses associateéd with the establishment of this base could
significantly affect any operators dependent on the impacted allotment.
Operating base AUM loss data are summarized in Table 4.3-7.

Avoidance of the more productive areas of the affected allotments could
be used to mitigate some of the grazing losses. Rangeland improvement pro-
jects in undisturbed areas of the affected allotments could be used to miti-
gate most, or even all of the grazing losses. Monetary compensation and/or
provision of supplemental feed, particularly during the disruption of con-
struction, are also possible mitigation measures.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (4.3.3)

The DDA for alternative 2 is identical with the proposed action and
the potential impacts are the same (see Section 4.3.1).

Coyote Spring Operating Base (4.3.3.1)

Impacts to grazing in Coyote Spring Valley are the same for this alter-
native as those discussed for the proposed action (Section 4.3.1.2).

Delta Operating Base (4.3.3.2)

The Delta operating base, the second OB for alternative 2, is located
in an area with a medium AUM concentration (Table 4.2-2). The facilities
for this operating base are located in a single allotment (Desert) (Fig-
ure 4.3-5). Total grazing losses from direct vegetation disturbance will
be about 208 AUMs. The loss of grazing capacity from vegetation disturbance
will not significantly change with the movement of base facilities within
the suitability area.

Grazing losses will peak with the completion of the base and that level
of loss is expected to remain through decommissioning. Livestock use will
also probably be restricted in the vicinity of the base, resulting in fur-
ther AUM losses.

The significance of the grazing losses will depend on the importance of
the area to the livestock operators leasing grazing rights in that portion
of the Desert allotment. Operating base data are summarized in Table 2.3-7.
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Avoidance of the more productive areas of the affected allotments
could be used to mitigate some of the grazing losses. Rangeland improve-
ment projects in undisturbed areas of the affected allotment could be used
to mitigate the grazing losses. Supplemental feed could also be supplied
to carry affected operators through the construction phase and over the
period of time needed for improved rangeland to become sufficiently estab-
lsihed to support grazing.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (4.3.4)

The DDA for Alternative 3 is identical with the proposed action and
the potential impacts are the same (see Section 4.3.1).

Beryl Operating Base (4.3.4.1)

The Beryl main operating base has the same grazing impacts as the
Beryl secondary operating base discussed in Section 4.3.2.2 but with the
following exceptions. The direct loss of vegetation from base construction
will reduce the grazing capacity of the impacted allotments by a total of
about 370 AUMs instead of the previous 212 AUMs. The level of grazing loss
will probably not vary significantly with any movement of base facilities
within the suitability area. Additional losses will also be incurred from
the construction of the DTN from the base to the DDA. This will affect
areas in both the Beryl and Pine Valley hydrologic subunits. Impacts and
mitigations are generally the same as those discussed in section 4.3.2.2.
Operating base AUM loss data are summarized in Table 4.3-7.

Ely Operating Base (4.3.4.2)

The Ely operating base, the secondary OB for alternative 3, is located
ir the Steptoe Valley hydrologic subunit. This is an area within the low
AUM concentration category (Table 4.2-2). The facilities for this base
are located in three livestock allotments (Tamberlain, Little White Rock,
and West Schell Bench) (Figure 4.3-6). Total grazing losses from direct
vegetation disturbance will be about 176 AUMs and the loss will probably
not significantly change with the movement of base facilities around within
the suitability area.

Grazing losses will reach a maximum with the completion of construc-
tion and will remain through decommissioning. Livestock use will also
probably be restricted in the vicinity of the base, resulting in further
AUM losses.

The significance of the grazing losses will depend on the importance
of the allotments impacted by base construction to the livestock operations
using them. These types of effects are currently under study. AUM loss
data for the various operating base alternatives are summarized in
} Table 4.3-7.

Avoidance of the more productive areas of the affected allotments }
could be used to mitigate some of the grazing losses. Rangeland improve- :
(ment projects in undisturbed areas of the affected allotments could also
mitigate AUM losses. Supplemental feed could be supplied to carry affected
operators through the construction phase over the period of time needed
for improved rangeland to become sufficiently established to support grazing.
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ALTERNATIVE 4 (4.3.5)

The DDA for alternative 4 is identical with the proposed action and
the potential impacts are the same (see Section 4.3.1).

Beryl Operating Base (4.3.5.1)

Impacts to grazing in the Beryl-Enterprise hydrologic subunit result-
ing from the Beryl first operating base are the same for this alternative
as those discussed for Alternative 3 (Section 4.3.4.1).

Coyote Spring Operating pase (4.3.5.2)

Impacts to grazing in the Coyote Spring hydrologic subunit are the
same for this alternative as those discussed for the proposed action
(Section 4.3.1.2) with the following exceptions. Grazing losses will be
approximately 106 instead of 153 AUMs (Table 4.3-7). There will not be a
DTN constructed from the base to the DDA.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (4.3.6)

The DDA for Alternative 5 is identical with the proposed action and
the potential impacts are the same (see Section 4.3.1).

Milford Primary Operating Base (4.3.6.1)

The grazing impacts for the Milford first OB are the same as those
for the Milford secondary operating base in the proposed action (Section
4.3.1.3) and the following additions., Additional facilities will raise
the total grazing loss from vegetation disturbance from 248 to 359 AUMs
(Table 4.3-7). Disturbance will also include the construction of DTN from
the base to the DDA in Wah Wah Valley.

Ely Operating Base (4.3.6.2)

Impacts to the grazing resource in the Steptoe Valley hydrologic sub-
unit are the same for this alternative as those discussed for Alternative 3
(Section 4.3.4.2).
ALTERNATIVE 6 (4.3.7)

The DDA for Alternative 6 is identical with the proposed action and
the potential impacts are the same (See Section ).

Milford Operating Base (4.3.7.1)
Impacts to grazing in the Milford hydrologic subunit resulting from

the Milford primary operating base for this alternative are the same as
those discussed for Alternative 5 (Section 4.3.6.1).




Coyote Spring Operating Base (4.3.7.2)

Impacts to grazing in the Coyote Spring hydrologire cubunit resulting
from the Coyote Spring operating basc are the same for this alternative as
those discussed for Alternative 4 (Section 4.3.%.2

ALTERNATIVE 7 - FULL DEPLOYMENT IN TEXAS/NFW MEXICO (4.3.3.)

The counties in Texas and New Mexico are a complex assocjiation of
native rangeland, irrigated pasture, and feedlots. Extensive acrecages of
cropland are also harvested for cattle feed. Impacts to any of these arcas
potentially reduces the number of livestock. The disturbance in each
county was assumed to affect each of the above livestock supporting areas
in direct proportion to their relative abundance in each country. Based
on these assumptions, up to 14,600 animal units or about 0.7 percent of
the total present in the affected counties would be lost in this alterna-
tive (Table 4.3-8). The animal unit losses in the individual counties
vary from 0.08 to 1.64 percent of the total prescent. Texas has 65 per-
cent of the total animal units in the affected counties vary from 0.08 to
1.64 percent of the total present. Texas has 65 percent of the total
animal units in the affected counties and would sustain about 74 percent
of the loss. In Nevada and Utah, each AUM is equivalent to about U.21
animal units and on federal land in New Mexico each animal unit is equiva-
lent to about 6.2 AUMs. The full basing loss of animal units in Texas/
New Mexico is over twice the loss of AUMs in the Nevada/Utah area. In
economic terms, this difference is larger, equating out to about a
10-times difference in impact between the full basing alternatives.

All of the counties in the high animal unit concentration category are
in Texas. (Figure 2.3.3.11.2-3). All but two of the counties in the medium
concentration classification are also in Texas. Only one of the counties
in the low concentration classification is in Texas. The rest are in
New Mexico. This difference is primarily the result of the much higher
concentration of stockyards in Texas.

Twenty~six percent of the counties potentially impacted by this alter-
native are high-ranked counties, which account for 20 percent of the total
land area potentially disturbed and 49 percent of the total potential animal
loss. Thirty-seven percent of the counties impacted by the DDA are medium
ranked counties, which account for 42 percent of the total area disturb.d
and 33 percent of the animal units potentially lost. The remaining impact
will be in counties with a low animal unit concentration ranking. The per-
centage of the possible animals lost in ecach county, relative to the total
number in each, was highest in the high concentration counties (7,100 ani-
mal units, 0.92 percent), intermediate in the medium concentration counties
(4,800 animal units, 0.78 percent), and lowest in the low concentration
counties (2,700 animal units, 0.48 percent). This differs from the Nevada/
Utah results in that the highest project concentration falls in the highest
animal unit concentration counties.

The loss of livestock capacity through the disturbance of rangeland,
cropland supporting livestock, and feedlots will be directly proportional
to the level of construction activity and will peak at the completion of
the project. Recovery will be potentially rapid compared to that expected
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Table 4.3-8. Potential direct impact to grazing as a result
of M-X DDA construction in Texas/New Mexico
for alternative 7.
ANIMAL UNIT ESTIMATED LOSS AS % OF POTENTIAL
COUNTY CONCENTRATION | ANIMAL UNIT { COUNTY TOTAL IMPACT |
IN COUNTY! LOSS ANIMAL UNITS
Counties with M-X Clusters and DTN
| Bailey, TX AI 1T 317 0.7
| Castro, TX 1,210 0.6
! Cochran, TX b ' 144 0.5
| Dallam, X prim 1,840 2.0
! Deaf Smith, TX? b e Mot 3,723 1.9
‘ Hartley, TX? A 1,188 1.1
i Hockley, TX 5 0.1 !
Lamb, TX 122 0.3 !
I Oldham, TX 122 0.2
| Parmer, TX 1,833 1.2
. Randall, TX il 221 0.2 )
| Sherman. TX e 109 0.1 ]
‘ Swisher, TX 270 0.2 !
|  Chaves, NM 598 0.4 HELLLLERULELY
| Curry, NM 739 0.8 N
| DeBaca, NM 34 0.1 )
{  Guadalupe, NM I 5 Q.1 P
l Harding, NM 169 0.4 i
! Lea, NM e 17 0.1 4 o
| Quay, NM RN 701 0.8
Roosevelt, NM? T I 1,026 1.1
Union, NM 454 0.3
[; Overall DDA Impact 14,847 0.7 HEKHHEHB

——

383

-2

No animal unit reductions (No Animal Unit Concentration).

Low I[mpact. (Low Animal Unit Concentration).

Projected animal unit reductions representing less than
1 percent of those in the county or totalling less than
500 animal units.

Moderate Impact. (Moderate Animal Unit

Concentration). Projected animal unit reductions
representing less than 5 percent of those in the county
or totalling 500-1,000 animal units,

High Impact (High Animal Unit Concentration). Projected
animal unit reductions representing 5 percent or more of
the animal units in the county or totalling more than
1,000 units,

‘Conceptual location of srea Support Centers (ASCs).

Note:

“Animal Units” and "AUM" (animal unit months) are not equivalent;

they represent different data sets.
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in the Great Basin with time measured in years rather than decades.
Because of its inherent value, cropland will probably be renovated rela-
tively rapidly. Some care will be needed to present the invasion of toxic
weeds into grazed areas.

The livestock industry is the primary source of economic return in
the Texas/New Mexico study area. The impacts resulting fromboth the direct
project disturbance and the restrictions to movement during and immedi-
ately following construction could substantially impact selected indivi-
duals and livestock operations. The total livestock losses in this region
could exceed $1.5 million per year during the peak years of disturbances.
The segment of the economy on which these losses will be focused will be
significantly impacted. These figures are in addition to any losses
accrued from the disturbance of croplands.

Additional disturbance will result from the construction of support
roads, construction roads, area support centers, remote surveillance sites,
power transmission corridors, or corridors and other disturbances for com-
mand, control and communication networks. Site specific location and dis-
turbance date are not yet available. It also does not include losses that
may result from construction disturbances.

The impact of the project on livestock production in Texas and
New Mexico could be substantially reduced by the avoidance of feedlots.
Such avoidance could reduce the losses in some Texas counties by as much
as 3/4 and in some New Mexico counties by over 30 percent. The avoidance
of cropland that is primarily used to raise feed for livestock could also
significantly reduce losses. Avoidance of the most productive areas of
rangeland would also help.

Clovis Operating Base (4.3.8.1)

The Clovis operating base is located in Curry county, which has medium
animal unit concentration (Figure 4.3-7). The OB site is largely agricult-
ural and contains feedlots containing over 40 percent of the livestock in
the county. The livestock losses from the contribution of the operating
base would vary from about 470 to 800 or more depending on whether feedlots
are impacted. Animal unit losses from the construction of this base will
peak with its completion and the loss will remain at that level. Little if
any losses will occur from DTN construction because it will be routed along
existing county roads. Impacts to livestock from the placement of this
base will be significant for the livestock operations directly affected.
Because the surrounding area is fully utilized by existing livestock and
agricultural enterprises, mitigation by some form of replacement of lost
area will probably not be possible. Compensation of affected operations
could be used as a mitigating measure.

Dalhart Operating Base (4.3.8.2)

I
The Dalhart operating base is located southwest of Dalhart, Texas I
. in Hartley County. This county is in the medium animal unit category and
contains extensive rangeland, as well as cropland and feedlots (Figure
4.3-8). Losses from the placement of this base could be as much as 900 plus
animal units, depending on the types of livestock facilities impacted.

R . e e e o
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Animal unit losses resulting from the construction of this base will
peak with its completion and will remain at that level through decomission-
ing.

Impacts to livestock will be significant for the livestock operations
directly impacted. Rangeland improvements in the surrounding area could
be used to mitigate some of the livestock losses. Compensation is also a
mitigation that could be used.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (4.3.9)
Nevada/Utah DDA (4.3.9.1)

The split basing deployment area in Nevada/Utah is illustrated in
Figure 4.3-9.

Potential Effects (4.3.9.1.1)

The approximate loss of animal unit months (AUMs) in the DDA, assuming
that the project facilities of DTN, cluster roads and shelters for split
basing will impact the various vegetation and range types in the hydro-
logic subunits in proportion to their occurrence, will be about 3,650 AUMs
or 0.55 percent of the total in all the affected subunits. Fifty-three
percent of the loss would be in Nevada and 42 percent in Utah. Th= esti-
mated AUM losses in the individual hydrologic subunits of this alternative
ranges from 0.02 percent to 1.29 percent. Other indirect losses are also
possible.

Twenty-three percent of the DDA impacted hydrologic subunits have a
high AUM concentration (Table 4.3-9). Twenty-two percent of the land area
disturbed and 29 percent of the AUM loss would occur in these high-ranked
subunits. This is a 50 percent reduction compared to the proposed action
(Section 4.3.1). Hydrologic subunits with intermediate AUM concentration
account for 41 percent of the impacted subunits, 50 percent of the area dis-
turbed and 51 percent of the total AUM loss. This is a 25 percent reduc-
tion when compared to the proposed action (Section 4.3.1). The remaining
impacted hydrologic subunits with a low ranking of AUM concentration have
28 percent of the area disturbed, 20 percent of the AUM loss, and a 47 per-
cent reduction compared to the proposed action (Section 4.3.1). As with
the proposed action, the valleys with intermediate AUM concentration receive
the highest density of deployment area facilities. This is reflected in
the percentage of the total AUMs lost, relative to the total in each sub-
unit, which were the highest in the intermediate-concentration hydrologic
subunits (1,850 AUMs, 0.41 percent), and intermediate in the low-
concentration (750 AUMs, 0.49 percent). The split basing alternative
removes the project from more high and low than from intermediate AUM con-
centration valleys.

Additional disturbance would result from the construction of support
roads, construction roads, area support centers, remote surveillance sites,
power transmission corridors, or corridors and other disturbance areas for
command, control and communications networks. Site specific disturbance
data for these facilities are not yet available. It also does not include
losses that may result from construction disturbances.
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Table 4.3-9. Potential direct impact to grazing as a ’
result of DDA construction in Nevada/
Utah and Texas/New Mexico for
alternative 8 (split basing).
HYDROLOGIC SUBUNIT Atu SHORT-TERM AND LONG-TERM EFFECTS i
CONCENTRATION LOSS AS %
| ESTIMATED POTENTIAL
%0 Iﬁ NAME IN THE AREA AUM LOSS Avus Ak IMPACT'
Subunits or Counties with M-X Clusters and DTNs
4 Snake’ 274 0.3 TGILLET
5 Prae 225 0.9 T
8 White 215 0.8 I i
7 Fish Spriogs 3 0.1 M
16 Sevier Desert 160 0.5 M
46A Sevier Desert & Dry Lake" 186 0.2 17
54 Wah Wah 277 0.3 QU
155C | Little Smoky--Southern 89 0.4 i :
156 | Hot Creek 180 c.8 RE
170 Penoxer 108 1.1 i 1
171 Coal 179 1.2 ; i ]
172 | yarden 128 1.5 i I
173A | Rarlroad—Southern 131 1.0 1 i
173B { Railroad—Northern 78 0.2 Iy
180 | Cave 140 1.0 Ll
181 | Dry Lake' 397 1.3 I
182 | pelamar 82 0.8 T
183 | Lake 142 0.9 AR
184 | Spring 128 0.2 HE SR
196 | Hamlin 250 0.9 i
202 Patterson 20 0.2
207 W¥hite River 250 0.5
B - 3 ESTIMATED LOSS AS % OF
COUNTY AL ToN? |ANIMAL UNIT |  TOTAL ANIMAL P
LOSS UNIT IN AREA
Bailey, TX 1 [T 14 0.1 T
Cochran, TX t 126 0.4
Dallam, TX 510 ome
Deaf Smith, TX 1,460 0.6
Hartley, TX* 967 0.8 I
Hockley, TX 5 0.1 1 1
Lamb, TX 11 0.1 =+ T
Oldham. TX 74 0.1 It 1
Parmer, TX 10 6.1 N
Chaves, NM 598 0.4 R
Curry, NM f 318 0.4 L
DeBaca, NM 1 29 0.1 1
Guadalupe, NM TR S 0.1
Harding, NM T 169 0.4 X
Lea, NM | 17 0.1 aEs N
Quay, Nu? on Nt 525 0.6 [HIHHINIKIK
Roosevelt, NM*:* NI 393 0.4
Union, NM 370 0.2 U...L
' Other Affected Subunits
208 Pahroc 11 0.1
210 Coyote Spring 208 3.43
Overall Impact (CTHITITID
3 3836-4
' 'AUM’ RELATED IMPACTS FOR NEVADA/UTAH
—| No AUM reduction (no AUM concentration)
213 Low - moderately low impact (low AUM concentration). Projected AUM

reductions representing less than 1 percent of AUMs in the hydrologic
subunit or totalling less than 200 AUMS.

Moderate - moderately high impact (moderate AUM concentration). Projected
IO AUM reductions representing 1-5 percent of AUMs in the hydrologic subunit
or totalling 200-500 AUMs.

N High impact (high AUM concentration). Projected AUN reductions representing
5 percent or more of those in the hydrologic subunit or totalling 500 or
more AUMs.

IANIMAL UNIT' IMPACTS FOR TEXAS/NEW MEXICO

—

—_— No animal unit reductions (no animal unit concentration).

Low - moderately low impact (low animal unit concentration). Projected
animal unit reductions representing less than 1 percent of those 1a the
county or totalling less than 500 animal units.

o v Moderate - moderately high impact (moderate animal unit concentration).
Projected animal unit reductions representing less than 5 percent of those in
the county or totalling 500-1,000 animal units,

High impact (high animal unit concentration). Projected animal unit
reductions representing 3 percent or more of the animal units in the
county or totalling more than 1,000 animal units.

'NOTE 'ANIMAL UNITS™ AND “ANIMAL UNIT MONTHS" ARE NOT EQUIVALENT: THEY REPRESENT
Q1 -FERENT DATA SETS.
“CONCEPTUAL LOCATION F AREA SUPPORT CENTERS (ASCs).
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The mitigative measures discussed in the proposed actions (Section
4.3.1) equally apply here.

Coyote Operation Base (4.3.9.2)

The Coyote Springs operating base for the split basing alternative is
identical to that discussed in the proposed action (Section 4.3.1.2).

Texas/New Mexico DDA (4.3.9.3)
The split basing deployment in Texas/New Mexico is illustrated in

Figure 4.3-10. The general discussions of the Texas/New Mexico area found
in Alternative 7 (Section 4.3.8) also apply here.

All but one of the counties in the high animal unit concentration
category in Texas were eliminated from this alternative. All the counties
in the intermediate and low concentration classifications in Alternative 7
are also included in this Alternative. The counties are no longer impacted
because project size reductions have come entirely from high animal unit
concentration counties in Texas.

This reduced animal-unit losses in Texas by 71 percent and losses in
New Mexico 35 percent compared to Alternative 7 (Section 4.3.8).

Only seven percent of the counties potentially impacted by this alter-
native are high-ranked counties. This is a reduction of 80 percent com-
pared to Alternative 7. These high-ranked counties account for 9 percent
of the total land area potentially disturbed and 26 percent of the total
potential animal loss. Forty-four percent of the counties impacted by tha
DDA are in the intermediate animal unit classification and they account
for the 34 percent of the total area disturbed and 41 percent of the ani-
mal units potentially lost. The remainder is in counties with a low animal
unit concentration ranking. The number of intermediate and low concentra-
tion classification counties impacted were not changed from Alternative 7.
The percentage of the possible animals lost in each county, relative to the
total number in each, was highest in the high concentration counties (1,500
animal units, 0.64 percent) intermediate in the intermediate concentration
counties (2,300 animal units, 0.37 percent) and lowest in the low concentra-
tion counties (1,900 animal units, 0.33 percent). This differs from the
the results for the individual Nevada and Utah subunits where the highest
project concentration falls in the subunits with a medium AUM concentration.

Additional animal unit losses will occur from direct disturbances
resulting from the construction of support roads, construction roads,
area support centers, remote surveillance sites, power transmission cor-
ridors, or corridors and other disturbances for command, control and
communication networks. Site specific disturbance data for these facili-
ties are not yet available. It also does not include losses that may be
due to construction disturbances.

Clovis Operating Base (4.3.9.4)

This discussion of the operating base is covered in Alternative 7
(Section 4.3.8.1).
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4.4 SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS
Nevada/Utah Region (4.4.1)

The impacts discussed are based on the direct effects of the major
project facilities of DTN, cluster roads and shelters. There will also
be other direct and indirect impacts not specifically covered. For sig-
nificance analysis purposes the overall impact was assumed to be propor-
tional to the direct impacts actually quantified. The potential for
indirect, and therefore for total, impacts was also assumed to be related
to the amount of a hydrologic subunit, and associated allotments, over
which project facilities are dispersed.

Because of the nature of the project layout, the loss of approxi-
mately one percent of the area in an average hydrologic subunit means that
project facilities have the potential for being dispersed over all of at
least one allotment, if not several. At a five percent loss of area the
project facilities are dispersed over the entire valley floor of a subunit.
This five percent figure therefore estimates maximum impact and the highest
potential for significance of impact. At values between one and five per-
cent the potential exists for project facilities to fully occupy one to
several allotments and was rated as having a moderate potential for signif-
icant impacts. At project levels affecting less than one percent of a
hydrologic subunit the potential exists for no allotment to be fuily occu-
pied and was rated as having a low potential for significant impacts.

The hydrologic subunits impacted vary considerably in size and the
percentage figures discussed can under estimate impacts in the largest of
them. The total number of AUMs was also included in assessing the potential
for significant impacts to address this possibility. At a loss of 200 AUMs
the potential again exists for project facilities to be dispersed over all
of at least one allotment in a hydrologic subunit. At over 500 AUMs, pro-
ject facilities will be dispersed over all of the valley floor of most of
the potentially impacted hydrologic subunits and represent a high potential
for significant impacts. Losses from direct impacts from the major project
facilities was assumed to represent a moderate potential for significant
impact and losses of less than 200 AUMs a low potential for significant
impact. Overall impacts represent an average of the significance ratings
of the individual hydrologic subunits.

Texas/New Mexico Region (4.4.2)

The basic procedures described above for Nevada/Utah were repeated for
Texas/New Mexico. One percent and five percent boundary values were also
used for Texas/New Mexico to maintain consistency in the significance
analyses. Because of the larger livestock population and potential for
larger herd sizes, a loss of 500 animal units was assumed to represent an
approximate boundary between low and medium potential for the significance
of impact. Losses above 1000 animal units were assumed to represent the
highest potential for significant impacts. Overall impact represents an
average of the significance ratings of the individual counties.

4-50
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5.0 RECREATTON

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Recreation represents an important activity for the residents of the
Proposed Deployment area as well as for out-of-statc visitors who come to
these states to take advantage of the many recreational resources avail-
able.

Geist (1978) contends that recreation in natural settings akin to
those offered in the deployment areas is vital to "increasing the indiv-
iduals physical, intellectual and social competence which in turn maximizes
health, develops a sense of mastery, and increases life span". Dat:
indicate that recreation is an integral part of a life style which
maximizes health. The importance of providing recreational opporturities
as perceived by federal, state, local, and other entities, can best ve
summed up by paraphrasing the major goal of the Utah State Division of
Parks and Recreation:

To provide a broad spectrum of gquality outdoor park and recreational
opportunities and facilities so that existing and future generations,
both resident and nonresident, may enjoy their choice of new and i
traditional ocutdoor experiences.

Consideration of all recreation activities in Nevada and Utah would
send the accumulated activity occasions into the billions or at least a
sufficient investment of time and money to make recreation an important
issue.

For example $73,000,000 would be required from Nevada state funds by
1981 to meet the full range of the state's outdoor recreation nceds,
$41,500,000 of which would be used for urban development of urban parks
and active recreation segments. (Nevada State Park System, 1977). 1In
Utah, over $269 million has been spent by federal, state, and local ;
governments between 1971 and 1976 on recreation-related problems. f

Both Utah and Nevada receive a heavy influx of out-of-state recreators.
A Nevada survey of non-resident motorists revealed that 1.1 million parties
of motorists, all of whom participated in some form of outdoor recreation,
passed through the state in the summer of 1975.

New Mexico attracts more than 22 million out-of-state visitors each
year who spend an estimated $483 million. The New Mexico tourist and
travel industry is the state's largest private employer (New Mexico Planning
Office, 1976).

NEVADA/UTAH REGION (5.1.1)

Ownership/Administration: In general, responsibility for providing
recreational resources is distributed among federal, state, local, and ‘
private concerns (Table 5.1.1-1). 1In the Nevada/Utah study area most of 1
the developed recreational areas and campgrounds are administered primarily
by the Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest Service, Natioral Park
Service, Nevada State Park System, and the Utah Division of Parks and




Table 5.1.1-1. Agencies managing and/or owning major
recreational resources in the Nevada/Utah study area.

TYPE

AGENCY

Federal

Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Forest Service

National Park Service

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Water and Power Resources Service
Corps of Engineers

U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs

State

Nevada State Park System

Nevada Department of Highways

Nevada Department of Wildlife

Utah Division of Parks and Recreation
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Utah Division of Forestry and Fire Control

Other

Various county and other local governments

J Private enterprises

Sources:

149

Nevada State Park System, 1977; Utah
Department of Outdoor Recreaticn, 1978,




Recreation. Tables 5.1.1-2 and 5.1.1-3 indicate the projortion of
developed recrcational alnd in Nevada and Utah, respectively, attri-
butable to each managing group of agencies (federal, state, etc.) as
reported in the states' Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation

Plan (SCORP). Secveral cited acreages appear noticeably disproportionate
when compared to others in the same managing category for other counties.
Thiis may be a result of variation in the data collection methodology
which depends on responses to questionnaires sent to individual agencies.
The notable examples of questionable acreage totals in Tables 5.1.1-2
and 5.1.1-3 are White Pine, Elko, and Churchill counties in Nevada and
Juab County in Utah. Thus, the accuracy of these figures may be in

b question

In the Nevada portion of the study region the federal government
provides nearly 781,000 acres or 72.0 percent of developed recreational
lands. State-managed developed recreational lands total approximately
101,000 acres (9.0 percent). Noticeable in Nevada is the large amount
of state-developed recreation areas in Clark County, nearly 65,000
acres. While other counties in the state do have higher proportions of
state-managed developed acreage than other managing entities, their
significance in terms of location and use are much less due to a much
smaller proximal user population.

In YUtah, the state provides the largest share of developed recreational
areas within study area counties. This amounts to nearly 61.0 percent
{205,000+ acres). Federally developed lands equal approximately 101,000
acres (30.0 percent). It is apparent that as population increases, the
proportion of more localized provision of developed recreational areas
correspondingly increases. This hold true for both Nevada and Utah.

Campgrounds and Major Outdoor Recreational Facilities (5.1.1.1)

There are many campgrounds and major recreational facilities in and
around the Nevada/Utah study area. In Nevada, these are concentrated
primarily in Clark, Lincoln, and White Pince counties; in Utah major
recreational areas are located on both sides of Interstate 15.

In the Nevada study area, Clark County contains twenty-four major
outdoor recreational facilities, White Pine contains fourteen, and Lincoln
County has six. Although Elko County has more than 10 major recreational
areas, most of them are distant from the study area. Table 5.1.1-4 and
Figure 5.1.1-1 show the distributicn of these facilities and campgrounds
for all Nevada counties by managing or operating agency.

Federal, state, and local parks and campgrounds offer a wide variety
of activities and vary in their degree of development. The degree of
development is generally guided by visitor demand, resource availability,
and limiting physical facters. Thus, development ranges from relatively
little, which implies a rather primitive area, to extensive, where
a wide range of amenities such as bathrooms, drinking water, tables,
parbecue pits, and the like are available. An example of an undeveloped
state park is Cave Lake State Park, off U.s. 93, about 14 mi (22 km)
southeast of Ely in White Pine County. Limited factilities are
available, and primitive camping is allowed. By contrast, Valley of Fire
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Table 5.1.1-4.

Campgrounds and major recreational areas in
selected Nevada counties, 1977. (Page 1 of 2).

COUNTY

ADMINISTERING AGENCY

AREA/PARK NAME

Humboldt

U.S. Forest Service

Lye Creek

Elko

U.S. Forest Service

Bureau of Land Management

Local

Jack Creek

Wild Horse Crossing
Big Bend

Pine Creek
Jarbidge

Angel Lake

Angel Creek

Thomas Canyon

Nerth Wildhorse Recreation Area
Ruby Marsh

Sheep Creek Reservoir

Pershing

Nevada State Parks

Rye Patch Reservoir

¥ Churchill

Nevada State Parks

Lahontan Reservoir

Lander

U.S. Forest Service

Bureau of Land Management

Big Creek
Bob Scott

Hickison Petroglyph Site

Eureka (no ma

jor recreational areas or campgrounds)

White Pine

U. S. Forest Service

Nevada State Parks

National Park Service

East Creek
Bird Creek
Timber Creek
Berry Creek
Cleve Creek
Ward Mountain
White River
Lenman Creek
Baker Creek
Wheeler Peak
Snake Creek

Cave Lake
Ward Charcoal Ovens

Lehman Caves National Monument

Mineral

Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Forest Service

Tamarack Point
Sportman's Beach

Alum Creek

080
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Table 5.1.1-4. Campgrounds and major recreational areas in
selected Nevada counties, 1977. (Page 2 of 2).

COUNTY ADMINISTERING AGENCY AREA/PARK NAME

£smeralda (no major recreational areas or campgrounds)

Nye Nevada State Parks Berlin-Icthyosaur
! U.S. Forest Service Peavine Creek
Kingston

Pine Creek
Currant Creek
Cherry Creek

National Park Service Death Valley hational Monument

Lincoln Nevada State Parks Spraing valley

£che Canyon Reservoir
Cathedral Gorge
Kershaw Ryan

Beaver Dam

Bureau of Lané Management Meadow Valley Campground

Clark U.S. Forest Service McWilliams
Deer Creek
Mahogany Grove
Hilltop
Dolorite Camp
Cathedral Rock
Fletcher View
Kyle Canvon
Foxtail

: 0ld Mill

Bureau of Lané Management Wiliow Creek
Cold Creek
Red Rock Canyon Recreational land

Nevada State Parks ked Rock Canyon
vValley of Fire

National Park Service Las Vegas Wash
Boulder Beach
Callville Bay
Echo Bay
Overton Beach
Sunset Park
Sportmen's Park
Tule Springs

080
Source: Nevada State Park System, 1977.
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Figure 5.1.1-1. Major outdoor recreation facilities in Nevada,
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State Park in northeastern Clark County contains a visitor center, has
drinking water, and privides 50 camping units.

In the Utah study area, Tooele, Juab, Millard, Beaver, and Iron
counties all contain portions of National Forest Service lands on which
there are many campgrounds and picnic areas. The forest involved are
Wasatch N.F. in Tooele County, Fishlake N.F. in Millard and Beaver
counties, Uinta N.F. in Juab County, and Dixie National Forest in Iron
County. Table 5.1.1-5 and Figure 5.1.1-2 present an inventory of major
recreational areas and campgrounds in Utah counties by managing or
operating entity.

Water-Based Recreation (5.1.1.2)

Water based recreation is important in the Nevada/Utah study area.
This is shown by high participation rates for residents in both -tates.
Resident participation surveys conducted since 1975 indicate that swimming,
boating, fishing, and waterskiing, the four major water-oriented recreational
activities, rank among the top 20 recreational pursuits in each state.
Swimming and fishing rank especially high. Other recreational activities
such as picnicking are enhanced by the availability of water nearkby.

Table 5.1.1-6 indicates the surface acreage of existing lakes in
Nevada and Utah. As indicated, lakes near the potential deployment
areas (less than 60 mi (95 km)) comprise more than 1 million surface
acres. However, more than 90 percent of those are attributable to the
presence of the Great Salt Lake. Without the Great Salt Lake,
approximately 113,000 surface acres of water-based recreation areas on
lakes are available in western Utah.

Tables 5.1.1-7 and 5.1.1-8 indicate important fishing streams in
Nevada and Utah, respectively. It is important to note that in many
instances, only portions of these streams support fishing. Because of
access problems and fluctuations in fishing resources, these tables serve
as best approximations of high guality fishing areas (see Fishing, later
in this section).

Off-Road Vehicle {ORV) Recreation (5.1.1.3)

In addition to lands that have been provided by various agencies
specifically for the purpose of recreation, many other areas, mainly in
the public domain, are also utilized. These are generally referred to
as dispersed recreational activity areas which are characteristically
undeveloped, yet possess appropriate and/or desired characteristics for
a variety of recreational uses. Nearly all of these areas are under the
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management in both Nevada and Utah.

Activities of a dispersed nature are primarily hunting, fishina,
campring, collecting, sightseeing, and others, nearly all of which are
associated with off-road vehicle (ORV) use. Virtually all areas
accessible or conductive to ORV enthusisiasts or hunters, are utilized
unless permission to do 50 is restricted. Table 5.1.1-9 indicates
many of the high ouality ORV lands as determined by the Bureau of Land
Manaqement within the Nevada/Utah study area.




Table 5.1.1-5.

Campgrounds and major recreational areas in

selected Utah counties. (Page 1 of 4).

COUNTY MANAGING AGENCY RREL/PARK NAME
Beaver Utah Division of Parks and Minersville Lake
Recreation
U.S. Forest Service Anderson Meadow
Kents Lake
Little Reservoir
Ponderosa
Little Cottonwood
Mahogany Tove
Iron Utah Division of Parks and Iron Mission
Recreation
U.S. Forest Service Vermillion Castle
Cedar Canyon
Na*ional Park Service Cedar Breaks National
Monument
Juab Utah Division of Parks and Yuba Lake
Recreation
U.$. Forest Service Bear Canvon
Cottonwood
Fonderosa
Bureau of Land Manazement Little Sahrara Complex:
Casis
Jericho
Millard Utah Division of Parks and Territorial Stateliouse

Recreation

U.S. Forest Service

Adelaide

Meadow Creek
Shell 0il Site
Cepley Cove
Shingle Mill
Buckskin Charleyv
Pistol Rock
Maple Hollow
Maple Grove
Plantation Flat
Oak Creek




Table 5.1.1-5. Campgrounds and major recreational areas ‘in
selected Utah counties. (Page 2 of 4).

COUNTY MANAGING AGENCY ARER/PARK NAME
Paiute Utah Division of Parks and Paiute Lake
Recreation
U.S. Forest Service City Creek
Salt Lake Utah Division of Parks and Great Salt Lake
Recreation Salt Air Beach

Pioneer Trail

U.S. Forest Service Box Elder
Terraces

Maple Grove
Evergreen

Maple Cove

Fir Crest

Clover Springs
Big Water

Oak Ridge

Dogwood

Ledgemere

The Birches

Storm Mountain
Mill B South Fork
Moss Ledge

Jordan Pines

The Spruces
Redman

Brighton

Tanners Flat
Albion Basin

Alta Ski Area
Snowbird Ski Area
Brighton Ski Area
Solitude Ski Area

Sanpete Utah Division of Parks and Palisade Lake
Recreation
U.S. Forest Service Gooseberry
Spring City
Lake Hill
Manti Community
Pinchot

Twelve Mile
Ferron Reservoir
Willow Lake

115-1




Table 5.1.1-5, Campgrounds and major recreational areas in
selected Utah counties. (Page 3 of 4).

COUNTY MANAGING AGENCY LEER/FARRK NAME
Sevier National Park Service Capital Feef National

Park (partialj}

U.S. Forest Service Castle Rock
Monroviar Park
Bowery

Mackinaw

Twin Creek

Frving Pan
Jonnson Boat Ramp

Gooseberry
Tooele Utah Division of Parks and Danger Cave
Recreation
U.S. Forest Service Cottonwood
Intake
Boy Scout
Lower Narrows
Upper MNarrows
Loop
Little Valley
Bureau of Lané Management Simpson's Spring
Utah Utan Division of Farks and Camp Flovd
Recreation Deer Creek Lake
Utah Lake
U.S. Forest Service Hawthorne

Whiting

Kellys Grove
Cherry Picnic Area
Birch

Sulphur

Kolof

Lone Fir

Dry Canyon

Balsam

Rock Canvyon

Hope
Theater-in-the-Fines
Mt. Timpanogos
Timpooneke
Altamont

Hanging Rock




Table 5.1.1~5. Campgrounds and major recreational areas in
selected Utah counties. (Page 4 of 4).

COUNTY MANAGING AGENCY ARER/PARK NAME

Utah (Cont.) U.S. Forest Service (Cont. Little Mill
Roadhouse
Gray Cliff
North Mill
Echo

House Rock
Riverside
Martin
Warnick

Mile Rock
Granite Flat
Maple Bench
Payson
Trumboldt Picnic Area

National Park Service Timpanogos Cave National
Monument
Washington Utah Division of Parks and Gunlock Lake
Recreation Snow Canyon
U.S. Forest Service Pine Park

Enterprise Reservoir
Pine Valley

National Park Service Zion National Park

Bureau of Land Management Red Cliffs

115-1
Sources: U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, U.S. Forest Service, 1968, 1974, 1969,
1968a, 1962, 1968b, 196%9a, 1966, 1969b.

Bureau of Land Management, 1977

University of Utah, Bureau of Economic and Business Research, -
1978

Nevada State Park System, 1977

Utah Outdoor Recreation Agency, 1978
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Table 5.1.1-6. Rank order of existing lakes and
reservoirs in Nevada and Utah by size.

. . SULY RCT, . CUMEATT
TAKE/ARIITRVOIR e LAFLRECLRYOTR
Lol A pro
Neyrla Nevada (Continued)
wWashoe, 3torey, Churchill Lander, Pershing, and
Lyon, Carson ity & Humbolt Tounties
Douaglas Counties
3 Fyva Fatch
Pyramid 108,600 himney Creek Reservolir
Tahoe* 36,400 Summit Lake
Lahotitan 13,800 “rion Valiey
wWashce (Biaq and Little) 6,100 Knat Creek Reservoir
Stillwater Point 1,200 Little orion
r Topaz* 1,250 tmfuena ronds
Indian Lakes TC0 smieh cir
Big 3oda take 40 sroves Lake 17
Ft. Churchill Cooling 2C0 lowa Reservolr 5
Ponds Blue Lakes 11
Tracy Pond 30 ——
Paradise Lake 25 “MEVADA TOTAL 381,722
7irginia Lake 24
Nve, Esmeralda, and Utah
Mineral Counties Sreat Talt Lake**
walker 38,800 Utah Lake**
Weber Reservoir 50 Bear Lake
Dacey & Adams-McGill 791 Yuba Lake**
llaymeadow Reservoir 203 wWillard BRay
Scotfield Lake
Clark County Starvation Laxe
Other Zreek lake
-
Mead 100,000 Deer Creek Lake**
Mohave* 14,100

Piute Lake**
Minersville Lake**
Rockport Lake
Steinaker Lake

Eureka, White Pine, and
Lincoln Counties

Ruby Marsh 3,000 East Canvon Lake
Bassett Lake 12 Hyrum Lake

Echo Reservoir 65 Millsite Lake
Eagle Valley Reservolr 59 B1g Sand Lake
ave Lake 32 Lost {reek Laxe
Illipah Reservoir 30 Sunlock Lake+*
Beaver Cam 20 Huntington Lake
“omins Lake 20 ralisade Lake**
Silver Creek Reservoir 13

Tonkin Reservolr 4 UTAH TOTAL

Elko County

Ruby Marsh 4,200
Wildhorse 2,330
Sheep Ireek Reservorr 885
Wilson Reservo:rr 827
willow Creek Reservoir 761
Bull Run Reservolir 106
Oeco Creek Reservoir 32
Liberty Lake 21
Overiand lake 25
Favre Lake 19
Robertson lake 17
Angel Lake 13
Hidden Lake 9
Island Lake 7

BN

*Averages shown here are estimates of areas on the Nevada portien of these lakes.
**Denctes that water body 1s proximal to potential deployment areas (< A0 miles).

Sources: Nevada 3tate Park System, 1977,
f'=ah @yrean f Foapamic and Rusiness Resear-:., "=, (77,




Table 5.1.1-7.

Major fishing streams in Nevada.l

COUNTY (S) STREAM COUNTY (S) STREAM
Washoe, Storey, Desert Elko Co. Badger
Churchill, Lyon, Sweetwater Blue Jacket
Carscn City, and Thomas Bull Run
Douglas Cos. Bronco Bruneau

Galena Columbia
Ash Canyon Humboldt (N.
Clear & S. Fork)
Owyhee (E. Fork)
Nye, Esmeralda, Chiatovich Jarbridge
and Mineral Cos. Indian Mary's
South Twin Lamoille
Barley
Pine Lander, Little Humboldt
Reese Pershing, and R. (N. Fork)
Jett Humboldt Cos. Martin
Dutch John
Clark Co. Cold Rebel
Willow McDermitt
Jackson
Eureka, White Pine,} Roberts Kings R.
and Lincoln Cos. Fish Creek Mill
Cave Trout
Silver Willow
Baker Kingston
Cleve Steiner
Lehman Birch
Big

394-1

lin all, there are 2,589 miles (4,167 km) of suitable fishing streams in Nevada.

Source:

Nevada State Park System,

1977.
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Table 5.1.1-8. Streams with good to excellent fishery resources
in selected western Utah counties.*
COUNTY STREAM COUNTY STREAM
Tooele S. Willow Creek Iron Castle Creek
Clover Creek Louder Creek
Asay Creek
Juab Trout Creek W. Fork Asay Creek
. Clear Creek
Birch Creek Bunker Creek
Granite Creek
Burnt Cedar Creek
Sevier River Piute Deer Creek
Chicken Creek Beaver Creek
Pidgecn Creek Ten Mile Creek
City Creek
Millard Lake Creek E. Fork Sevier River
Otter Creek
Oak Creek
. Box Creek
Pioneer Creek
S. Fork Box Creek
Chalk Creek Greenwich Creek
N. Chalk Creek
Choke Cherry Creek
Meadow Creek Sevier Otter Creek
Corn Creek Salina Creek
S. Fork Corn Creek Gooseberry Creek
Maple Grove Springs Meadow Creek
Lost Creek
Little Lost
Sanpete Cedar Creek l e Lost Creek
) Glenwood Creek
Birch Creek .
. Willow Creek
S. Fork Birch Creek
. Monroe Creek
S. Spring Creek
Doxford Creek
Cottonwood Creek
Dry Creek
Clear Creek
Salt Lake Jordan River Fish Creek
City Creek Shingle Creek
Red Butte Creek
Parley'Creek Washington Santa Clara River
Mountain Dell
Water Canyon
Lambs Canyon
Leeds Creek
R. Fork Lambs Canyon .
. Mill Creek
Mill Creek N. Fork Virgin River
Big Cottonwood Cr:ek : 9
Little Cottonwoou Creek

395

*Evaluations based on availability of game fish and overall rating of
stream reach as per source.

Source: Wydoski, R.5., and Berry C.R., Dec. 29, 1976, Atlas of Utah Stream
Fishing Values, Logan, Utah.
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Table 5.1.1-9. High quality off-road vehicle and associated
recreational activity areas in the Nevada/Utah study area.

BLM DISTRICT! AREA NAME ! COMMENT
T
Nevada ﬁ
Elko ¥hirlwind ' B rating?
Robinson B rating
Woodruff - B rating
Dixie t B rating
Wendover Area B rating (established course)
)
Battle Mountain Crescent Sand Dunes A rating (occasional organized events)
Alkalin Flat B rating
Tonopah Unit B rating
Hot Creek-Kawich Unit B rating
Mud Lake ., B rating
Ely Duck Creek Basin B rating
Mountain Lands® B rating
Heusser Mountain Rock Out- B rating (occasional motorcyvcle
cropping trails area)
Bench Lands" B rating
380-acre parcel east of No additional data
Pioche
Mount Wilson Hunters only
Utah
Salt Lake Onaqui Mountains -
Boulter Area A rating
Vernon Hills A rating (one organized event held
! in 1974)
Rush Valley Rating unknown: heavily used, however
Thorpe Hills -
South Oquirrh Mountains Rating unknown: heavily used;
! developed motorcross area (Manning
! Canyon): organized events.
| Middle Oquirrn Mountains ! Rating unknown, heavily used
* Rush Lake ! Rating unknown: heavily private use
| Lookout Pass Rating unknown. heavily used
I Mercury Canyon -
; Butterfield Canyvon Heavily used
Fillmore Oak City B rating
Little Sahara Complex One of the best quality ORV areas in
the country; organized events
Cedar City Coral Pink Sand Dunes Rating unknown, dune buggy area
Sand Mountain Rating unknown; proposal to develop
into ORV play area

152

‘Some BLM district planning documents such as those for Las Vegas, do not contain
insufficient data for comprehensive analysis.

‘A = high quality; B = medium quality (some B areas are marginally high): C = low quality.

‘Due to evaluation methodology, mountain lands include all mountain lands with no specific
cited areas. Data relevant to Cherry Creek Planning Area only.

“Due to evaluation methodology, bench lands include all bench lands with no specific cited
areas. Data relevant to Moriah Planning Unit only.

Source: Bureau of Lnad Management, 1973, 1974, 1975. 1975a, 1977, 1972, 1973a, 1975-78.
1972a, 1974-76, 1972-75, 1972b, 1970-76, 1973-74, 1870-73, 1973b, 1974a.
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The U.S. Forest Service also manages lands designated as dispersed
recreation areas. Table 5.1.1-10 presents the names of some of these areas
that are located only on those U.S. Forest Service lands in close proximity
to potential M-X deployment areas. This represents all lands suitable and
available for recreation, but not otherwise codified or described and
inventoried as development sites or other dispersed recreation areas. It
is on these lands where ORV and associated dispersed recreation activities
generally occur. The other types of dispersed recreation areas identified
by the U.S. Forest Service include: Roads, Recreation Ways (formally
designated) ; Trails, Lakes or Ponds; Reservoirs and Impoundments; and
Rivers and Streams.

Snow—reléted Activities (5.1.1.4)

Snow-related recreational activities in Nevada and Utah are mainly
skiing, snowshoeing, and more recently, snow-mobiling. These activities
are ccncentrated in three areas in Nevada and Utah: the Nevada-California
border (Lake Tahoe area), the Mt. Charleston area (Clark County), and the
national forests in central Utah. To a lesser extent, all other U.S.
Forest Service holdings and other mountainous lands within the study area
also receive recreational demand related to snow, but because of their
distance from large concentrations of population and the abundance of
higher guality alternative locations the demand is much less frequent.
Areas included in this regard would be east-central Lincoln County, Toiyabe
N.F. in Nye, Lander, and Eureka counties, and Humboldt N.F. in White Pine
County.

Visitor Use (5.1.1.5)

The degree of recreational activity in areas designated for such uses
is dependent on several factors. Among them are: size and characteristics
of nearby population; degree of development at the various recreation areas;
accessibility; variety of recreational opportunities; and other factors such
as distance and cost of travel. 1In view of these factors, all developed
recreational areas in or near areas determined geotechnically suitable for
M-X deployment, will be discussed in this section in terms of their degree
of use. Agencies monitoring use levels of their developed recreation areas
generally use visitor-days as a basic measure. According to the U.S. Forest
Service a visitor day consists of "12 visitor-hours which may be aggregated
continuously, intermittently, or simultaneously, by one or more persons."
For the purpose of evaluating visitor-days in terms of recreation, these
"one or more persons" can be engaged "in any activities, except those
which are part of, or incidental to, the pursuit of a gainful occupation."
This definition can be viewed as acceptable for all administering
agencies.

In Nevada, only the agencies providing the largest share of such
facilities are accounted for. This includes the Nevada State Park System,
U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management.
Clark County received the largest amount of recreational vists in 1979.
Almost all major recreational areas in the county received use exceeding
20,000 visitor-days. The major factor contributing to the high amount of
visitor-use at parks in Clark and Lincoln counties is their close proximity
to the Las Vegas Valley in which there are approximately 400,000 residents.

5-19




Table 5.1.1-10. Dispersed recreational activity areas in portion
of selected National Forests in the Nevada/Utah study area.l

FOREST (STATE) COUNTY AREA NAME2 i
i
- . Iron Cedar City #2 1
Dixie National For U .
X a na est (Utah) Iron Pine Valley #1
Millard Fillmore #1 ;
Juab Fillmore #3
Fishlake National Forest Millard Beaver #1
Beaver Beaver #2
(Utah)
Iron Beaver #5
Beaver Beaver Mt. #8
Elko Mountain City
Elko Ruby Mountains #1
White Pine Ruby Mountains #2
Humboldt National Forest Elko Ru?y Mogntalns k3
(Nevada Nye White Pine #1
' White Pine White Pine #2
Lincoln White Pine #3
White Pine Ely
White Pine Wheeler Peak
Eureka Austin #1
Lander Austin #2
Toiyabe National Forest Nye Austin #3
(Nevada) Nye Icthyosaur State
Monument
Nye Tonopah
s Wasatch National Forest
(Utah) Tooele Tooele

153

lThese dispersed recreation areas are a subset of a larger set of
dispersed recreation areas identified by different codes. These
are all 61.0 KIND CODE. A 6l1.0 area is one designated General
Undeveloped Areas (all lands suitable and available for recreation,
but not otherwise codified or described and inventoried as devel-
oped sites or other dispersed recreation areas).

21n many cases, the same name appears followed by a site number. This
implies the same general area, but that different checkpoints exist
for the purpose of estimating visitor demand.

Source: U.S. Forest Service, December, 1979 (RIM data).




The Lake Mead area, which includes the Las Vegas Wash, Boulder Beach,
Callville Bay, Echo Bay, and Overton Beach recreational sites, received
more than 6.5 million visitations in 1979. Other recreational facilities
{excluding Clark and Lincoln counties) which received use exceeding 20,000
visits include Lahiontan Reservoir in Churchill County, Thomas Canyon in
Elko County, Rye Patch Reservoir in Pershing County, and Cave Lake and
Lehman Caves National Monument in White Pine County. Table 5.1.1-11 pro-
vodes use in visitor-days on major recretional facilities in Nevada for
1979.

In Utah providing agencies are similar to those of Nevada.

Several recreational areas within the Utah study region experienced
use exceeding 100,000 visitor-days in 1979. These include: Cedar Breaks
National Monument in Iron County; Yuba Lake and the Little Sahara Complex
in Juab County; Salt Air Beach and Pioneer Trail in Salt Lake County;
Capital Reef National Park in Sevier County, Deer Creek Lake, Utah Lake;
Timpanogos Cave National Monument in Utah County; and Snow Canyon and Zion
National Park in Washington County. Some are within 60 mi (95 km) of
areas determined to be geotechnically suitable for M-X development.

Common to most of the recreational areas in Utah study area counties
is their accessibility to urban centers. This is particularly true for
those in the more northern counties (Salt Lake, the far eastern portions
of Tooele and Juab, and Utah). A good road network throughout the eastern
portion of the Utah study area provides easy access from urban areas.

Most notably these include Interstate 15/U.S. 91, U.S. 6/50, U.S. 89 and
Utah State Highways 56, 14, 21, 25, 125, 148, 132, 36 and Interstate 80/
U.S. 40 near the northernmost portion of the study area. Access from
geotechnically suitable areas, however, is currently limited to four
improved highways: Interstate 15 from the south (Clark County, Nevada

and Washington County, Utah), U.S. 50/6 and Utah State Highway 21 from the
west (White Pine County, Nevada), and Utah State Highway 56 also from the
west (Lincoln County, Nevada) which intersects Interstate 15 in Cedar City.
Table 5.1.1-12 presents the use of major recretional areas within Utah
study area counties in terms of visitor-days.

Fishing (5.1.1.6)

Sport fishing is identified as one of the most preferred modes of
recreation in Nevada and Utah (Nevada State Park System, 1977 and Utah
Outdoor Recreation Agency, 1978). There are 351,287 lake acres and 2,589
mi of stream suitable for fishing in Nevada. (Nevada State Park System,
1977); in Utah, the figures are 441,400 lake acres and 3,226 mi of fishing
stream (Utah Outdoor Recreation Agency, 1978). The area of lakes and
streams within the study area is much smaller. Statewide figures are shown
because current use patterns indicate willingness to travel long distances
to use such resources. The increase cost of fuel has reduced the number
of individual trips but has also increased the average length of stay. This
change in travel pattern for fishing has not changed the upper trend in the
number of fisherman-days in the more rural portions of the basing area.




Table 5.1.1-11.
selected Nevada counties, 1979,

Visitor use on major recreational facilities in
(Page 1 of 3).

1 VISI’I‘OR-DAY§ OR
COUNTY AGENCY FACILITY NAME VISITATIONS"!a
Churchill NSPS Lahontan Reservoir 510,300
Clark USFS McWilliams 61,100
Deer Creek 3,900
Mahogany Cove 3,500
Hilltop 23,500
Dolomite Camp 14,400
Cathedral Rock 57,100
Fletcher View 22,900
Kyle Canyon 24,200
Foxtail 15,800
0ld Mill 35,100
BLM Willow Creek UNK
Cold Creek UNK
Red Rock Canyon Recreational ONKS
Lands
NSPS Red Rock Canyon 508,000
Valley of Fire 167,300
Lake Mead 6,649,600
NPSY Las Vegas Wash -——
Boulder Beach -—-
Callville Bay -—-
Echo EBEay -
Overton Beach -——
Elko USFS Jack Creek 1,400
Wild Horse Crossing 9,400
Big Bend 7,300
Pine Creek 4,100
Jarbridge 5,000
Angel Lake 10,700
Angel Creek 11,300
Thomas Canyon 25,100
BLM North Wild Horse 3,500
Recreational Area
Ruby Marsh 6,500
Humboldt USFS Lye Creek 9,500
079-1
5-22




Table 5.1.1-11. Visitor use on major recreational facilities in
selected Nevada counties, 1979. (Page 2 of 3).

i VISITOR DAY R
E TY NAME
CCUNTY AGENCY FACILITY N NESESA G 9
Lander USFS Big Creek 8,500
Bob Scott 16,300
Lincoln NSPS Spring Valley 43,700
Echo Canyon Reservoir 77,600 J
Cathedral Gorge 83,800
Kershaw-Ryan 20,800
Beaver Dam 7,100
BLM Meadow Valley UNK
Mineral BLM Tamacack Point UNK
Sportsmen's Beach UNK
UsSFS Alum Creek 3,200
Nye NSPS Berlin-Icthyosaur 13,800
USFS Peavine Creek 13,200
Kingston 6,200
Pine Creek 8,100
Currant Creek 5,500
Cherry Creek 1,700
Pershing NSPS Rye Patch Reservoir 75,300
White Pine USFES East Creek 1,600
Bird Creek 3,700
Timber Creek 4,400
Berry Creek 1,700
Cleve Creek 1,600
Ward Mountain 1,900
White River 3,200
Lehman Creek 5,400
Baker Creek 1,800
Wheeler Peak 3,700
Snake Creek 5,000
NSPS Cave Lake 32,300
Ward Charcoal Ovens no count
NPS Lehman Caves National 40,300
Monument
C79-1

See legend on following page.
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Table 5.1.1-11. Visitor use on major recreational tacilities in
selected Nevada counties, 1979. (Page 3 of 3).

INSPS - Nevada State park System

USFS = U.S. Forest Service
BILM = Bureau of Land Management
NPS = National Park Service

2All USFS data for fiscal year 1979; all NSPS data for January-November,
1979; NPS data is 1978. All NPS and NSPS data are in visitations.

3a11 UsFs data for season of highest use, only.

*NPS areas all part of Lake Mead. See text.

Sources: U.S. Forest Service (RIM data), 1979.
Nevada State Fark System, 1980.
National Park Service, 1980 (rersonal communication).
Bureau of Land Management, 1980 (personal communication).




Table 5.1.1-12. Visitor use on major outdoor
recreational facilities in
selected Utah counties, 1979.
(Page 1 of 3).

wlY _] ASGENTY S FPASTLITY NAME

DCave! ) UNTE Mirersvilile lLake 37,50¢C
[ Anderscr. Meadow &,300

Kents Lake 11,10¢C

Little Feservolr 2,800

ronderasa &,5070

Little Tortunwosd 12,10¢C

Maniozanry 2,00

i
TITE frcr Missiorn 20,800

\ LwZar Bresks Natwional 3¢l,207

Morument

PRGN
FEN

1 - To e
NN

bl ( . VF G400
g .
1.0 T YR fa.t AlLr Beach M
fioneer Tra:i [
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Table 5.1.1-12. Visitor use on major outdoor
recreational facilities in
selected Utah counties, 1979.
(Page 2 of 3).

R D ovierTor-rays op
COUNTY AGENCY! FACILITY NAME i VIZITRTIANE- ¢ Tre
R
Salt Lake (Cont)| USFS Box Elder ' 17,60C
Terraces 7,70C
Maple Grove 2,607
Evergreen 2,300
Maple Cove 2,837 «
Fir Crest 2,900 .
Clover Springs 2,500
Big Water 1,00
Oak Ridge €, 300
Dogwood 2,200
Ledgemere b, 000
The Birches 4,000
Storm Mountain 25,900
Mill B South Fork 2,600
Moss Ledge 2,600
Jordan Pines 9,000
The Spruces 1,000
Redmar. 44,600
Brighton €,200
Tanners Flat 4,800
hlbion Basin &,200
Alta Ski Area 145,900
Snowbird Ski Area 123,600
Brighton Ski Area ' 68,700
Sclitude Ski Area j 4€,300
Sanpete UDPR Falisade Lake ! 39,800
Gocoseberry {pencing}
Spraing City (pernding
Lake Hill (pending)
‘Manti Community (pending)
Pinchot trending;
Twelve Mile (pending)
Ferron Reservoir {(pending}
Willow Lake (pending)
Sevier NPS Capital Reef Nstional Park 288,900
3 USFS Castle Rock 4,600
Monrovian Park 5,6C0
Bowery 25,200
Macinaw 25,600
Twin Creek 2,300
Frying Pan 4,000
Johnson Boat Ramp 500
Gooseberry 4,200
3

115-1
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Table 5.1.1-12, Visitor use on major outdoor
recreational facilities in
selected Utah counties, 1979.
(rage 3 of 3).

i SITOF-DAYS
COUNTY AGENTY! FACILITY NAME | VISITOR-DAYS Of
VISITARTIONS "y
Tooele UDPR l Danger Cave , Unk.
1
USFS ] Cottonwood : 1,900
| 1lntake i 1,400
Boy Scout , 3,50¢
LOwer Narrows 2,200
Upper Narrows £,600
' 1L,00L . 1,700
. Littie vValley 2,000
BLM l cimpsorn's Springs 2,000
! ——— p— —
Ctalh UTPR } Camp Floyd 2¢,200
, | Leer Creek Lake 351,600
| Utal Lake 443,600
USFS Hawthorne 1,800
whi<ing 12,600
Cherry ticnic Area 3,100
Birch . 2,60C
Sulphur 2,6C0
Kclob ' $,700
Lone Fir ' 2,50C
Balsom ' 11,000
Marle Bench 6,900
Pavson 1,800
Trumboidt Ficnis Area | 4,500
| .
NPS I Tirmpanogos Cave National 128,100
Monument ‘
Wastington UDFR sunlock Lake ] 52,200
Snow Janyon | 244,20C
{
USFS rine Park | 1,500
Ernterprise Reservoir ! 500
Pine Valley ’ 1,3C0
NPS zion National Park I 1,04C,50C
BLM Red CTliffs 9,200

lyppr = Utah Division of Farks and Recreation; USFS = (.S, Forest Service;
NPS = National Park Servicze; BLM = Bureau cof Lard Management

“All USFs data for FY 1979; all UDPR data for 1978; all NPS data for 1979.
¥A11 USFS data ror season of hiohest use wnly.
“visitations for NPS areas.

Sources: U.S5. Forest Service (RIM Zatal, 1979; Utah Civision of Parks &
Recreation, 19792; National Tark Jervice, 1980 (personal
commuricaticn): Bureau cof lLand Management, 1935 (personal
communication!.

114-1
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Revenue for sport fishing maragement comes primarily from the sale of
hunting and fishing licenses in Nevada and Utab (e.y. in Utah, about 90
percent of the fishing management originates from this source.) Fish per
angler-heour estimates for both Nevada and Utan currently average approxi-
mately 3/4 - 1 fish per angler-liour for cold water species (trout, pike,
salmonids). ‘There arc substantially higher catch cstimates for warm water
species (e.g., large mouth bass, white bass, striped bass). There arc no
commercial fisheries in Nevada. Utah has several small commercial fisheries,
but these have been encouraged by Utah State Department of Fish and Game
to remove only common and typical nongame fish which are competitors of
sport fish. Table 5.1.1-13 lists gamcfish in Nevada and Utah; fishing
streams are listed in Tables 5.1.1-1a and 5.1.1-15, and the number and
lengths of fishing streams in the study arca hydreologic units are shown in
Table 5.1.1-16.

Hunting (5.1.1.7)

Hunting big and upland game is an important form of recreation in
Nevada and Utah. Hunting {or trapping for some furbearer species) watcer-
fowl and furbearers is of less importance, primarily because of the limited
resources in these states.

Big game hunting 1s closely regulated in Nevada and Utah, Hunters must
apply for a permit by species and area in which they plan to hunt (gamc
management areas published by state wildlife agencies). In Nevada and
Ctah, permits are awarded through drawings. 3Surveys o! aaimal abundance
are conducted each vear to determine the number of permits to be issucd
for each management unit. <Currvently, hunter demand exceeds permit avail-
ability for most Lig game specles (Teukamoto, 197%a; Jense and Burrussy,
1979) . In Nevada, a hunter may apply for and obtain a derr permit every
vear. For pronghorn, however, a bunter may apply for another permit five
vears after having receilved one. A similar restriction applies to elk and
bighorn permits witn the exception that 17 an animal 1s bagged, the hunter
may not apply again fur ly years.  In Utah, a hunter may apply for and
obtain decr and elk permits every vear. Pronghorn permits are restricted
to one every three years, and only one bighorn sheep permit is allowed in
a lifetime. Upland game hunting regquires oniv a state hunting license.
Open seasons and baqg limits are established cach year as determined by
population and narvest trends.  The taking o f furbearers in Nevada requires
a trapyping license, and in Utah o license, pormit, and tag are reguired for
bobcats and kit foxes.

Population levels of most game animals have shown moderate to large
population fluctuations over time as a rosult of numerous factors, parti-
cularly those rolated to human activities, and past harvest data reflect
this. Figurce 5.1.1-2 and 5.1.1-4 ~lows past harvest data for big game
animals in Ncvada and Utah. Population levels were low for all these
specics In the oarly 1900s; subsecnort implementation of management
ractices, along with strict hanting requlations, substantially increased
e herds of most specles, Decr Parvest Inereased to a high in the early
daned. This decline is probably related
Lo changes an voostation wibioh have roduced the carrying capacity for

—~ b

Vs oan both ctates, and tnen cde

deers batinag ojortanat o for sghorn Lo both states and particularly
or ool L Utal noave dneroaresd consnderably oas g result of management

i,




Table 5.1.1-13. Game fish in Nevada and Utah.

{
COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME INEVADE !UTRH '
\ SALMON, TROUT, GRAYLING & WHITEFISH Family SALMONIDAE i I ﬁ
; King Salmon Oncorhynchus tsawytscha i X ~
| Kokanee Red Salmon O. nerka kennaly: X L
E Lake Trout Salvelinus namayeush [ 4 |
] Brook Trout i §. fontinalis (A !
' Delly varden Trout S. malma X !
: Cutthroat Trout Salme clarki ; !
E Lahontan Cutthroat Trout S. ¢. henshawi . FT T
! Colorado Cutthroat Trout S. c¢. pleuriticus X i
L Utan Cutthroat Trout S. c. Utah S T
j Yellowstcne Cutthreat Trout v . ¢. lewisi % P
Humboldt Cutthroat Trout s, e. SPp-. X )
Fainbow Trout ? §. gaidner: X
Southcoast Rainbow Trout | 5. g. irideus p3 !
Kamloops Rainbow Trout { £. g. kamloops ¥, |
Tatioe Rainbow Trout | S. g. regal:s %
fyramid Rainbow Trout i S. ¢. smaragdus % f
Golden Trout " 5. aquabonitea X %
Brown Trout 5. trutta X
Arotic Grayling ‘ Thyma.lus arcticus P
Mountain Wnitefish Prosopium williamson: X
Yonneville Cisco P. gemmiferum X
Borrev:lle Whitefish ‘ P. spilonotus b4
Bear Lake Whitefist \ F. abussicola X
|
FIKE Familiy ESOCIDAE
Northern Pike Esox lucius 4
S s -
NORTE AMERICAN CATFISH Familv ICTALURIDAE
Channel Catfish i Ictalurus punctatus X X
white Catfish i I. catus %
Browr. Bullhead I. nebulosus X
Black Bullhead I. melas 4
tiortherrn Black Bullhead ! I. m. melas ¥
Southern Black Bullnead { I. m. catulus [
Yellow Bullhead I. natalis w

_EERCH

Family PERCIDAE
Yellow Perch Perca flauescens ;
walleyve Stigostedion vitreunm vitreun
SUNFISH Family CENTRARCHIDAE )
Sacramento Perch Archophtes interruptus X bt
Largemouth Bass Micropteres salmoides R X
Smallmouth Bass M. dolomieui ! X o
Striped Bass Morone saxatilis D [
Wnite Bass M. chrysops [ x | X
Bluegill Sunfish Lepomis macrochirus ! X | x
Green Sunfish L. cyanellus X X
Black Craphie Pomoxis nigromaculatis ‘ % Iox
White Crappie P. annuiaris { % & ¥
FT = federally listed threatened species, caught as a camefis: 11 Nevaiz
ard Utah.
Sy = Itate listed endangered species in Utah, caught as a gcamefish :n
levada.
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Table 5.1.1-14. Major fishing streams in Nevada.1
STLUTY (s STREAM CONNTY  3) STREAM
washoe, Storey, Desert Ilko Co. Badger
~nurch:ill, Lyon, Sweetwater Blue Jacket
Tarsorn City, and Thomas Bull Run
Douglas Cos. Bronco Bruneau
Galena Columbia
Ash Canyon Rumbcldt (N.
Clear & S. Fork!
. Owyhee (E. Fork,
[ N A Sarbridge
Nye, Esmeralda, Chiatovich Mary's
and Mineral Cos. Indiar Lamc:lle
South Twin — —_—
giiiey Lande;, Little Humbcldt
Reese Fershing, and R..(N. fork)
Jett Humboldt Cos. Martin
Dutch John
[ Rebel
Clark Co. Cold McDermitt
Willow Jackson
S Kings R.
tureka, White Pine, Roberts Z;ié*
and Lincoln Cos. Fish Creek e
cave Willow
. Kingston
Silver
Baker SFexner
Birch
Cleve Big
Lehman

©In all, there are 2,589 miles of suitable fishing streams in Nevada.
in Nevada.
1977.

Source: Nevada State Park System,




Table.5.1.1-15.

Streams with good to excellent fishery

resources in selected western Utah counties.*

COUNTY STREAM COUNTY STREAM
Tooele 5. Willow Creek Iron Castle Creek
Clover Creek Louder CYteek
Asay Creek
W. Fork Asa reek
Jualk Trout Creek say Cree
Clear Creek
Birch Creek
- : Bunker Creek
Granite Creek N
Burnt Cedar Creek 1 T T - T
Sevier River riute Deer Creek
Chicken Creek Beaver Creek
Pidgeon Creek Ter Mile Creek
City Creek
e ftt e e . .
. : . ¥ E. Fork Sevier River
Millard Lake Creek Ctter Creek
Oak Creek - - )
. Box Creek
Pioneer Creek
S. Fork Box Creek
Chalk creek Greenwich Creek
K. Chalk Creek ; .
Choke Cherry Creek i (e — T
Meadow Creek Sevier Ctter Creek
Corn Creek Salina Creel
S. Fork Corn Creek Gooseberry Creek
Maple Grove Springs Meadow (reex
I Lost Creek
lLittle Lost Cree
Sanpete Cedar Creek :. : - . "
- . Slenwond Creek
Rirch Creek .y -
C . wWillov Zreeh
€. Fork Birch Creek
R N Monroe (reek
5. Spring Creek - P
ooxforé Creek
Cottonwood Creek
Drv Creek
Clear Creek
salt Lake Jordan River Fish Creek
City Creek chingle Creek
Red Butte Creek P
Parley'Creek Washinagtcrn Santa Clara River
Mountain Dell .
Cam water Canvon
s Canyon Leeds Creék
R. Fork Lambs Canvon e
. Mill Creek
Mill Creek K. Fork “irgin Fiver
Big Cottonwood Creek e Sirgin Eiver
Little Cottonwood Creek
395
*Evaluations based on availapbility of game fish and overall rating of
stream reach as per source.
Source: Wydoski, R.S., and Berry C.R., Lec. 2%, 1376, Atlas cf Utah Streanm

Fishing Values,

Logan, Utah.
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Table 5.1.1-16. Number of game fishing streams and their total
length for hydrologic units within the study area.

- T
! NUMBER LENGTH ' NUMBER LENGTH
j NUMBER | UNIT NAME OF OF NUMBER UNIT NAME QF | oF
\ \ STREAMS ST(R“I\':‘:\FS STREAMS ST{_I;LELTWS
‘ 4 Snake 15 122 150 Little Fish Creek 4 12
k 46 1 Sevier Desert 5 36 151 Antelope 1 5
T E Huntington 26 295 154 | Newark 2 8
B § Pine 1 42 156 | Hot Creek 2 5
. 55 | cCarico Lake 2 16 172 Garden 4 15
-t i Upper Reece River 16 108 173b | Railroad - North 6 26

S0 | Lower Reece River 5 60 174 Jakes - 1 7

134 i Smith Creek 3 24 176 Ruby | 15 €5

137b ‘ Big Smoky - North 23 106 } 177 Clovis : 9 36

138 Grass 4 22 178 Butte | 2 10

139 i Kobeh 1 8 179 Steptoe 17 93
; 140 | Monitor 11 62 is84 Spring 17 99
i 141 f Ralston 1 3 205 Meadow Valley Wash 1 45

149 Stone Cabin 1 2 207 White River 4 37
L

3092-1
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practices. Pronghorn populations, however, are still low compared to
historic levels because of range deterioration form overgrazing domestic
livestock, and habitat loss to agricultural and urban development. Because
the species is not native to the state, elk hunting is restricted in
Nevada; only one of the introduced populations is large enough to support
hunting. Bighorn sheep hunting has (1952 in Nevada and 1967 in Utah) been
allowed only recently. State~side population levels are still low, how-
ever, resulting in limited hunting opportunities.

Records for upland games, furbearer, and waterfowl harvest do not go
back as far as they do for the big game species, which makes obcervation
of long~term trends difficult. Upland game harvest has shown moderate to
large annual fluctuations related to population trends with dove harvest
generally increasing over the past 25 years in both states. Sage grouse
harvest in Utah appears to have increased in the last 10 years as have
harvests of fox and coyote in Nevada (Molini and Barngrover, 1979; Leatham
and Bunnell, 1979).

Big game harvest data in the study area for 1978 are presented in
Tables 5.1.1-17 and 5.1.1-18 by management unit (Figures 5.1.1-5 through
5.1.1-9). These data indicate that mule deer provide most of the big game
hunting opportunities in the study area. Approximately one half of the
Nevada's state-wide harvest was taken in the study area compared to about
10 percent for western Utah. The large percentage in Nevada results from
the high deer concentration in Elko and White Pine Counties. Most of the
deer in Utah inhabit the mountains to the east of the study area. Prong-
forn harvest in the study area was low compared to state totals. 1In
Nevada, most (77 percent) pronghorn arc harvested in Washoe and Humboldt
Counties in the northwestern part of the state, while most of the Utah
harvest was from the south-central and northeastern parts of the state.
About 75 percent of the Nevada bighorn harvest occurs in the study area,
primarily in the mountains of the southern part of the state. In Utah,
on the other hand, no bighorn were harvested in the study area. All elk
hunting in Nevada took place in the Schell Creek Range just east of Ely.
In Utah, elk are hunted primarily to the east of the study area, with less
tharn 1 percent of the harvest in the West Desert area. Most of the Nevada
mountain lion harvest was from the study area, and no data were available
for harvest in Utah.

Hunting opportunities for mule deer and elk are similar in the Nevada
and Utah portions of the study area. On a state-wide basis, however, Utah
offers considerably more opportunities. Fronghorn hunting is similar for
both states, within the study area and state-wide, while bighorn sheep
} hunting opportunities are greater in Nevada than in Utah.

Upland game harvest data are presented by county in Table 5.1.1-19.

In Nevada, approximately 30 to 75 percent of the state-wide upland game

i harvest occurrad within the study area. In the West Desert area of Utah,

| however, only harvest of dove (30 percent) and rabbit (47 percent) exceeded

‘ 20 percent of the state totals. Upland game species, with the exception
of chukar and quail, are more abundant in Utah (state-wide and in study
area) than in Nevada. Consequently, they provide more hunting opportunities
in Utah.

ozl
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Table 5.1.1-17. Pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and elk
harvest by management unit for 1978
for those areas in the potential
study area.

rb—' N T
Tﬁ PRONGHORN [ BIGHORK SHEEF l e}
MANAGEMENT = —
X AREA® | NUMBER ] NUMBEP ! (
| HARVEST | HUNTERS | HAPVEST | HUNTERS | BRRVEST
NEVADA ! 1 [ ‘
1 10 11 ‘ | !
13 ‘ 21 29 j 12 20|
16 ‘ R 5 | , |
2¢ / " Clesed I ,
aa ' Vo iead ' '
22 ) Tlosed | ! |
2% € i } i
253 i - 7 [ , ; | 3
25 4 5 : ! ‘ X
- ! . i B | R 1 H
! l ; ] s ’ ‘
s ‘ P 4 |
73 1 [ B
7 ! 4 4 ‘
7€ i € | € !
o i ; . 5 | €
b ! ¢ i ‘
2a é ‘ : ¢
8¢ ' I I3 iz !
|
Sub Total ; 51 ) e
STATE TOTAL 324 - T e: 21 ¥
{
. . ;
> i - '
i
!
29 ‘ 35 '
i
12| 15
" t
i |
| !
58 o
i 276 320 7 22
L
- Toaren GllLaiLotes and Tofar manatement arcea Lo vl
Source: Tsukamoto, 197%:; Jense and Burruss, 137¢.
1
Y

i d




Table 5.1.1-18. Mule deer and mountain lion
harvest by management area
for 1978 for those areas
within the potential study

area.
MULE DEER? MOUNTRIN LION 1
MANAGEMENT ¢
AREA! NUMBER NUMBER
HARVEST HUNTERS HARVEST HUNTERS
NEVADA i
8 10 20 \
a 4 14 !
10 1,423 3,048 3 12 i
11 958 2,605 2 20 ,
12 184 404 1 6 :
13 376 1,000
14 : 42 942 |
15 ‘ 210 509 0 4 !
[ 16 ! 386 959 1 10
; b 226 643 0 4 |
: 18 | 37 100 3 12
| 19 ! 0 10 !
! 20 236 589 5 14 i
‘ 21 30 95 2 8 {
: 22 308 772 | o 4 !
? 22 175 i 1 5 !
! 24 122 275 | c 5 |
l 25 19 43 0 3 i
| Sub Total 5,111 32 | ;
| sTaTE TOTAL 10,169 23,257 19 ! 202 :
: - .
! t
UT. ; | |
L 1,655 4,755 | § J
12 985 3,341 [
13 827 2,786 | ‘
14 388 1,571 | i
53 293 1,351 i
, 54 566 1,927 !
d ss 1,006 2,786 ‘
E S6A 302 1,140 \
565 142 495 |
. 56C 368 1,303 .
‘ 62A 152 566 i
625 86 192 |
62¢ 118 310 !
Sub Total €,889
STATE TOTAL 6E,282 216,951 N.D.3 N.D.
732-1

:M:naqement areas for mule deer and mountain lion do not have the same
boundaries although numbered the same, See Fiae. 3.1.11.3-8,-9,6 -10.
2Harves: includes recular license, control permi s, and primitive weapons.
SNo data available.

Scurce: Tsukamoto, 1979%a&b; Jense and Burruss, 1979,
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Figure 5.1.1-5. Pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and elk
management areas in Nevada.
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Figure 5.1.1-6. Elk, pronghorn, and bighorn sheep
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Tlgurs 5.1.1-8, Mule deer management arcas in Utah
(numbers indicate herd units).
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Trapping and hunting of burbearers gencrally provide a much smaller
recreational resource than either big or upland game. Recent harvest data
shown in Table 5.1.1-20 indicate that opportunities arc much greater in
the Nevada portion of the study area than in Utah.

Waterfowl hunting provides a moderate recreational opportunity in
Nevada, although most of the hunting areas are outside the potential
M-X deployment area. larvest data for 1978 are shown in Table 5.1.1-21.
Approximately 30 percent of the Nevada state-wide harvest was taken in
countiecs of the study area.

The state wildlife agencies are managing game species to maintain or
enhance hunting opportunities. Demand, however, currently exceeds avail-
ability for bighorn sheep, pronghorn, and elk (ir Nevada only). Projections
tor big qgame population levels to the ycar 2020 (Walstrom, 1973) 1indlicate
that aunting opportunities may increase for all except bighorn sheep.
Projected populations of upland game specics could support more hunting
for all species except sage grouse. Furbearer hunting opportunities are
expected to remaln the same as at present, while those for waterfowl
may decline. All of the above projections assume no additional habltat
loss resulting from human activities.

General Project Effects Nevada/Utah (5.1.1.8)

Currently, the demand for the most popular recreational opportunities,
particularly water-related recreation, in Nevada and Utah, c¢ither approaches
Or CRCed-iw Lhwv supply.  The recreation demand scenario Jor the devada/Utais
denloyment area follows from three expected effects.

First, ubsolute increases (i.e., visitor use days) in recreational
demand resulting from M-X - related population growth are expected to be
substantial. In some arecas the visual impacts of M-X may deter certain
recreationists; in any case it is unlikely that recreationists will be drawn
to the deplovment valleys - at least in the long term, and the migration of
recreationists out of the deployment areas will create added demand (of
unknown proportions) on sites removed from the M-X influence. The value of
the dceployment game area as a hunting resource may be affected through human
disturbance and habitat change. It is possible that certain game species
(i.e., farm game commensals) will benefit but others, notably pronghorn,
will probkably show irreversible negative effects.

The sequence of M-X - related indirect effects, those resulting from
recreational activities of project induced in-migrants, are as follows;
increased recreation demand, increased competition for recreation resources,
lower recreational guality, possible environmental degradation and greater
administrative responsibilities placed on management agencics. These
effects would not normally pose constraints on future recreation develop-
ment opportunities. Only is cases where a non-renewablo recreational
resource is consumed, such as ORV activity in arid wildlands, is there
concern over possible constraints. Normally, high intensity ORV recreas
tion occurs in ORV parks, where landscape destruction has already occurred;
otherwise it is so localized in space as to not be of concorn with respect
to future land-use constraints.
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Table 5.1.1-21. Waterfowl harvest data by county for
Nevada/Utah study area.

DUCKS GEESE CooTs
STATE/
COUNTY NUMBER NUMBER HUMEEK
HARVEST HUNTERS HARVEST HUNTERS HARVEST HUNTEERS
NZVADA
Clark 8,269 1,262 443 1,282 367 206
Elko 5,536 666 166 666 o] C
Esmeralda 43 6 2 (3] 21 3
Eureka 1,100 119 7 119 9 9
Lander 202z 73 0 73 3 2
Lincoln 6,513 898 68 898 748 136
Mineral 1,958 113 496 113 0 o
N 5,508 837 128 837 553 84
White l
vine 1,051 201 5 201 c 0
suh
Total 30,280 1,315 1,701 !
- | |
' : HA{;;AL 104,84C 12,452 6,94C { 12,452 3,184 ? 808
N i
} vrak | ! | !
1 Beaver
iron |
Juab
Millard i
Tocele
Sub
Total
STATE
TOTAL
727-1

ipata for Utah are presently not available.

Source: Molini and Barngrover, 1979.




~oond, the perimeters of the deployment areas under the various
Lt it ives encompass between 20,000 and 30,000 square miles of lund
“arently receiving heavy levels of dispersed and developed recreation

It is plausible that part of the recreation demand currently it
v the Jdeployment area will shift to adjacent undisturbed areas.

Shird, a coritical change has occurred over the last decade in
rooe ttaon planning in that supply is no longer increasing at the sane
rate s demand.,

The likely outcome of these three trends is heightened competition
tor thie recreational resources. The expected demand for dispersed
sovvestion may not be met until after 1990. The increase in disperscd

ieation lemand, particularly for ORV recreation and hunting/fishing,
may resalt in general environmental degradation. BAs dispersed recrea-
tion ‘nereases, conflict between non-complementary users may grow:

hunters, birdwatchers, ORV recreationists, and persons seeking solitude
may increasingly come into conflict,

Finally, the heightened recreation demand may impact land management
agercies which are charged with maintaining the multiple uses of public
lands.

Farnye Trends Without M-X — Nevada/Utah (5.1.1.9)

Both aspects of the recreational resource, the natural resource and
the recreators, change continually and will do so whether or not M-X
facilities are deployed over the landscape. Two factors are responsible
for this change: demographic changes (age structure, total numbers, and
distributions) of the Nevada and Utah populations, and changes in human
recreational behavior.

Nevada's population is expected to increase from 487,000 people
censused in 1970 to 1,200,000 people by 1995 (Nevada State Park System,
1977) ,based on past in-migration and birth rate trends. In fact, since
1950 over 70 percent of Nevada's population growth has resulted from
in-migration, the peaks of which correspond to unemployment peaks in
aldjacent states, notably California. On the other hand, the major
component of Utah's population growth is attributed to natural increases
(t"tah Outdoor Recreation Agency, 1978). The overwhelming majority of
population growth in both states has been in counties surrounding metro-
politan arcas. Steady state population predictions for Nevada and Utah
range from relatively high growth in a few Utah counties to population
declines in others (Lincoln, White Pine counties, Nevada).

Factors contributing to changes in recreational resource supply and
demand include:

(1) Energy Supply. National park and national forest visitation
levels are dramatically affected by gasoline supply (and
perhaps price) levels (Crocker, personal communication), with
a future worsening of the petroleum market almost imminent,

a long-term trend will likely emerge: that is, an increased
strain on Jdeveloped urban recreation resources and concom-
mitant decline in per capita dispersed recreation demand.
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Changes in total demand would become a function of population
changes. Support for this scenario is provided by Utah statis-
tics showing a 30 percent reduction in camping, hiking, and
backpacking during the 1971-1972 and 1976-1977 periods. (Utah
Outdoor Recreation Agency, 1976).

(2) Changes in recreational preferences. The lack of data on
recreational preference trends makes this a difficult factor
to comment on. However, the effects of increased interest in
backpacking, camping, and hiking seen on a national level prob-
ably are evident in the increasing use of natural areas in the
study area. Questions concerning the duration of this tiend and
its importance relative to demographic changes require future
attention.

(3) Demographic changes attributable to other developments in the
study area. Currently we are aware of seven such projects
which will have similar but smaller impacts on recreational
resource supply and demand through in-migration, Allen-Warner
Valley Energy System, Alunite Plant, Anaconda-Moly Project,
Intermountain Power Project, Kennecott Mine, White Pine County
Electric Generating Plant and Pine Grove Molybdenum Mine.

Determination of projected conditions of outdoor recreation in Nevada
and Utah warrants a clear understandirg of future trends in recreational
developments, demand, and a description of related recreational concerns.
The following discussion will present the following: (1) an inventory
and narrative of proposed parks and other recreation areas as indicated
by federal and state planning officials; and (2), future visitor demand
projections determined via guidlines established by respective recreation
management agencies.

Proposed Developments (5.1.1.9.1)

In 1977, the Department of Interior, in response to Section 8 of
Public Law 9183, as amended, provided to Congress, in 1977, a listing in
general descending order of importance or merit, 13 areas in the United
States which appeared to be of national significance and which were deter-
mined to have potential for inclusion into the National Park System. It
was determined that an area representative of the Great Basin region
should be considered.

The proposed Great Basin National Park was originally proposed in
1959. 1In the fall of 1979 the Secretary of the Interior submitted a
report on the study of this area for potential inclusion in the National
Park System (House Document No. 96-202, Part VI). Of the four areas
considered, the Snake Range/Spring Valley Study Area was selected for
further study as the choice for the location of the park. The Snake
Range/Spring Valley Study Area is an 811,600 acre area approximately
30 miles east of Ely, White Pine County, Nevada. Field investigations in
July 1980 resulted in a draft doccument on specific park alternatives.

The report is to be submitted for appropriate committee and congressional
review in December 1980.




No other substantial recreational developments arce anticipatoed by
the National Park Service which might have a direct bearing on M-X project
activities.

The U.s. Fovest Scervice does not anticipate any major recreational
developments in the Nevada/Utah study area between 1980 and 1990. How-
ever, two small projects are currently being considered: (1) in Fishlake
National Forest (Utah), Oak Creek Campground is expected to undergo major
rehabilitetion in an cffort to increase its capacity between 1983 and 1985;
and (2) Lamoille Canyon, in Humboldt National Forest (Elko County, Nevada)
is expected to receive an established trailhead in the late 1980s. Mo
further developments are currently expected.

Data concerning proposed BLM developed recreational sites were not
available from any centralized source, but were collected on a district
by district basis. Therefore, findings will be presented on a similar
basis.

NEVADA BLM DISTRICTS

Ely. No formally proposed developed recreational arcas are identified
in the Ely district.

Battle Mountain (northern portion). Only one site is currently in
the proposal stage: a day use area with picnic tables and shade struc-
tures at Mill Creek, approximately 20 mi (32 km) southeast of Battle
Mountain. Several other areas, however, are currently in the conceptual
stage as potential developed recieational areas. These include Robert's
Mountain in central Eureka Coun.y and Lewlis Canyon, immediately south of
Battle Mountain.

Tonopah Resource Area (southern portion of Battlec Mountain District.
Although no formal proposals currently exist for the development of recre-
ation sites, two areas are under consideration for re-evaluation should
visitors reach 2,500 yearly. These areas are Lunar Crater and the Black
Rock Lava Flow.

Elko. No formally proposed developed recreational areas are ldenti-
fied south of Interstate 80 ir the Elko district. However, Ruby Marsh
(south central Elko County) recreation site is currently in the process of
being transferred into 1].S. Forest Service ownership and management.

Las Vegas. No formally proposed developed recreational arcvas are
identified in the Las Vegas district. However, the La Madre Range on the
northern fringe of the Red Rock Canyon Recreati 1 area may cventually be
devecloped as a group camping area.

UTAI BLM DISTRICTS

Salt Lake. The only proposced development identified 1 the salt Lake
district proximal to areas determined as sultable for M-X deployment s
cipansion of facilitics 1t Simpson's Springs, 372 mi (51km) south of Teocle.

The time frame of this development is currently unknown.  Additionally,
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attention is being focussed on potential development of dispersed
recreational areas as continued demand from the Wasatch Front areca prolif-
erates. This continuing trend of demand increases is in part dur to the
desire by metropolitan residents to recreate closer to home in response to
rapidly increasing travel costs.

Richfield. No new developed recreational sits are currently proposed
in the Richfield district. However, potential improvements in the way of
additional access, restrooms, and boat launching facilities may occur at
the Yuba Dam Reservoir in the near future in a cooperative effort with the
Utah Division of Parks and Recreation. Additicnal improvements are also
expected at the Little Sahara Complex in eastern Juab County.

sScveral other areas were identified for potential recreational develop-
ment should demand dictate it. These include the Deep Creek Mountains and
Baker Hot Springs.

Cedar City. One site for potential future development identified in
the Cedar City district is the Sand Mountain ORV area, located on south
central Washington County. An additional development includes expansion
of the already existing Red Cliffs campground, also in Washington County.

Time frames for either development are unknown.

NEVADA STATE PARK SYSTEMS. Plans for additional recreational developments
by the Nevada State Park System within study area counties are centered
mainly in southeastern Nevada, particularly in Lincoln and Clark counties.
Time frames relating to the establishment of these facilities are currently
unavailable. However state recreation planning officials indicate that sev-
eral areas may be developed between 1980 and 1900 as the demand for recrea-
tional resources necessitates.

Seven different sites are currently in long-range plans for recrea-
tional development in Lincoln County. They are: Freilbug (Leviathan)
Cave in the western portion of the county; Rainbow Canyon, southern Lincoln
County; Bristol Wells and Big Trees to the north; Pine-Mathews Reservoir in
the Clover Mountains near Beaver Dam; Cleveland Ranch; and a historical
site, the Pioche Courthouse.

Clark County may also receive as many as seven additional recreation
areas in the future. These include: Bitter Ridge-Whitney Pockets; Fort
Mohave; Keyhole Canyon; Knob Hill; Potosi-Yellow Plug; Spring Mountains;
and Tule Springs. Of these seven, Fort Mohave will be the area developed
for the most intensive recreation.

Seven potential preservation and interpretation areas could also
become part of the Nevada State Park System in Clark County. Recreational
development on these areas would be more restricted than on thos recrea-
tion areas mentioned above. The potential preservation/interpretation
areas include: Arrow Canyon; Buffington Pockets; Gregory's Arch; Las Vegas
Wash; McCullough and Highland Ranges; Rainbow Gardens; and the Virgin
Mountains.

Althcugh all of the aforementioned potential recreation, preservation/
interpretation areas are situated in Clark County, of particular relevance
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to the M-X project are those areas which are primarily to the north of, or
proximal to, Las Vegas. This includes: Tule Springs; Virgin Mountains;
Whitney Pockets-Bitter Ridge; Buffington Pockets; Rainbow Gardens; and the
Las Vegas Wash. Tigure 5.1.1-10 presents the locations of these areas and
their proximity to Las Vegas.

UTAH DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION. At the present time, there are no
proposed Utal: State Park System elements within or proximal to the study
| area. Efforts are currently underway, however, to determine the need for
: additional state parks statewide. The effort is based upon analysis of
: population characteristics and participation rate projections on a Multi-
County DisStrict basis which is expected to be completed later this year.

Visitor Demard - Developed Recreation Areas (5.1.1.9.2) ’

The fcllowing section will describe trends in visitations to devel- §
oped recreation areas in Nevada and Utah on an agency by agency basis. !
Notable will be the absence of projections from each agency. This is f
partly due to the recent fluctuations in visitor demand experienced by §
many areas which make accurate forecasting tenuous. ;

The uncertainty about predicting future demand lies i.: the fact that
the number of out of state visitors, which for many areas constitute a sub- ]
stantial share of the visitations, are influenced by factors whose futures
are erratic such as the cost of travel. However, visitations to developed
recreational resources attributable to local residents is closely corre-
lated to population grouwth with the region. Estimates have been obtained
which identify counties in the Nevada/Utah study area likely to experi-
ence substantial population increases between 1980 and 1994. These
counties include White Pine, Clark, Lincoln, and Washoe Counties 1in ;
Nevada, and Iron, Beaver, Juab, Millard, Salt Lake Utah, and Washington :
Counties in Utah, all of which are anticipated to experience an average ]
annual change in excess of 3.0 percent during this period. As a result,
visitations to developed recreational areas proximal to these counties !
will likely experience substantial increases in demand pressure. The
tables accompanying the following agency discussions which forecast
future visitation trends would include the number of visits attributable
to local residents.

The National Park Service currently administers two recreational

’ resources within the study area: Lehman Caves National Monument, White
' Pine County; and, the Lake Mead National Recreational Area, along the 3
Colorado River in southeastern Clark County. Contacts with officials at 5
beth locations indicate that visitor demand, which experienced a substan- i
tial decrease between 1978 and 1979, is likely to continue a decline or !
level of 7 in the near future. The recent downturn was primarly due to i
the cnergy crisis. As a result, officials at both sites feel that fore-
casts tor ‘uture visitor demand would at best be tenuous until a clear
picture of the cnergy situation becomes evident.

Lehman Caves Natioaal Monument is located in an area currently being

studied for potential as an addition to the National Park System. It is
the contention of the National Monument's administrative officer that if
Lehmah Caves were to become an element of a national park, that visitations
wenld oxpercen e a dramatic increase.

5-51
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The U.S. Forest Service currently .cliwsrid S o SCvon miabl s saed Sore oL
which have elements within study arca countics NO oemdeet jor btovinatoL
demand are available from this agency or the perieo IR Do
results, estimation of yearly visitor demand botweon o e ]
upon the rate of average annual growth betweern [937 e Tt e psers arder- 9
taken on a forest-by-forest basis (Table 5.1.1.-20). e Gt VI oS Lurve
as approximations and assume an upward linear growth troci, s lucnaetbong
due to exogenous factors such as the cost of troavel ool cog i sxntation
growth attributable to projects other than M-¥ v not oo

As is the case with nearly all aguenecies pr o owidoy v RS
in thie study area, U.S. Forest service officials dries ) T e
energy situation has and probably will Contlmae o oo o qro 0 el o
influence upon visitor usec on their reopoctive. vooes? 5 T N R AP I
compounded by the remoteness of some natlional oorcwgi tordo o Lt b de oon thig
regard are the portions of Toiyabce and Humbeldt Mavionsl Fovoesis on central

and east~-central Nevada,
Humboldt National Forest,

around which the population base small.

in particular,

Lot remely

thon O

experioenced Loss percent
of growth between 1970 and 1979 on an averade annual basis and theretfore
expected to receive the least amount of addivional growtli Loto-oen 1385 and
1990 without implementation of the project.

No visitor demand projections for the perisd betwe o dhe i 2090 arc
available from the BLM. However, contacts with vaijous JioF result
in at least an opinion on the part of recreaticn tlana 2 o Gy onot
visitor use is likely to increase, remcirn gtead Cuoadreto a0 LI L near
future. Table 5.1.1-23 indicates projected t o Lo o T
BLM developed recreational sites in the Nevad: SAIRRERE

The Nevada State Parks Aguncy doos ot .t et
tions of visitor demand for componcnts of lis [ TR v
study area. However, agency officials have i e oo e T
average annual rate of growth would b acceptatlo L TR ST
It is important to note that projection: on thvio, Lo o0 b 0 cuoe G anward
linear growth trend, and that exogenous factors Lo fLoweas
ther conditions, and others, are not accounted ‘o R T NS S SRS TR
tive rates of growth for individual state park iore.o . S S S e
ered. Several elements of the syster, for exam.:. ., . N PR S ¢
the number of visitations between 1976 arei 100 e : SN
Lake, and Spring Valley), while others, osperi.on H ‘ ' <ot
(Lahontan Reservoir, Echo Canyon, and Red Took o

Table 5.1.1-24 indicates anticipatod viai® Lo ) Coeovnd s state
Park System elements based uron Lhe 8000 poresos RN .var o ovawth
factor. As shown, Lahontan Reservolr and poi ot ] : C S e
than 1 million visitors by 1990. Kevada O0t. 7o oate
that many of the state parks would rec: ive dow PR
should an 8.0 percent lincar growth irote fo Pl )

Between 1970 and 1978, Utab State Park Systom olooon s wichon the study

area experienced increased visitor demand at the average el rate or 12.9
percent, as a group. Table 5.1.1-25 indicates visitor ‘lemuund proiections
for all years between 1980 and 1990 assuming continuance cof the same growth ‘
rate. Variation between rates of growth for iudiv-ual vavk systoesm compon-
ents is not considered, nor are cxogenou, factors suach as cost o7 travel,
weather or large scale population increasces. it can be expectod thot the
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Table 5.1.1-23.

Expected trends in visitor use on BLM developed
recreation sites in the Nevada/Utah study area.

TREN"

JIMMENTC

Las Vegas
Las Vegas

Las Vegas

Salt Lake

Cedar Tity

Lunn 2artle Mountain

femain Steady
Remaln Steady
vmann Steady
Remain Steady
Remain Steady

Remain Steady

Remain Steady
Moderate Increase

Increase

Upgrading o re
amenities occur

4.3 percent anrnua

11

Mt. BIM Daistrice,

RLM CTistrict, Fes. 1922, Gene Dreis,
a

= BLM District, fet.
13 BLM District, Tepo
_ake BLM Districet, Feb.

1980,

1980,

Stuart Jacobson,
1980, John Scabinski,

Perscnal communication;
1980, Alan Steinbeck, personal commuricaticn:
1280, Russ Storbo, personal communication:
personal cormunication:
personal communicaticn;
Paul Boos, personal communicaticn.
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several state parks which have historically expericnced large visitor
demand will continue to do so. Notable in this regard are Denr Croek,
Gunlock, Saltaiyr Beach, and Yuba Lake.

Deer Creek Lake, Saltair Beach, Pioneer Trail, Snow Canvorn, and Utah
Lake can all be expected to receive in excess of one million visitors by
1990 should continucd growth at the rate of 12.9 percent ycarly occur. It
must be noted, however, that these and several other areas may rcach maxi-
mum capacity long before 1990 at this rate.

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO (5.1.2)
Ownership/administration (5.1.2.1)

fost parklands and major developed recreational areas in east-central
New Mer‘co and the northeastern portion of the Texas Panhandle fall under
the jurisdiction of, and are owned and/or administered by, the following
federal and state agencies: National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Corp of Engineers, U.S. Forest Service, New Mexico Parks and Recre-
ation Commission, and Texas Department of Parks and Wildlife.

Campgrounds and Major Outdoor Recreational Areas (5.1.2.2)

Major recreational areas in the Texas/New Mexico project area are
shown in Figure 5.1.2-1. Campgrounds and major recreational areas and
most of the major parklands and recreational facilities are found necar the
the peripherv of the study area. The distribution of these areas in selected
New Mexico and Texas counties and the managing and/or operating agency shown
in Tables 5.1.2-1 and 5.1.2-2. Most are associated with water bodies. Many
of the parklands, particularly state parks, and all major parks arec situated
close to major transportation corridors.

Water-based Reaecreation (5.1.2.3)

Swimming, boating, fishing, and waterskiing are the major watecr-
oriented recreational activities in the New Mexico and Texas study areas.
Other recreational-activities such as picnicking and hiking arce also
enhanced by the availability of nearby water. Tables 5.1.2-3 and 5.1.2-4
list major water bodies in the New Mexico and Texas study arcas. See
Figure 5.1.2-2.

Of f-road Vehicle (ORV) Recreation (5.1.2.4)

The Texas portion of the study area is primarily agricultural land and
is not conducive to extensive ORV activity; in New Mexico, ORV use is much
greater. No designated or high-guality (2,000 plus annual visits) ORV use-
areas have been identified within the study area.

Snow-related Activities (5.1.2.5%)
Snow-related activities such as crosscountry skiing, snow-mobiling,

and sledding hold relatively low recreational prioritics for residents
within the study area. This is due primarily to the abscnce of :puality
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Table 5.1.2-1. Major parklands and recreational facilities in
New Mexico study area counties,
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Table 5.1.2-3. Recreational lakes and streams in the
New Mexico study area.

LAKES WITH
COUNTY STREAMS GREATER THAN
40 SURFACE ACRES

Perico

Cimarron (100 mi) Clavton Lake

Carrizozo Weatherly Lake
Union North Canadian(Seneca){ Pasamonte Lake

Carrizo

Ute

Tramperos

Ute Ute Res.
Quay Canadian (50 mi) Tucumcari Lake

Conchas Canal Hudson Lake

Plaza Largo

Curry Frio La Tule Lake
Roosevelt Lewiston Lake
Salt Lake

Little Salt Lake

De Baca Pecos (80 mi) Red Lake
Alamogordo Res.

Rio Penasco (40 mi) Bitter Lakes (7)
Rio Hondo (47 mi)

Two Rivers Res.

Chaves Arroyo del Macho Roswell Saline
Rio Felix ) Zuber Lake
Pecos (118 mi) Lake Van J

2804




Table 5.1.2-4. Recreational lakes and streams in the
Texas study area counties.

COUNTY STREAMS LAKES
Carrizo
Dallam Mustange (West

Rita Blanca)
Cold Water

Hartley Punta de Agua
Rita Blanca

Oldbham Rita Blanca Lake Meredith (porticn)
E Canadian
E Moore S. Palo Duro Lake Meredith (portion)
Palo Duro
Deaf Smith Tierra Blanca
Frio
Randall Palo Duro Buffalo Lake
Tierra Blanca
Parmer Frio
Running Water
Castro Running Water
Frio
Swisher Tule
Bailey Blackwater
Lamb Blackwater
Running Water
Hale Blackwater
Running Water
Cochran Sulphur Draw
2803




TEXAS

.
€0
:
k]

b e

et '
|
Mok labrg o ‘ i
¢ sodsime |

‘

] ‘

. ! I

Arcas of water based recreation in the Texas/
Hew Mexico study area.




snow-play areas nearby. oot o the 35 najor recrcational activitics

creo and Tex o

danalyzed oo detormlne roecreat tonal proresonoes o New 4
roestdents within the study arca no single snow-related activity ranked
higher than 23rvd (s!ledding), while most of the others fell between 30th
and 35th.  Most snow play arcas occur tarther than 150 miles from the key
vopulavion centers in the study aroa.

Visitor-Use (5.1.2.0)

Table 5.1.2-5 presents the number of visitations to major parklands in
the Texas/New Mexico study arca in 19795 and 1979, As indicated, parkland
visitations in the Texas portion of the study arca are coucentrated pri-
marily at Lake Merodich and Pald Duro Canyon Statce Park. n 197%, more
than 2.5 million visits werc made te t

Lesne Lwo altonc., Tour siate

parks 1n the New dMexico portion of the study, arca cach experlenced more
thian 100,000 visits in 19759 Bottomless Lakes S.ate Park, Chaves County
(188,200); Ute Lake 3tate rark, Quay County (253,900); and Jonchas lake
and ftorrie Lake State Patks, botih in san Mlgw D county, {136,800 and

av

485,900, respectively) . There 1o oa strong relationship botween water -

oricnted develorwd recreatlonal arcas and a nign incldence of visitation
in the Texas/New Mexlco study ared.

Hunting (5.1.2.7)

Big game hunting is not an .mport.ant wotivity in the Texas/New Mexico
study area because blyg game are found mestly i habitats east or north orf

the area. For example, white-ta.led deer populaticon ostimates rangce from
zero in 13 High Plains counties of Texas, o 50 .n Moore County, and 200

in Pot-er Ccunty. During late fall through ca.l- suring, mule deer con-
centrate to feed on wheat fields adjace: t to Jaae Duire Canyon, well to

east of the Texas and New Mex ' co projes. area.  the imported acuded (bar-
bary sheep) alsc inhabits Palo Duro Canvon, cach Tall & census ot 1ts

population is conducted by heli from the apper reaches ¢ the canyon
. in Randall County scuth to Floyd County.  An winual acrial census of preong-
horn shows that most of the antclope arce found in the norchern portion of
the study area in Oldham, Hartley, Lallam and Potter countles. An anvens-
tor,; of the oig game hunted in the fligh Plains Red River drainage area is
shown in Table 5.1.2-06.

Tl

The data on small game show that the kio Grandc turkey population in
the High Plains habitat area is ingigoificant ond confined Lo Randall and
Swisher Countiecs. The intreduced ring-necked phoasant population that
thrives on the irrvigated cropland of the High Plains is approxinately onc-
tenth that of nonirrigated cropland. The lowest density of mourning Jdove
in the High Plains 1s due to lack ot cover

and Jdiversity of habitat. Fox
squirrel habitat in the High Plains 1o insigniricant.  Rabbit are net con-
sidered as game animals In Texas and little census data exist concerning
these species.  The eastern cottontail 1s alstributed widely, and the
black-tailed jackrabbit .ind descrt cottontall increasce in abundance in the
open westoern arcas.

Ponds and oliras that vumain wel tor ol least 60 percent of the time

wre considored habitat Yor woreriowl. aaoximatoely 25 percent of the sur-

Tace areas of lakes are erfcctive walor©owl habitat.  Even though gecese
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Table 5.1.2-6. Wildlife inventory estimates in the High
Plains drainage area of the Red Ruver.

SPECIES ?i?é§é§ po;?{§§lox
Yhire-Tailed Deer 55,850 30
Mule Deer 73,260 380
Aoudad (Barbary Sheen) 55,850 130
bronghorn —% —
Rio Grande Turkey 72,330 130
Rinu-Necked Pheasant 1,239,770 47,850
Lesser Prairie Chicken — —_—
Quail 2,573,830 23,200
Mourning Dove 3,070,000 185.520
Fox Squirrel 23,040 90
Ducks 35,370 176,850
Geese 35,370 35,370

2817
'From U.S.D.A., Special Report, 1976.
*Numbers not available.
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. The New Mexico State Parks Department does not have projections of
visitor demand for components of its state park system within the study
area. However, agency officials indicated on a park-by-park basis what they
felt future trends would likely be. As a result, projections based upon these
perceptions were made using 1979 visitations as the base year. These esti-
mates are presented in Table 5.1.2-7. As indicated, several parks are likely
to experience relatively stable levels of demand. Although due to several
factors, the predominant reason for this stability is that while out-of-state
visitors are expected to decrease, the reduction would be offset by local
demand. Summer Lake, Oasis, Clayton Lake, and Storric Lake State Parks are
likely to have this type of experience. Bottomless Lakes, Ute Lake, and
Conchas Lake State Parks are anticipated to receive substantial increases in
visitors, however. This is due primarily to their proximity and access to
sizeable populated areas. Only Villanueva State Park in San Miguel County
is experiencing decreasing visitations. Federal Park visitation trends in
the New Mexico portion of the study area are currently the subject of ongoing
studies.

5.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The impact analysis was separated into DDA or region wide impacts and
impacts to the OB sites and vicinities. Within each of these project com-~
ponents direct and indirect impacts were addressed. Direct impacts are
defined as occasions when the conceptual project layout intersects with
recreational lands. Indirect impacts are measured as project induced
increases in resource utilization or demand.

DDA IMPACTS (5.2.1)
Direct Impacts

In each of the two alternative deployment regions the 1:500,000 scale
designated deployment area maps, 3222-E for full basing and 3291 for split
basing in Nevada/Utah; 1617-E-A for full basing and 3235 for split basing in
Texas/New Mexico, were overlaid on 1:500,000 recreational resource maps for
each region, 3334-E for Nevada/Utah and 3335-J for Texas/New Mexico. (See
Figure 5.2.1-1 and 5.2.1-2). The recreational resource maps were generated
from a number of references (TORP 1979; NMORP 1976; Nevada BLM 1977; Utah
BLM 1971; U.S.F.S. 1969, Utah and Nevada State Department of Transportation
1979 and 1980). Intersections between these conceptual project layouts and
recreational resources were determined from this base.

Indirect Impacts

Estimates of resident utilization of recreational resource parklands in
the two alternative regions was used as a measure of the expected indirect
impacts. The U.S. Bureau of Census National Travel Survey (1979) and the !
Nevada Division of State Parks (1980) indicate that a reasonable estimate of
the annual number of outdoor recreational trips per capita is 1.95. This
figure was then multiplied by the M-X-induced populations in each county
in peak year (1987) and steady state (1994) and these data were summed
regionally for each respective year. This assumes that all project induced
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Table 5.1.2-7. Projections of visitor demands at state parks within the 3
study area, 1980-1990 without the project. (Page 1l or 2).

PERCENTAGE
SITE -CHANGE IN 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
VISITATION'
Sumner Lake Stable 67,100 | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+
Bottomless Lakes +10.0% 188,000 206,900 227,500 250,300 275,300 302,900
Ute Lake +5.0% 259,000 271,900 285,500 299,800 314,800 330,500
Oasis Stable 92,000 92,000+ 92,000+ 92,000+ 92,000+ 92,000+
Clayton Lake Stable 34,600 34,600+ 34,600+ 34,600+ 34,000+ 34,600+
Chicosa Lake +1.0% 9,700 9,800 9,900 10,000 10,100 10,200
Conchas Lake +5.0% 136,800 143,600 150,800 158,300 166,300 174,600
Storrie Lake Stable 485,900 486,000+ | 486,000+ 486,000+ | 486,000+ | 486,000+
Villanueva -2.0% 24,600 24,100 23,600 23,100 22,700 22,200
{ 4104 3
*Assumes linear growth or decline (personal communication, New Mex_i;o State Planning Division,

1980).
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Table 5.1.2-7.

Projections of visitor demands

at New Mexico state parks

within the study area, 1980-1990 without the project. (Page 2 of 2).
SITE 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Sumner Lake 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+ | 67,100+
Bottomless Lakes 333,100 |366,500 | 403,100 |[443,400 |487,800 {536,500
Ute Lake 347,000 |364,400 | 382,600 |401,700 (421,800 {442,900
Oasis 92,000+ | 92,000+ | 92,000+ | 92,000+ | 92,000+ | 92,000+
Clayton Lake 34,600+ | 34,600+ | 34,600+ | 34,600+ | 34,600+ | 34,600+
Chicosa Lake 10, 300 10,400 10, 500 10,600 10,700 10,800
Conchas Lake 183,300 |192,500 | 202,100 |212,200 |]222,800 233,900
§torrie Lake 486,000+ | 486,000+ | 486,000+ | 486,000+ |486,000+ [486,000+
Villanueva 21,800 21,300 20,900 20,500 20,100 19,700
4104
5-72
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in-migrants will have the same parkland visitation rate and ignores
demographic variances in an effort to determine an average impact. It was
assumed that 85 percent of these outdoor recreation trips were for the pur-
pose of parkland visits. The remaining 15 percent of the recreation trips
were assumed to be in dispersed or undeveloped recreation sites. The for-
mulas used to estimate M-X induced outdoor recreation visits to parklands
and dispersed recreational sites are:

Population in-migration for peak year (1987) x
1.95 x 0.85 = Parkland Visits

Population in-migration for steady state (1994) x
1.95 x 0.15 = Dispersed Recreational Visits

OB IMPACTS (5.2.2)
Direct Impacts

Potential direct impacts as a result of OB siting were determined by
placing the OB suitability envelope over the assumed "area of influence"
around the OB sites (Figure 5.2.2~1) at 1:500,000 scale. Resources falling
within the suitability envelopes were considered potential direct impact
sites.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts related to population in-migration and consequent
increases in visitation rates to outdoor recreation sites in the OB vici-
nities were estimated via the indirect effects index model (see ETR-855).
This model is based on an assumption of normally distributed impacts about
OB sites, thus the model assumes most of the impacts would occur within
100 miles from the OB site. Research indicates that 90 percent of all out-
door recreation takes place within 125 miles of the participant’'s home
(Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 1966; University of New Mexico, 1975; Nevada
State Park System, 1977). An appeal rating factor was included in the
model. Outdoor recreational sites were evaluated by recent visitor use
figures, uniqueness of natural resources and available facilities in assign-
ing an appeal rating. National Recreation Areas, Parks, and Monuments were
assigned as appeal rating of 3, many state parks and lakes were assigned a
rating of 2 and local forest service campgrounds were assigned a rating of
1 (Table 5.2.2-1).

Indirect effect index figures of 10,000 or larger were assigned a high value,
1,000 to 10,000 a moderate value and less than 1,000 a low value (Table
5.2.2-2 to 5.2.2-8).

To estimate the impact of the projected effects a simplified need analysis
was conducted for each OB site. The analysis was limited to major public
outdoor recreational sites approximately 50 road miles from the basing site,
the assumed "area of influence." Research indicates that approximately
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Table 5.2.2-2. Relative effects ratings for recreation
for the Proposed Action.

‘ EFFECT INDEX RATING'

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL
SITES OPERATING
BASE I

OPERATING
BASE 11

COMBINED

Lake Mead

Zion National Park

Bryce Canyon National
Park

Cedar Breaks National
Park

White River Campgrounds

Ward Mountain Recrea-
tional Area

Shell Creek Campgrounds

Wheeler Park

Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Forest,
Western Section

Dixie National Forest,
Eastern Section

Red Canyon Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0Oil Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyon State Park

Echo Canyon Campgrounds

Corral Pink Sand Dunes

Charcoal Ovens State Park

s Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

] Comins Lake

§ Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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None.
Low.
Moderate.
High.
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Table 5.2.2-3. Relative effects ratings for recreaction
for Alternative 1.

. EFFECT INDEX RATING'
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL .
SITES OPERATING | OPERATIN
BASE I BASE 11 COMBINED
Lake Mead

Zion National Park

Bryce Canyon National
Park

Cedar Breaks National
Park

White River Campgrounds

Ward Mountain Recrea-
tional Area

Shell Creek Campgrounds

Whee'ler Park

Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Forest,
Western Section

Dixie National Forest,
Eastern Section

Red Canyon Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0il Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyon State Park

Echo Canyon Campgrounds

v Corral Pink Sand Dunes

. Charcoal Ovens State Park

Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

Comins Lake

Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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'1 = None.
2 = Low.
3 = Moderate.
4 = High.
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Table 5.2.2~4. Relative effects ratings for recreation ‘
in Alternative 2.

EFFECT INDEX RATING!

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL
SITES OPERATING OPERATING

BASE 1 BASE 11 COMBINED

Lake Mead

Zion National Park

Bryce Canyon National
Park

Cedar Breaks Natiqnal
Park

White River Campgrounds

Ward Mountain Recrea-
tional Area

Shell Creek Campgrounds

Wheeler Park

Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Forest,
Western Section

Dixie Naticaal Forest,
Eastern Section

Red Canyopn Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0Oil Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyon State Park

! Echo Canyon Campgrounds

Corral Pink Sand Dunes

Charcoal Ovens State Park

Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

Comias Lake

Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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None.
Low.
Moderate.
High.
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Table 5.2.2-5. Relative effects ratings for recreation
for Alternative

3.

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL
SITES

EFFECT INDEX RATING'

OPERATING
BASE I

OPERATING
BASE 11

COMBINED

Lake Mead

Zion National Park

Brvce Canyon National
Park

Cedar Breaks National
Park

White River Campgrounds

Ward Mountain Recrea-
tional Area

Shell Creek Campgrounds

Wheeler Park

Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Fcrest,
Western Section

Dixie National Forest,
Eastern Section

Red Canyon Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0Oil Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyon State Park

Echo Canyon Campgrounds

Corral Pink Sand Dunes

Charcoal Ovens State Park

Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

Comins Lake

Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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None.
Low.
Moderate.
High.
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Table 5.2.2-6. Relative effects ratings for recreation
for Alternative 4.

EFFECT INDEX RATING:

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL
SITES OPERATING OPERATING

BASE 1 BASE I1 COMBINED

Lake Mead

Zion National Park

Bryce Canyon National
Park

Cedar Breaks National
Park

White River Campgrounds

Ward Mountain Recrea-
tional Area

Shell Creek Campgrounds

Wheeler Park

4 Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Forest,

b Western Section

Dixie National Forest,
Easterr Section

Red Canyon Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0il Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyoan State Park

Echo Canyon Campgrounds

Corral Pink Sand Dunes

Charcoal Ovens State Park

Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

Comins Lake

Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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None.
Low.
Moderate.
High.
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Table 5.2.2-7. Relative effects ratings for recreation
for Alternative 5.

OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL

EFFECT INDEX RATING'

SITES OPERATING OPERATING
BASE 1 BASE 11 COMBINED
Lake Mead 3 3
Zion National Park 4 4
Bryce Canyon National 4 4
Park
Cedar Breaks National 4 4
Park
White River Campgrounds 2 3
Ward Mountain Recrea- 2 4
tional Area
Shell Creek Campgrounds 2
¥heeler Park 3
Ruby Mountains 2
Dixie National Forest, 3

Western Section

Dixie National Forest,
Eastern Section

Red Canyon Campgrounds

Kents Lake Campgrounds

Shell 0il Site Camp-
grounds

Oak Creek Campgrounds

Little Valley Campgrounds

Valley of Fire State Park

Beaver Dam State Park

Cathedral Gorge State
Park

Snow Canyon State Park

Echo Canyon Campgrounds

Corral Pink Sand Dunes

Charcoal Ovens State Park

Gunlock Lake State Beach

Enterprise Reservation

Navajo and Panguitch
Lakes

Otter Creek State Park

Paiute Lake State Park

Minersville Lake State
Park

Yuba Lake State Park

Comins Lake

Bassett Lake

Las Vegas ORV Areas

Sand Mountain ORV Area

Little Sahara ORV Area
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None.
Low.
Moderate.
High.
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Table 5.2.2-8. Relative effects ratings for revreation
for Alternative 6.

R
, a
EFFECT INDEX RATING® '
OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL J
SITES OPERATING | OPERATING COMBINED |
BASE 1 BASE I TEEEEET
4
Lake Mead 3 4 k !
Zion National Park 4 3 ! {
Bryce Canyon National 4 3 !
Park !
Cedar Breaks National 3 3 ) |
Park i
White River Campgrounds 2 2
Ward Mountain Recrea- 2 2 2 !
tional Area !
Shell Creek Campgrounds 2 2 2 [
Wheeler Park 3 2 3
Ruby Mountains 2 2 2 .
Dixie National Forest, 3 2 3 !
Western Section |
Dixie National Forest, 3 2 3 ‘
Eastern Section |
Red Canyon Campgrounds 3 2 3 i
Kents Lake Campgrounds 4 2 4 g
Shell 0il Site Camp- 3 2 3
’ grounds
3 Oak Creek Campgrounds 3 2 3
Little Valley Campgrounds 2 2 2
Valley of Fire State Park 3 4 4
Beaver Dam State Park 3 3 4
Cathedral Gorge State 3 3 4
Park
Spow Canyon State Park 3 3 4 H |
Echo Canyon Campgrounds 4 3 4 ! :
Corral Pink Sand Dunes 3 3 i 3 i
Charcoal Ovens State Park 2 3 3
Gunlock Lake State Beach 2 3 3
Enterprise Reservation 3 3 4
Navajo and Panguitch 3 2 2
Lakes |
Otter Creek State Park 4 2 4
Paiute Lake State Park 4 2 kS
Minersville Lake State 4 3 4
Park ;
Yuba Lake State Park 3 2 3 E
Comins Lake 2 o 2 }
Bassett Lake 2 9 2
Las Vegas ORV Areas 2 1 1 ]
Sand Mountain ORV Area 2 2 2
Little Sahara ORV Area 4 2 1 I
4122
'1 = None.
2 = Low.
3 = Moderate.
4 = High.
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60 percent of outdoor recreation participation takes place within 40 miles
of any metropolitan area (Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 1966). The Nevada
SCORP (1977) assumes a 100 mile radius area of influence with "much more"
visitatioqs expected at a site 50 miles from an urban center than one 100
miles away. Thus the 50 mile radius is felt to be conservative "area of
influence" for the majority (assumed to be 70 percent) of the expected
demand.

The projected population figures {see ETA 27) of the county in which
the OB is to be sited were used as the "effective population" in this anal-
ysis. Both peak year and steady state population figuires were used to
define short-term and long-term effects. In those cases in which the short
term impacts were found not to be significant it was assumed that the long
term impact would also not be significant.

Non-resident use or demand was not included in this analysis since this
influence M-X in-migrants is assumed to be more localized and not to have a
significant influence on interregional recreational patterns.

Fach OB site had an "area of influence” and effective population as
defined above. The projected recreatiohal need was then calculated. Each
state used a variety of the formula presented below in their SCORP (State-
wide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan). Activity participation may be
generally defined as the average number of times or occasions a typical resi-
dent of the region would engage in an activity in any given year. An acti-
vity standard is the number of occasions a unit of that activity can support
in a year.

o Activity | Activity
70% of Total x |[Effective X Participationi = | Occasions
Outdoor Use Population Rate (SCORP1~j Or Demand
Actinty . Activity ! ’ Facility
Occasions| * Standard (SCORP)| lRequirementq
Or Demand ) )
Facility _ | Facility Supply Within{ _| Recreational
Requirements "Area of Influence" Needs
- —— U U —

This above formula is simplistic and whenever other factors were available
from the state SCORP they were included in an effort to add regional signi-
ficance to the analysis. The analysis methodology for each of the OB sites
within the affected states, Nevada, Utah, Texas and New Mexico, is discussed
below.
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Nevada

The Nevada SCORP (1977) used a very similar formula to the one defined
above:

Activity occasions x percent of weekend participation
Design days x turnover rate x activity standard

Projected activity occasions were derived by multiplying 1977 activity
participation rates by effective population figures. This assumes that par-
ticipation rates will remain constant over time. The percent of weekend par-
ticipation and design days, defined as the number of typical weekend days
during the season of highest use, attempts to measure the expected demand for
facilities during highest use. For most activities the design days ranged
from 27 to 29 days. Since the design days per activity were not given, a
factor of 28 days was assumed for each activity. Table 5.2.2-9 lists all
the figures used in the analysis conducted for the Coyote Spring and Ely
bases.

Utah

The Nevada SCORP used a general multiplying factor, TIM-P Factor, to
calculate increased or decreased use or participation in their future pro-
jections. This factor considered changes in income, available discretion-
ary time and mobility (Utah Department of Outdoor Recreation Draft 1978).
This TIM-P factor was multiplied by the projected demand factor. The for-
mulas below were used in calculating the recreational needs in the Utah OB
vicinities.

I. Participation rates = Activity occasions for activity/population
II. Participation rates x Projected effective population = Demand
III. Demand in activity occasions x TIM-P Factor = Adjusted demand
IV. (0.70) Adjusted demand/activity standard = Facility requirements
V. Facility requirements - Facility supply = Recreational needs.
Table 5.2.2-10 shows the actual figures used.
New Mexico
The New Mexico SCORP (1976) projected demands by multiplying an acti-
vity participation rate, defined as the percentage of the population in the
planning district that participated in a given activity in 1975, by the
mean number of times a participant would participate per year. This factor

was then applied to the projected population figures or effective population
(formula I).
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I Demand = Participation rate X Mean number of times per particijint

x Effective Population

The facility requirements are then computed by dividing the projected
demand (I) by the activity standard in persons/unit/year. Unlike the Nevada
method this activity standard takes into account the turnover rate and total
design days per year. Table 5.2.2-11 shows those factors discussed above.

Texas

The effective population in the Dalhart, Texas OB siting is split
between Dallam and Hartley Counties, where the OB support community is to be
located, and Potter & Randall Counties where a significant in-migration is
expected, primarily in Amarillo. These two center of population in-migration
are approximately 50 miles apart. Recreational resources between the areas
will experience demands from both effective populations. A separate analysis
was conducted for each population source and those recreational sites within
the area of influence "of both sources were assumed to receive 50 percent of
the demand from each.

The Texas SCORP (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 1980 Draft) uses
participation rates (activity per capita) that were derived from a rural
trend-distribution model utilizing participation trend data for 1963-1968.
Projected participation rates for 1985 and 2000 were used in this analysis
as peak year and steady state rates respectively. For example, the average
resident participation days for camping in rural areas is projected to be
1.9 days in 1985. Based upon the participation rate change from 1963-1968
and assuming a constant rate of change, the average resident in the panhandle
region of Texas is projected to participate in camping 2.9 days/year by the
year 2200. In this analyses each projected participation rate was multiplied
by the effective population to estimate a demand figure (equation 1).

I Demand = Participation rate for target year x Effective Population

In this analysis only resident demand was considered. The demand figure
is then divided by activity standard to obtain the facility requirements.
Table 5.2.2-12 lists all the factors used in this analysis.

5.3 FENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN NEVADA/UTAH (5.3.1)

The increased population in the study area attributable to the project,
is expected to increase outdoor recreational activities. The most signifi-
cant increase will occur in hunting, fishing, ORV use, and parkland recrea-
tion. Split basing would have approximately one-half the impact of full
basing in the region.
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Table 5.2.2-11. Data used in the recreational need analgses for the
Clovis (Curry County) OB site in New Mexico.

EFFECTIVE POPULATION
MEAN NUMBER
PEAK YEAR |STEADY STATE | acTiviTy | PARTICIPATION OF TiMes® | ACTIVITY =y FACILITY
RATE PARTICIPATE STANDARD SUPPLY
MX | BL! X BL* :
26,600}44,300|19,000|44,400{ Camping .251 3.06 480
Picnicking .605 2.64 600 79+ Campsites
Boating . 117 4.12 60 10,740 surface
acres
Water Ski- .037 3.84 920
ing

4125
1BL = Baseline population in Curry County, New Mexico.

‘participation rate = % of population in planning district 4 who participated.
‘Mean number of times participated per individual in planning district 4.
“Persons/unit/year.

SNew Mexico SCORP, 1976.

*Major public recreation sites, e.g. state parks.
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Fishing

Impacts to game fish habitats, and thercfore game fishing, would include
physical habitat and water quality degradation during construction and during
operation from other recrcational uscs as listed in ETR 16, Aquatic Habitats
and Biota. Thesc impacts would result from physical habitat disturbance,
sedimentation, degradation of water quality, clcvation of ambient temperature,
and possible reduction of water volumes. Number of anglers per fishing
resource area will increase in some areas, and decreased fishing quality (as
measured either by fishing success or aesthetic quality of the fishing
experience) could result if management activities are not implemented to com-
pensate for increased pressure (Manning, 1979; Adriano, 1980; Dieringer,
1980) .

The game tishery would be expected to experience increased fishing pres-
sure from construction workers and support personnel (Dieringexr, 1980). Fish-
ing has been identified as one of the most preferred recreational activities
by residents of both states (Nevada State Park System, 1977; and Utah Outdoor
Recreation Agency, 197%). Due to the limitcd number of fishable waters in
Nevada and Utah, the fishing quality is likelv to decrease without additional
management. In Nevada, fish hatcheries at Reno (2), Las Vegas (1), Ely (1),
and Ruby Marshes (1), are now operating at their limit and public waters are
presently stocked to their limit (Dicriinjer, 1980; Curren, 1980).

Based on the most recent (1977) state population data and numbers of
state resident fishing licenses held, it is expected that the increase in
population resulting from M-X construction and operation would increase the
number of licensed fishermen by 2.8 percent in 1987 and 2.65 percent in 1994.
While there is expected to be an increcase in the number of people and fisher-
ment as a result of M-X, it is difficult to accurately assess the specific
effects on fishing. The range of the effects is based on the disturbance of
people on the unit's habitats. However, without an increase in fish stocking
rates and in fish habitat resource, fishing success in both states will
decrease with the increased population ascociated with M-X. Regardless of
how many fish are stocked in a given water body, there will be a loss of fish-
ing quality due to a loss of the aesthetic guality of the fishing experience
with increased numbers of anglers (Manning, 1930).

Both Nevada and Utah have a diverse freshwater game fishery. The rela-
tive importance of game fisheries in the project area is evaluated on the
basis of the number of fishable streams within each hy -ologic subunit.
Importance values were based on the combination of al . lance and sensitivity
values shown in Table 5.3.1-1. Hydrologic subunits incicated to be of high
abundance have more than twelve fishable streams. Hydrologic subunit~- indi-
cated to be of intermediate abundance have between five and twelve fisiable
streams. Hydrologic subunits having less than five fishable streams have
been given a ranking of low abundance with respect to game fisheries. Hydro-
logic subunit sensitivity was based on its isolation from other hydrologic
subunits with a similar resource abundance and the quality of resource present
in the unit, as described in the stream evaluation studies for cach state.
Figure 5.3.1-1 provides a graphic presentation of Table 5.3.1-1.




Table 5.3.1-1. Abundance and sensitivity to impact for
game fish, Nevada/Utah.

YD PLLOGTC o
F;ggwt;? - LOCATION A s H;g;gig;lc LOCATION h s
3 Deep Creek L L 151 Antelope I -
4 Snake H I “1s52 Stevens L L
3 (m Fine T L 1583 Diamoi.d I I
& vhite L L 154 Newark 1 1
7 “ish Springs L L 155 Little Smoky I 1
g Pugway L L 156 Hot Creek 1 i
9 Sovernment Creek L L 16%a Tikaboo-Northern L L
13 Rueh L L 170 Penover : ~
32n ! Sroat Salt Lake Desert 171 Coal L L
‘ Wiesterrn Desert L L 172 Garde:. I I
e | sevier Desert I H 173a Railrcad-Scuthern L n
I déa : Sevier Desert-Dry Lake L L 1735 M |4
! A7 Huntingten H I 174 I p
: 5C Milfoxrd L L 175 L "
32 tand Distraizt L L 17e H o
Ussoan | pine 1] 1§ 178 Butte I
‘ ERRN SN Beryl-Enterprise District L L 17% Steptoe i z
- 4 Wah ¥ah L L 180 Cave L i
IS Crescent ) L 181 Dry Lake L L
f 53 Carico Lake 1 1 182 Delamar I L
‘ £€ Upper Reese River H I 183 Lake - -y
i °7 Antelope L L 184 Spring H I ‘
: Mi1Géle Reese River bt I 185 Tippett e L 4
! Gabbs L L 186 Antelope < |
. Fairview L L 187 Goshute L L
. Stingaree L L 194 Pleasant oL Lo
; Zowkick L L 19¢ Hamlairn z . f
I Eastgate L L 198 Dry ~ Lo
( . Edwards Creek I 1 199 Rose [
i Smith Creek I I T 200 Eagle VR P
' lone Lo 201 Spring T -
Monte Cristo L L 202 Patterson sob
Big Smoky-Tonopal Flat L L 203 Fanaca e o
Big $moky-North H I 204 Clover L L
Grass I I 205 Meadow Valley Wash M Iy .
! Kobeh I 1 206 Kane Springs L ! g
; i Monitor I H 207 White River z T
' ! Ralston I I 208 Pahroc L L
| Alaxli Spring L L 209 Pahranagat L .
iclayton L L 210 Coyote Springs L -
Lida L L 219 Muddy Eiver Sprirngs 1 I
i IStcne Cabin I bs 128* Dixie be M
lLl::le Fish Lake I I 129+ Buena Vista b4 :
132+ Jersey L -
.
23172

S = Sensitivity to impact; L = Low; 1 = Intermediate; K = Hiah-
= Utah; * = Hydrolonic Subunits in the study area which have not [.ad
vres o pianred within the boundary

TN
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Indirect effects due to M-X construction and operation could include
changes in fishery management policies (e.g., reduced bag limits, decrcased
number of fish stocked per angler, increased put and take fishing, and
increased catch and release fishing) (Dieringer, 1980; Adriano, 1980).

Increased population associated with M-X could result in increased law
enforcement needs relating to fishing (e.g., increased poaching, disturbance
of native fish habitats, and introduction of exotic species). Increcased law
enforcement activity due to large influxes of construction personnel have
already been experienced in Nevada during periods of large operations at
Nellis Air Force Base (Dieringer, 1980).

In White Pine County, it is estimated that full Nevada/Utah deployment
would result in the need for up to fifteen new enforcement officers. The
siting of an operating base in Steptoe Valley, near Ely, would further
increase the demand for new enforcement personnel {(McLelland, 1980). The
illegal taking of fish would be expected to follow a similar trend as has
been found in Elko County over the last five years as a result of an upswing
in mining activities in that county. Citations processed for violations of
wildlife laws in that county have increased 70 percent in the last five
vears (Greenley, 1980).

The Department of Wildlife in Nevada and the Department of Wildlife
Resources in Utah receive federal support for their sport fishing manage-
ment programs. The Dingell-Johnson Program matches state money on a 3:1
basis for non-consumptive uses (e.g., land acquisition, research). The
money cannot be spent on fish production, stocking, or law enforcement.
States could acquire a limited amount of land under the Dingell-Johnson
Program to set up new sport fisheries. As soon as the fishery becores
established, however, federal money could no longer be used. The money
presently allocated by the states for non-consumptive uses would be insuf-
ficient to maintain any additional sport fishing resource habitat
(Dieringer, 1980; Adriano, 1980).

Hunting

Deployment of M-X in the Nevada/Utah study area could affect hunting
through possible localized hunting restrictions during construction and
through decreasing abundance of some game species as a result of habitat
loss or reduced availability during construction and activities of
in-migrating people such as increased hunting pressure, poaching, and habitat
degradation. Habitat loss resulting from construction and operation (i.e.,
habitat removal for emplacement of facilities, loss of surface water through
groundwater withdrawal, and behavioral avoidance of the project by game
species), as described in ETR-15, could cause a decrease in abundance for
several ¢ame species. The species most likely to be affected are those with
much of their range located in valley bottoms and bajadas, such as pronghorn
and sage grouse. Both the species are expected to be significantly affected
by construction of the project (ETR 15).

Pronghorn are sensitive to human activities in their habitat and, con-
seguently, are verly likely to abandon areas were construction activities
are ongoing. The animals thus displaced must locate suitable habitat or




cesdsh The amount of habitat and assocliated nwnbers of animals potentially
loso dn this manner cannot be quantified at this time, since sucnh caloula-
tionue reguare a finalized project layoul and construction schodule in adds-
ticn to move detailed knowledge of pronghorn behavioral responses to large
Scote construction and operation activitics, carrying capacity of adjacoent
areas, present population estimates, and demograephic characteristics ot

cach population, none of which are presently available. The arcas of
greatent Jnpact potential in Nevada can be estimated, however, and are in
the castern part of the state from northern Steptoe Valley southeuast through
Lprinyg, Snake, and Hamlin vallevys.

Vor blg game species other than pronghorn, the potential for project
wlfiects on population size is relatively small. Construction of voads and
other communication/surveillance facilities as well as use of borrow pits
could interfere with migrations of these animals along establisned migra-
tion routes or cause loss of habitat with a subscquent decline in population
numbers.

Sage Jgrouse apundances arce likely to be decrcaseu Ly construction atti-
vitlies, particularly if brood use areas, strutting grounds, or wintering
arceunds are disturbed or destroyed through emplacement of structures or by
conscruction camps, equlpment storage areas, and spoil digpesal/storage
areas. Impacts would be most likely in the northern part of the study arca
wheYe sage grouse inhabitat valleys. During operations, sage ygrouse shoulid
b abllle te utilize all habitat not greatly distvurhed by construction. Thur,
swxoaalacions could recover to near preproject levels in a few years and cffec
on nunting would be short-term.

Anotier potential effect of the project on hunting could occur 11 con-
criuctlon areas arce closed to hunting for safety or othur project-related
veasons.  This would not cause a decline in population levels, and could
‘vad ho a temporary increase. The extent and rate of populatlon increasc
w1ill depead on herd structures, habitat potential and project impacts.

Tne influx of people predicted would result in a increased hunting
Jdenmand for all game species. For the big game specics {except deer and olk
in Ytan), increased demand would increase competition for the limited number
of pernits availlable. For other game animals, license availability would not
limie nuntiling opportunities, but hunter success may decline as abundance
jocryerases.  Changes in management policies, such as reductions in season
Longths and bag limit, may be necessary to maintain resource levels that will
support tiee hunting demand. The concentration of people in the vicinity of
cin support bases would also cause increased hunting pressure in those areaq,
cartrcalarly for upland game species.

Ancther effect of population increases in remote areas would be an

tivye-a e in poaching.  This would likely be dispersed through the study
.rea -udring construction and more localized around base locations during

v ons. In areas of low game animal abundance, poaching could have
s Tweant ef fects on population size, thus reducing hunting opportunitics,
Al species could be affected in this manner, but antelope, mule deer,
land game, and waterfowl are the most likely to be measurably ilmpacted.
cotenticl effests on game population sizes, however, cannot be cstimated
ivcor1ser 0f the clandistine nature of poaching.
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Dispersed recreation activitic. ! Ui 1o-wigrating peuple, other than
hunting, could affcct game andinale tnregji ... o0 Labitut.  For cxample,
development of recreational facicoltic. an: aly ol wdjactal to Llghorn sheep
watering sites could causc tiwse abhinal. U ananaon that part of thelr range.
This could result in a population decviine ! tne carrying capacity of moun-
tain ranges were reduced. To cotumit paas oty of habitat lost in this man-
ner would require estimatces of Inddeed oocoulation growth ot specific locations
and assumptions about the types uad frogucenhes 0 recreation activities in cach
location as well as information about animal abundance, sensitivity to various
recreation activities, and habitat carrying capacity. Most of these factors

are not presently available.

Assuming that all in-nigratsng people would have the caiae hunting prefer-
ences as thce current populuticon, and Licenosoe (exeluaing big galme; sales with-
out the project would increase lincarly with population, »,1lzb licenses 1in
Nevada and 4,107 in Utah would be bouglt by the in-migrating people during
construction (in 1287)}. This woula represent an increase of about 3 percent
in each state. During operations {19%4), license sales would lncrease by
1,373 in Nevada and 2,13C 1n Utah as a result of the project. This is an
increase of 1.6 percent for Nevada and 1.3 percent for Utab.. Increased
revenue from sale of hunting licenses will provide funds for enhancing ganc
habitat and/or research (Pittman-icbertson Act). This income, however, could
not be used to offset the cost required to manage the resources for use by
these additional people, such as providing game wardens and reintroducing
animals in former range.

Parklands

Project effects upon parklands in the Nevada/Utah study area are cval-
uated primarily in terms of how much additional visitor demand each park or
group of parks might experience as a result of M-X-induced direct and
indirect population in-migration. The primary source of demand will come
from the remaining in-migrants who will be living in communities during both
project construction and operationeg, and to a lesser extent construction
workers residing in construction camps.

The number of visitations attributable to M-X are presented for pcak
vear (1987), the time when regional in-mnigration is estimated to be at its
highest level (5 percent above baseline) and for the steady state period
(1994) onward or 2 percent above baseline/ycar) the time when the project
will be operational and regional population will have assumed a normal
growth posture.

Table 5.3.1-2 presents the number of in-migrants anticipatced to enter
the Nevada/Utah study area by county and the number of subsequent visita-
tions to parklands attributable to each. As shown, White pine and Iron
counties where the potential operating bases could be located (assuming full
deployment alternative 3) would bc the sources of the largust visitor num-
bers during both peak year (1987) and stecady state (subscguent to 1990).
Together, they would account for 76.0 percent of the total M-X induced
demand during peak year, and more than 01.9 percent during steady state.

As indicated in Table 5.3.1-2, necarly 91,790 additional visits to
study area parklands are estimated to be attributable to M-X related popu-
lation increases during peak vyear (1937) and approximately 57,100 duriny
steady state (subsequent to 1990).
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Table 5.3.1-2. Preliminary estimates of the number of parkland
visitations generated by county as a result of

M-X induced population in-migration, Nevada/Utah
peak year and steady state.?
| : { . B
PEAK YEAR (1987)2 * STEADY S7ATE (1994) ‘
| T [ j
COUNTY ESTIMATED NUMBEK OF | ESTIMATED | \uvuep op |
POPULATION visiraTioxs | POPULATION — (Toiririons |
IN-MIGRATION asib- | IN-MIGRATION ! :
L S S — —
Nevada ; ! 5
| White Pine 21,300 ‘ 33,300 E 14,400 . 24,000
Eureka 6,000 | 1,000 | 0 ’ 0 :
Lincoln 4,000 ; 7,000 | 400 T 700
i Nye 8,500 ; $,500 | 0 o}
‘ | S e
. | | :
i Utah | ! i .
f Iron 20,500 ‘ 34,000 : 17,000 28,200
Beaver : 2,200 ' 3,700 ! 1,300 2,200
Juab i 5,600 : 9,300 ‘ 0 ; 0 ‘
Millard 4,000 f 6,600 i 0 0 1
; i
Washington 1,700 [ 2,800 ‘ 1,200 : 2,000 |
! ' i
| 1
Region 73,800 i 91,700 34,300 | 57,100
3676-1
‘Assumes full deployment in Nevada/Utah with 80 percent military residing
onbase.

2Peak—year refers tothe period (1987) when regional in-migration attributable
to M-X is anticipated to be at its highest level. Peak in-migration into a
particular county may occur either prior or subsequent to 1987.




These figures represent an increase of 5 percent over the projected
baseline parkland trips during the peak year 1987 and a 2 percent increase
for the steady state period. The above increases are expected to produce
minimal adverse effects upon the quality of parkland recreation in a regional
sense. However, there would likely be situations around OB sites where an
increase in visitation levels to a particular site may require more con-
trolled management. Short-term impacts may occur in years where construc-
tion in-migration significantly adds to the area population and thus demand
(Nye County in Table 5.3.1-2). Recreation in these areas would also have
impacts upon the natural resources in the recreation areas.

ORV Use

There are generally two types of ORV uses that are of concern: 1) the
use of an ORV as a means of providing an exhilarating and challenging exper-
ience to the driver; and 2) the use of an ORV as a means to provide access
to remote areas for other forms of recreation. Project-induced in-migrants
are expected to produce additional demands for both ORV activities cited
above.

Projections of the extent of increased ORV use and predictions of their
activity sites are rought at best. Site-intensive ORV use is generally
associated with attractive features, such as challenging terrain (0-25 per-
cent slope), a lack of physical barriers (i.e., vegetation) and a population
center to support such activity. Areas with appropriate natural character-
istics to sustain intensive ORV use are considerable in the project area,
approximately one-quarter of Nevada for example, (Nevada State Park System,
1977). Sand dunes and dry lake beds are commonly preferred ORV sites. The
Little Sahara Complex in Utah and a number of Dry Lake beds in the Las Vegas,
Nevada area are sites of extensive ORV use and may well be expected to
receive additional demands as a result of project related in-migrations. 1In
addition to these and other currently-used ORV sites, site-intensive ORV use
is expected around any population center in the project area. Potential OB
sites such as at Ely and/or Delta may be expected to receive the greater pro-
portion of this effect; howe.er, smaller towns such as Pioche and Caliente
nay also expect to receive some additional use. In addition to these exist-
ing populated areas, suitable areas around construction camps may well be
expected to receive site-intensive ORV use. A rough approximation of area
impact is a three-mile radius around each population center (Rajala, Pers.
Comm. 1980).

The use of ORVs as a means of access is a much more prevalent form of
ORV activity in the project area than site-intensive use. It is expected
that such activity will utilize existing roads for the most part; however
in some areas new roadways associated with the project may provide added
access to or near remote recreational sites. New dirt road access routes
may be generated from existing dirt roads or in response to new DTN access
routes. It is nearly impossible to predict where these new roads may occur;
however, likely locations would be near springs, hunting areas, up canyons
and at the end of existing roads. One preliminary study in the BLM Ely
District indicated that in two seasons existing roads have been extended
one to three miles as vehicle trails (Anderson, Pers. Ccmm. 1980).

Y



It is i1mpossible to accurately predict visitor use levels for ORV
related activities because such figures are not available. Using a demo-
graphic profile by Kellert (1980), projected ORV use for the entire project
arca for peak year (1987) in-migration and steady state (1992) is summarized
in Table 5.3.1-3. Approximately 18.7 percent of the general populacc in the
United States have used an ORV in the past two years. This would translate
to a total of approximately 16,000 M-X related ORV recreationists added to
the region during the peak year (1987) and approximately 6,000 ORV uscrs dur-
ing the operations phase.

The use of an ORV for an exhilarating experience, such as hillclimbing,
motorcross racing, etc., is site-intensive and, thus, produces much more
intensive physical and biological cffects in the use area. ORV use as a
means of providing access to remote areas is expected to be the most common
and widespread ORV activity in the project area. The former activity is
expected to have a greater site-intensive effect upon the physical and bio-
logical resources; however, the latter activity is expected to have a more
cxtensive effect in the project area. These effects include degradation of
erodible soils, conflicts with the flora and fauna as well as dust and audi-
tory intrusions.

Snow-Related Activities

Increases in demand for snow-related recreational resources can be
expected as a result of M-X related population in-migration in the Tievada/
Utah study area. Areas expected to receive the largest sharc of these
increases include Mt. Charleston (Spring Range) in Clark County, the moun-
tainous areas in east-central Lincoln County, Humboldt National Forest in
White Pine County, and the U.S. Forest Service lands in central Utah, par-
ticularly Wasatch National Forest where the development of snow play areas
is most substantial. The increase in demand is not expected to k. signifi-
cant in this region since it would amount to only 5 percent during peak
year (1987) and only 2.5 percent during operations.

wWatar-Based Recreation

Increased in demand for water-based recreational activities can be
exvected as a result of M-X related population in-migration into the
Nevada/Utah study area. There are few water bodies in the project area
large enough or with adequate facilities for boating and/or water skling.
Arcas expected to receive the largest share of these increases inciude Lake
Mead, Wildhorse Reservolir, Willow Creek Reservoir, Rye Patch Reservoir,
and Walker Reservoir. Lake surface deficiencies have been projected for all
of eastern Nevada by 1985 without M-X (Nevada State Park System 1977). This
means that in this region people wishing to fish, motor boat or wacer ski
in lakes may have to travel to more distant lakes or reservoirs. The
in-migration associated with M-X would contribute to the demand, especially
around OB sites. In Nevada there are 21,080 linear feet of usable beach
for swimming concentrated around Lake Mead, Lahontan Reservoir and Lake
'ohoe. Recreational swimming in the project area would be primarily in
public and private swimming pools with such facilities being developed as
the demard increases.
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Table 5.3.1-3. Projected ORV users in the
Nevada/Utah project area.l

USE PEAK YEAR STABLE STATE
1987 1902
1-5 Days
10.95%2 2000 700
6-10 Days
4.45%2 700 300
L 11+ Days
9,752 1600 600
3684

‘Assumes full basing.

zThese are the average percentages for
the Rocky Mountain and Pacific regions in
Kellert 1980.




In Utah, lake boating, waterskiing, lake fishing and swimming arc
primarily asscciated with the Great Salt Lake and many natural lakes in the
mountains east of the project area. The population in-migration related to
M-X is not expected to have as great an impact upon water based recreational
opportunities in this region as in Nevada.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN TEXAS/NEW MEXICO (5.3.2)

The increased population in study area, attributable to the project,
is expected to affect recreational activities. Outdoor activities are
expected to increase. The most significant increases will occur in hunt-
ing, fishing, ORV use, and parkland recreation. Split basing would be
expected to have approximately one-half the impact of full basing in the
region.

Fishing

The effects of M-X corstruction and operation on fishing relate to
habitat degradation or loss which would reduce fishery resources and increase
fishing pressure. Effects of construction activities on fish habitat include
physical habitat disturbance, sedimentation, and degradation of water qualify.
The resulting impacts to fish populations are not expected to be significant.

Project-induced population in-migration (both direct labor and indirect
population growth) would be expected to increase fishing pressure proportion-
ately. Total population increase for full basing in Texas/New Mexico is
estimated to reach 13 percent during construction and 5 percent during oper-
ations. Unless more fish are stocked, this may result in a decline in angler
success for some locations. Increased fishing pressure may require changes
in management policies, such as reduced bag limits, shorter seasons, increased
put and take fishing, and increased catch and release fishing.

Facilities for all types of fishing — streambank, lake shore, boat or
pier — are adequate to meet the expected increased demands of project-related
population in-migrations. Water bodies and rivers expected to receive most
of the increased demand include Lake Meredith, the Canadian River, Ute Lake,
Conchas Lake and the Pecos River.

The Dingell-Johnson Act levies an 1l percent excise tax on sale of
fishing gear and matches state money on a 3:1 basis for habitat acquisition,
development, improvement and/or research. As a result of project-related
population growth, therefore, fishing may be improved in or near the project
area. These monies, however, cannot be used for stocking or law
enforcement.

Hunting

Deployment of M-X in the Texas/New Mexico study area would affect hunt-
ing directly through habitat loss and possible localized hunting restrictions
during construction. Indirect affects would result from activities of
in-migrating people. Direct habitat loss resulting from construction and
operation (i.e., habitat removal for emplacement of facilities and behav-
ioral avoidance of the project) could cause a decrease in abundance for at
least some game and furbearing species. The species most likely to be
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affected are pronghorn antelope, quail, waterfowl, mule deer, ringnecked
pheasant, barbary sheep, coyote, grey and red fox, bobcat, and raccoons.

Indirect effects on hunting would result from influx of people into
the project area, causing a concomitant increase in huntinyg demand for all .
game species. The sale of hunting licenses to many of these people would
provide the state with additional revenue. This income, however, is not
expected to offset the cost required for the state wildiife agencies to
manage these resources. Increased hunting pressure on game species may
require changes in management, such as reductions in season length and bag
limit, in order to maintain resource levels that will support the hunting
demand. In the Texas portion of the project area, hunting is a preferred
recreational activity, often drawing hunters from other parts of the nor-
thern Texas region. The grain farms of the High Plains provide hunting
grounds for ring-necked pheasant, dove, and quail.

Recreation activities of the in-migrating people could affect game
animals through loss of habitat. For example, the development of recreca-
tional facilities, such as campsites or reservoirs, adjacent to or on the
ranges of important species, could result in a population decline if the
carrying capacity of the region were reduced.

The Pittman Robertson Act (Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act)
levies an 1l percent excise tax on sale of hunting gear. The program set
up by this act matches state money on a 3:1 basis for purchase, development
and/or improvement of wildlife lands or for research. As a result of
project-related population growth, game habitat may be improved in or near
the project area. The income, however, could not be used to offset the
additional cost of managing the resources for use by the immigrating people.

Parklands

Project effects upon parklands in the Texas/New Mexico study area were
evaluated in terms of increased trips generated by the added populatic.. and
thus an added demand in the region. Estimates of the number of trips attri-
butable to M-X-related population in-migrants have also been calculated
(Table 5.3.2-1). The number of trips attributable to M-X are presented for
peak year (1987), the time when regional in-migration is estimated to be at
its highest level, and for the steady state period (1990 onward), when the
project will be fully operational and the regional population will have
assumed a normal growth posture.

Dallam, Hartley, and Curry counties, which would contain the two oper-
ating base sites, would be the sources of the largest number of visitors.
Potter and Randall counties would also generate substantial parkland visits
as a result of pcpulation increases. Together, all five counties would
account frxr 70.0 percent of the total M-X induced recreation demand during
the peak year, and more than 90.0 percent during steady state.

The project trip increases are small in comparison to existing trip
levels creating small effects on recreational quality in the parklands of
the deployment region. Significant impacts may occur to some parklands
in the vicinity of OB sites.
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Table %.3.2-1. Prelimin~ry estimates of the parkland trips generated

by county as a result of M-X induced population immi-
gration, Texas/New Mexico. Peak year and steady state.l
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ORV Usc

Off-roaa vehicle (ORV) use as a recreational activity has not
historically been preferred in the Texas/New Mexico project arca. The
reasons for this are the lack of nearby high quality developed ORV use areas
with challuenging topoygraphy and large expanses and the lack of undeveloped
public lands on which ORV enthusiasts can roam. In the Texas portion of the
project less than 1 percent of the region 1s in public ownership as recrea-
tional lands. ORV recreation is not identified as a preferred activity in
the Outdoor Recreation in Rural Areas of Texas (Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department 1975). In New Mexico, those regions of the state in which the
project 1s to occur have trailbiking and four-wheeling ranked between 19th
and 24th in terms of activity occasions (New Mexico State Planning Office
1976). The majority of the four-wheeling activity occurs within 30 minutes
of urbanized arcas primarily on BLM and Forest Service Lands. In general,
the primary increase in ORV activity in the Texas/New Mexico region as a
result of M~X, would be on public lands around existing urban areas and
around construction camps. These increases are not expected to be substan-
tial since the opportunities are limited.

water-Based Recreation

Project effects upon water-based recreational activities are antici-
pated since swimming, boating, fishing, and waterskiing are major recrea-
tional pursuits in the project area of Texas/New Mexico. It is anticipated
Lt current trends in demands for recreational facilities will continue
with or without M-X and the impacts of this project will be additive. Those
watoer bodies closest to Clovis include Ute Reservoir, Alamoyordo Reservoir,
Conchas Reserveir, and Bottomless Lake State Park. All these areas are
state parks with developed fishing, swimming and/or boating facilities.
Tacre 1s at present a limited supply of lake swimming areas due, in part, to
algal growth and/or pollution of water (New Mexico State Planning Office
1276). An increase in demand associated with M-X will require the develop-
ment of additional outdoor swimming pools and actions to maintain the water
juality of existing swimming areas. Boating and watercskiing opportunities
apj-:ar to be abundant in the area with Ute, Conchas, and Almogordo all pro-
viding Facilities.

In Texas, outdoor recreation is often centered arcund lakes. In 1976,
Lake Heredith accommodated almost half of the yearly visitors to federally
owned recretion facilities (Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 1975) .
The surface acres available in this region of Texas for boating and skiing
are expected to be sufficient to satisfy demands until 1990. Additional
facilities arce expected to be necessary after 1990, regardless of M-X-
related effects.  Freshwater swimming areas in this region of Texas are
presently in short supply, with a project need of 781,000 sg. yd. by the
vear 2000 without M-X. M-X deployment in this area is expected to increase
Jdemand, but not to create new deficiencies.

In sumnary, it would appear that the present supply of water-based
recreational activities are adequate to support an M-X-related population
in-mijration for boating and water skiing:; however, the supply of fresh-
water swimming facilities is presently limited and demands are expected
t 1nocreace with M-X, unless new facilities are developed.
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Snow-Related Activities

Project effects upon snow-related activities are anticipated to be
minimal since the incidence of snow-based recreational resources within the
study area are limited. Any snow-related activities which may be generated
by M-X-induced population in-migrants will likely occur outside the otudy
area at Lincoln, Cibola, or Santa Fe National Forests.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE BERYL OB SITE AND VICINITY (5.3.3)

No fishing, hunting or other recreational sites are located within the
suitability envelope of the operating base (Figure 5.3.3-1). Dispersed
recreation such as rock collecting, small game hunting and Oi7 usc will be
restricted in the immediate vicinity of the OB. At the prescut time, dis-
persed recreation is rather limited on the site.

The M-X induced in-migration will produce a concomitant increase in
demand and use of recreation sites in the OB vicinity. Assuming a worse
case of a first base at Beryl (alternatives 3 and 4), the peak year 19&6
will have an M-X induced in-migration of 22,000 persons or 104 percent over
baseline projections. There will be a subsequent decrease to 17,000 or
70 percent over baseline by 1993. According to the indirect effect index
analyses (ETR-30), by 1994 those recreational sites expected to receive the
greatest M-X-related demand increase include: Zion and Bryce Canyon
National Parks, Cedar Breaks National Monument, campgrounds on the wostern
section of the Dixie National Forest, Beaver Dam, Cathedral Gorge, Snow
Canyon, Echo Canyon State Parks and Enterprise and Minersville Lakes (sec
Section 5.2.2).

Caiping and picnicking facilities appear to be in good supply in those
areas east and south of the Beryl site (Table 5.3.3-1). Approximately
70 percent of the camping activity in this region is done by residents of
the region (Utah SCORP 1978 Draft). The remaining 30 percent are either
from other regions of Utah or out of state. As present, Pine Park, Enter-
prise keservoir, and Pine Valley are well below their theoretical capacity
(U.S.F.S., 1979). With increased demand associated with M-X, these sites
may be upgraded to the level of a "well managed site" (U.S.F.S. 1979 RIM
Data). The demand for campsites projected to result from M-X in-migration
is not expected to exceed the present levels of supply in the area
(Table 5.3.3-1).

Water based recreation sites are not expectad to be in sufficient sup-
ply to meet the expected demand for power boating or waterskiing (Tabple
5.2.3-1). The projected need is slightly exaggerated because Enterprisec
Lake, an underutilized facility, is not included. The excess demand is
expected to be transferred to nearby attractive sites such as Lake Mead
and Otter (reek Reservoir.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE MILFORD OB SITE AND VICINITY (5.3.4)

There are no fishing or recreational areas located on land designated
for the OB site or in the suitability envelope (see Figure 5.3.4-1). Those
portions of the arca in public domain are open to dispersed recreational
use, including collecting activities, off-road recreational use, and small
gane hunting.
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The area of most intensive recreational influence
around the proposed Beryl OB site.
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The proposed OB site at Milford is projected to have a population
in-migration of approximately 18,00Q people in the peak ycar of 1989 with.
a steady state of 13,000 by 1991 in Beaver County. Both these population
levels represent significant increases over projected bascline population
levels with or without other proposed projects (e.g., Intermountain Power
Project, Alunite Plant). This substantial population increase is cxpected
to produce a concomitant increase in recreational demand or visitations.
This projected recreational demand is assumed to be most significant at
those sites which are most attractive and of close proximity. Based upon
the indirect effect index analysis (ETR-30), those recreation sites expected
to receive the greatest amount of demand are Bryce Canyon and Zion National
Parks, Cedar Breaks National Monument, the eastern section of the Dixic
Division of the Dixie National Forest, Red Canyon, Piute Lake, Minersville
Lake, Kents Lake and Otter Creek State Park.

Fishing resources sites within approximately 50 miles of the proposed
Milford OB would be expected to receive the greatest amount of new fishing
pressure. Resources within 50 miles are located in the following hydrologic
subunits: Milford, Pine, Wah Wah, Lund, Beryl-Enterprise, Snake, Hamlin, f
White, Parowan and Beaver. For a list of the resources within thesc sub-
units see Table 3.1.7.2-1 in the aquatic habitats and biota technical
report (ETR-715).

An OB at Milford would result in a 336 percent population increase in
the peak year (1989) and a 244 percent increase in 1991 over baseline pro-
jections. An approximately equivalent increase in recreational demand is
expected in those recreational sites around the base. Although the Utah
SCORP (1978 Draft) projects a shortage of campsites in this region of Utah
by 1990 the demand attributable to M-X is not expected to produce a short-
age of campsites in the vicinity (Table 5.3.4-1). Approximately 60 camp-
sites would service the M-X in-migration population in the peak year. A
total of approximately 75 sites would be needed to meet projected needs from
Beaver County. The 177 existing campsites in the area would thus meet this
demand. Projected shortages (Utah Department of Outdoor Recreation 1978
Draft) may thus be primarily from outside visitations.

Projected demands upon water based recreational facilities would be
met by the existing supply of many lakes in the vicinity (Table 5.3.4-1).
Thus, although M-X would create a large population increase over baseline
projections, the existing recreational facilities in the immediate vicinity
are expected to be adequate to meet the projected increase in demand asso-
ciated with M-X in-migration.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE ELY, NEVADA OB SITF AND VICINITY (5.3.5)

There are two recreation sites within the suitability envelopes of the
proposed OB site, Comins and Bassett Lakes (see Figure 5.3.5-1). 1t is
doubtful that these lakes would be directly impacted by the construction
of the OB site or that access to thesc sites will be limited. Both their
value as recreational resources, they represent 2 of only 3 lakes in the
vicinity, and their limited areas, approximately 130 acreas, would strongly
suggest for avoidance by the project. Recreatinnal activities at thesc
sites would thus be expected to continue.
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around the proposed Ely OB site.
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The BLM (1978) has identified two aceas north of Ely, Smith Valley
and Duck Creek Basin, as areas of high potential ORV use. Portions of these
areas occur within two of the suitability envelopes (see Figure 5.3.5-1).
Location of the OB within either envelope will result in restrictions in ORV
activity within the area. In all likelihood, any ORV use that may have
occurred in these areas would be transferred to remote areas within these
valleys and the Heusser Mountain area.

The expected M-X induced in-migration of 21,500 people into White Pine
County during the peak year, 1988, would produce a 235 percent population
increase over the baseline population projection of 9,150. Decreasing to a
steady state by 1994, the M-X in-migration will be 140 percent over baseline.
These increases will have the greatest potential impact on recreation sites
in the vicinity. According to the indirect effect index analysis (ETR-30),
the following sites are expected to recelive the greatest demand: Comins and
Bassett Lakes, Ward Mountain Recreation Area, U.S.F.S. campgrounds in the
Schell Creek range, Lehman Caves National Monument, Wheeler Peak Scenic Area,
and Charcoal Ovens State Park.

Fishing resource sites within approximately 50 miles of the proposed
Ely OB would be expected to receive the largest amount of new fishing pres-
sure. Resources within 50 miles are in Steptoe, Spring, Snake, White River,
Jakes, Butte, Long, Newark, Railroad, Cave and Lake hydrologic subunits. For
a list of the fishing resources within these subunits see Table 3.1.7.2-1 in
the aquatic habitats and biota technical report (ETR 16).

As indicated in Table 5.3.5-1, existing supplies of camping sites are
expected to adequately meet the increased demand. Water-based recreation
sites are limited however and the added demand associated with M-X in-migrants
will exacerbate an existing need or deficiency of lake surface acres. Oppor-
tunities to supply additional water bodies in this area are limited due to
the nature of the region. Much of this added demand would be expected to be
transferred to other sites further away, e.g., Ruby Marsh or Lake Mead or
substituted by other recreational pursuits.

There appears to be enough dispersed recreation opportunities in this
region to support the added demand. Hiking, backpacking, ORV travel and
motorcycle riding areas are in good supply. It is difficult to evaluate
the adequacy of this supply with added demands; however, the large amount
of public lands surrounding Elv would suggest a diversity of management
alternatives should these present sites become overcrowded and more are
needed.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE COYOTE SPRING, NEVADA OB STIE AND VICINITY (5.3.6)

No fishing or concentrated recreation sites are located on land desig-
nated for the potential OB site or in the suitability envelope (Figure
5.3.6-1). Since the region is entirely in the public domain, it is subject
to dispersed recreational use. In particular, the Coyote Spring/Meadow
Valley Wash area is used by off-rocad vehicles.
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Those recreational sites in the vicinity of the proposed 0B site
projected to receive a significant proportion of the increased use due to
the population in-migration include the following: Lake Mead National
Recreation Area, Valley of Fire State Park and the ORV areas north of Las
Vegas (ETR 30). The greatest demand increase is expected in the peak year,
1986, when the population increase related to M-X will represent a 5 percent
increase over baseline projections for Clark County. This short term is
expected to decrease to a stable M-X population level by 1991, when the
increase is expected to be 2.5 percent over baseline. This long term impact
will persist through the life of the project. This projected in-migration
will create a minor increase in recreational demand when compared to the
demand associated with normal baseline growth (15 percent by 1986 and
32 percent by 1991).

The Nevada SCORP (Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan) pre-
dicts a shortage of picnicking, tent/trailer camping sites and vehicle
camping sites by 1985 with the present population growth rate in Clark
County. The M-X induced in-migration will add to this deficiency (Table
5.3.6-1). Non-resident use of tent/trailer campsites is greater than resi-
dent use in this area. The lack of developed campsites puts added pressure
on the aesthetic and environmental qualities of an area as campers seek
undeveloped sites. This problem is especially acute along the shores of
Lake Mead and Lake Mojave.

Based upon Nevada SCORP projects (Nevada State Parks, 1977), there will
be a surplus of lake fishing acres even with the increased demand of M-X.
Although Clark County has 114,100 surface acres of lake, the various water-
oriented activities — waterskiing, boating, sailing, and fishing — combined
are projected to create deficiencies in one or more of thess activities by
1990. As a result of increased demands from 1-X related in-migraticn, this
deficiency may occur in 1985-87. This deficiency would appear to have a
significant contribution from non Clark County residents since the supply
appears adequate to supply the need of the residents with M-X (Table
5.3.6-1).

There 1s presently a shortage of snow-related activity facilities in
Clark County. The Alpine ski facilities at Mt. Charleston were at capacity
in 1977 and the potential for further development is limited. Many skiers
from this arca visit Brianhead, Utah, where more facilities are available.

The Mt. Charleston area cannot meet the demands for snowplay or snowmokiling
at present.  Asoa result, the M-X induced in-migration will be an additive
factor to this oroblem but will not create it.

Develored or designated of f~road riding and competition areas arc scarce
in Neva? ., _specially arcund urban centers where the demand is the greatest
(Nevada Ctate bParks, 1977).  The Las Vegas area has some of the largest and
most numerous ORV sites in the state, however. M-X induced increased demand
iy expected to affect past ORV sites such as Meadow Valley and Kane Springs
Valley and may even lncereasce use in such currently remote areas as Delamar
valley.  Puture land management decisions will dictate the degree to which

ORV demand levels will be met; howcver, at present ORV sites are in ab»in-
dancy aroundt the Las Vegas area.
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EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE DELTA, UTAH OB SITE AND VICINITY (5.3.7)

No fishing, hunting or other concentrated recreational sites occur
within the suitability envelope of the proposed Delta OB (Figure 5.3.7-1).
Dispersed recreation such as rock hounding, small game hunting and ORV use
will be restricted within the envelope area. At present, dispersed recrea-
tion is rather limited in this area.

Recreational demand is expected to increase concomitantly with the popu-
lation in-migration. In Alternative 2 with Delta as a second base, M-X will
effect a 206 percent increase in population over baseline projections in jcak
year 1988 for Millard County. This is expected to drop off to a steady state
population of 110 percent over baseline by 1992. These substantial population
increases will have an eguivalent effect upon recreational demand and necds
in this area. According to the indirect effect index analyses (ETk-30), the
following recreational sites are expected to recelve a substantial proportion
of the M-X induced demand: Oak Creek Campground, Yuba Lake State Park and
Little Sahara Recreational Area.

Fishing resource sites within approximately 50 miles of the proposed
Delta OB would be expected to receive the largest amount of new fishing
pressure. Resources within 50 miles are in Snake, Wah Wah, Milford, White,
Dugway, and Government Creek hydrologic subunits and in the Sevier River
drainage east of Delta. For a list of the fishing resources within these
areas see Table 3.1.7.2-1 in the aquatic habitats and biota technical
report (ETR 715).

Although the Utah SCORP (1978 Draft) projects a shortage of camping
units in this region, residents of Millard County including M-X in-migrants
would not produce a demand exceeding the supply (Table 5.3.7-1). Non
resident-demands may account for a good deal of the need projected by the
SCORP. There appears to be an adequate supply of water surface areas (Yuba
Lake) to meet the added demand associated with M-X in-migrants (Table 5.3.7-1).

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE CLOVIS, NEW MEXICO OB SITE AND VICINITY (5.3.8)

No fishing or concentrated recreation areas are located on the proposed
OB site or within the suitability envelope (see Figure 5.3.8-1). Dispersed
recreational activities are probably not permitted by the owners of the
affected land.

The base at Clovis is expected to increase the population in Curry
County by 60 percent over baseline projections by the peak year of 1986. An
equivalent increase in recreational demand is expected. Outdoor recreational
sites expected to receive the major portion of this increase in demand arec
Summer Lake, Ute Lake and Oasis State Park. Each of these sites is within
an hour's driving time and thus of easiest access.

Baseline projections indicate that this region of New Mexico is expected

to need added camping and picnicking facilities (New Mexico State Planning
Office 1976).
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The added M-X demand will create a local deficicency in caning citos
(Table 5.3.8-1) at Summer Lake, Ute Lake and Oasils State bark. These -ocrea-
tional sites do provide adequate picnicking and boating opportunitics in this
area (Table 5.3.8-1) including projected M-X in-migrant demands.

EFFECTS ON RECREATION IN THE DALHART, TEXAS OE SITE AND VICINITY (5.3.9)

There are no fishing or concentrated recreational areas located on the
land designated for OB facilities. Lake Rita Blanca County Park is iame-
diately adjacent to the northern suitability envelope. This area is
not expected to be directly impacted by the construction of the OB
primarily because of its value as a recreational resource. Dispers«d
recreational activities are generally not permitted by the private
owners of the affected land.

Recreational demand on sites and resources in the Dalhart region is
expected to increase as a result of the M-X induccd in-migration.

This increase in demand attributable to M-X in-migration is relatively
minor compared to the baseline increase. For instance, 1540 picnic tables
will be needed to meet the demand in Potter and Randall counties in 1987.

Of this total, M-X in-migrants are projected to reguire only about 300 tables
per year. Thus approximately 80 percent of the total demand is attributable
to baseline growth and two-thirds of the need is a result of baseline growth
(Table 5.3.9-1). Boating facilities are in adequate supply in this region

to meet projected M-X demands.

5.4 SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS
DDA IMPACTS (5.4.1)
Direct TImpacts

Deployment of the project would not intersect any developed or designated
recreational lands and thus there would be no significant direct impact.

Indirect Impacts

The projected regional impacts upon parkland visitation, lhunting
licenses, fishing and ORV activity are expected to be approximately 2 to
5 percent over the baseline projections and thus not considered to be
significant.
OB IMPACTS (5.4.2)

Direct Impacts

The only OB sites which have recreation sites within their suitability

envelopes are Ely and Dalhart. 1In each case a lakc{s) is involved., It 1s
unlikely that actual construction would involve these arcias and since they
are valuable recreational resources in the region, v :i:ration 1. oxpected

to continue.
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Indirect Impacts

Tables 5.4.2~1 and 5.4.2-2 both indicate those recreational oites whicn
are expected to be significantly impacted by the individual OB Lites. 4
significant or high value was attributed to those sites within the YJ ialle
"arca of influence" that offer recreational facilities that arc projectod to
have shortages as a result of the added M-X demand and/or in which M-X will
significantly add to the already projected shortage.

Total OB impact was evaluated as high if 50 percent or more of the

recreational sites within the "arca of influence" were projectod to have
« high impact.
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Table 5.4.2-1. Potential impacts to outdoor recreational sites in the
vicinity of the proposed Nevada/Utah OB sites.

POTENTIAL IMPACT'!

RECREATIONAL SITE
M1LFORD BERYL DELTA COYOTE ELY

Lake Mead’ RN
Zion National Park?®

Bryce Canyon

Cedar Breaks National Monument®®
White River Campground’®

Ward Mountain Recreation Area’
Schell Creek Range®

Wheeler Peak Area’

Ruby Mountains

Dixie National Forest West Sec.
Dixie National Forest East Sec.® TTTTHITY
Red Canyon Recreation Area?
Kents Lake® I
Shell 0Qil Site"*®
Oak Creek" |
' Little Valley" M
" valley of Fire® i !
| Beaver Dam®

| Cathedral Gorge®
l Snow Canyon®

i Echo Canyon®

} Corral Pink Sand Dunes T
| Charcoal Ovens State Park’®
' Gunlock Lake®
|

r

+

!

=1 )

PR S e

L

Enterprise Reservoir® ! —

Navajo and Panguitch Lakes™?®

Otter Creek Reservoir®

Piute Lake®

Yuba Lake®

Comins Lake®

Bassett Lake'

Las Vegas ORV Areas?

Sand Mountain

Little Saharah Recreation Area"
, Minersville Lake®*®

111

o .
L

T t
11 I
| Overall Impact (OITT | MINT ) 00T | o1

4
-

E 11T

4044

. None. M-X-related population growth not expected to produce a measurable
increase in demand on the resource.

111 Low. M-X-related population growth expected to increase demand but not
create a deficiency in the availability of the resource.

AT Moderate. Resource beyond 50 miles (assumed area of influence) for which
M-X-related population growth may create or add to a projected deficiency
in availability.

] High. M-X-related population growth projected to create a deficiency or
significantly add to projected deficiency in the availability of the
resource.

‘Recreation sites within 50 miles of the assumed area of influence, Coyote OB.
*Pecreation sites within 50 miles of the assumed area of influence, ."ly OB.
“Recreation sites within 50 miles of the assumed area of influence, lelta.
‘Recreation sites within 50 miles of the assumed area of influence, Jeryl,

i fRecreation sites within 50 miles of the assumed area of influence, lilford.
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Table 5.4.2-2. Potential impacts to outdoor recreational
sites in the vicinity of the Clovis,
New Mexico and Dalhart, Texas OB sites.

ESTIMATED IMPACT'

RECREATIONAL SITE
CLOVIS DALHART

Lake Meredith National Recreation Area’ [
Clayton Lake State Park?

Kiowa National Grasslands’®

Thompson Grove Fed. Picnic Grounds?
Rita Blanca Lake County Park’®
Panhandle Plains Historical Monument
Palo Duro Canyon State Park

Buffalo Lake National Wildlife Refuge
Muleshoe National Wildlife Refuge? 7
Caprock Canyons State Park
Oasis State Park? !
Carlsbad Caverns National Monument {
Living Desert State Park ]
Bottomless Lakes State Park i
Fort Sumner State Monument?
Sumner Lakes State Park?

Ute State Park?

|  Tucumcari Municipal Park?

l Conchas Lake State Park

. Fort Union National Monument
; Storrie Lake State Park

* Villanueva State Park 1

PSR S S

A_ﬁ____ﬂ,_-_j
|

3

1
Cibola National Forest 1 |
. Santa Fe National Forest T
' Valley of Fire National Park HisHns ;
. Lincoln National Forest 1 A

i Overall Impact

None. M-X-related population growth not expected
1 to produce a measurable increase in demand on the
T T

resource.

11, ! Low. M-X-related population growth expected to
L I | increase demand but not create a deficiency in the
ALLJ‘L_LJ availability of the resource.

TR Moderate. Resource beyond 50 miles (assumed area

v il of influence) for which M-X-related population

udd“”hyf growth may create or add to a projected deficiency
| in availability.

High. M-X-related population growth projected to
create a deficiency or significantly add to
projected deficiency in the availability of the
resource.

L

il
i

‘Recreation sites within 50 miles, the assumed area of influence,
of the Clovis OB.

‘Recreation sites within 50 miles, the assumed area of influence,
of the Dalhart OB.
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6.0 ENERGY TRANSMISSION LINES

The following section is a brief description of project area
transmission lines and project related impacts on energy transmission. A
more complete discussion can be found in ETR-24.

6.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
NEVADA/UTAH REGION (6.1.1)

The project area in Nevada/Utah is traversed with numerous electric
power transmission lines and fuel pipelines. The location of existing and
proposed power transmission lines in Nevada/Utah is depicted in Fig-
ure 6.1.1-1. The relative scarcity of existing and proposed fuel pipelines
is shown in Figure 6.1.1-2.

TEXAS/NEW MEXICO (6.1.2)

The Texas/New Mexico region, due to its greater population density,
has a much higher concentration of power transmission lines as shown in
Figure 6.1.2-1. Since this region is a large producer of natural gas and
petroleum, a large network of fuel pipelines (shown in Figure 6.1.2-Z) are
located in the pro <t area.

6.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The impact on energy transmission was evaluated both in terms of tlrc
impact of deployment on existing transmission corridors as well as the
impact of increased energy demand on existing transmission facilities.

6.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Energy transmission would be affected in two ways. First, all
existing transmission lines for fuel and electricity require a minimum
100 foot right of way corridor. This 100 foot wide area must not be
obstructed by deployment. Due to the relative infrequency of occurrence
of power and fuel lincs in Ticvada/'Utah, existing lines will generally be
avoided. The greater density of cnergy transmiscion and production
facilities in Texas/lNew Mexico will be more difficult to avoid.

The second impact of the project on energy transmission would be in
terms of the necessary construction of new fucl and power lines into

currently rural, undeveloped arecas.

PROPOSED ACTION (6.3.1)

s previously stated, the impacts of dejlesment in tlevada/tU'tah will
not necessitate the relocation of power lincs to avoid conflict with
shelter locations. The increased demand for clectricity, thouagh, will
require that existing transmission Lines will bhe coxpandel and new lines
be built. The actual location of the roguired "ransmicsicon lines will
depend upon the deployment configuration as well ao egotiations with

enerqgy and utility companies.
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Figure 6.1.2-1. Existing and proposed transmission lines in

Texas/New Mexic

o region.
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The proposed operating base site at Coyote Spring Valley may require
the construction of a fuel pipeline from Las Vegas. A potential conflict
exists between the IPP transmission line routing and the conceptual opera-
ting base location.

A similar situation exists for the second operating base at Milford,
Utah. This base location will require the constructicn of a new power
line. A potential conflict exists between the IPP transmission line
routing and the conceptual operating base location.

ALTERNATIVE 1 (6.3.2)

The effects of deployment would be the same as for the proposed
action. The impacts to the first operating base at Coyote Spring Valley
would be the same as in the Proposed Action. The impacts from the opera-
ting base at Beryl, Utah would be the same as those for Milford. A
potential conflict exists between'the IPP transmission line routing and
the proposed operating base location.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (6.3.3)

The effects from deployment would be similar to those for the pro-
posed action. The impact from the operating base at Coyote Spring Valley
would be the same as in the Proposed Action. The second operating base
would be located at Delta, Utah. Delta would also be affected in the
same way as Milford. A new natural gas pipeline may also be required to
service the operating base.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (6.3.4)

The impact of deployment and from the operating base at Beryl, Utah
would be the same as the Proposed Action. The second operating base at
Ely would require the construction of new power lines to access the IPP
generating plant in Utah and the White Pine Power Project in Nevada.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (6.3.5)

The impacts on energy transmission would be the same as those
described for Alternative 1.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (6.3.6)
The operating base 1 impacts would be the same as those for Milford
in the Proposed Action. The operating base 2 impacts would be the same

as those for Ely in Alternative 3.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (6.3.7)

The energy impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action.




ALTERNATIVE 7 (6.3.8)

The more extensive power transmission line network and the higher
concentration of natural gas and fuel lines in the Texas/New Mexico
region would greatly reduce the amount of new energy transmission lines
which will have to be constructed. As previously stated, however, this
higher concentration of fuel lines will be difficult to avoid and potential
conflict may result between deployment and existing power transmission and
fuel pipeline right of way corridors.

The energy impacts from the operating base at Clovis, New Mexico
could be met by upgrading existing facilities. The second operating base
at Dalhart, Texas will require the construction of a new power transmission
line.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (6.3.9)

The energy requirements and impacts for the DDA would be about half
of the impact from the Proposed Action in the Nevada/Utah region and half
of the impacts of Alternative 7 in the Texas/New Mexico region.

The effects on the operating base at Coyote Spring Valley, Nevada
would be the same as for the Proposed Action. The impact of the second
operating base at Clovis, New Mexico would be the same as for Alternative 7.
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7.0 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS

This section 1s a brief discussion of the effects which the project
would have upon transportation corridors. A more detailed treatment of
this subject can be found in the Environmental Technical Appendix on
Traftfic.

7.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

In the Nevada/Utah region the project would be constructed in an
arca of the Great Basin which presently has relatively poor access. The
¢xisting road system in the affected region and recent traffic data are
shown in Fi,'re 7.1-1.

The Texas/New Mexico region, by comparison, has much better accesgi-
bility than the Nevada/Utah region. Figure 7.1-2 shows the existing road
system within the affected region and recent traffic data.

7.2 METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT ANALYSIS

The effect of the project on transportation was estimated using
classic analytical traffic fcrecasting techniques wherein predictions of
future travel patterns are based on forecasts of future population,
employment, and land use. The impact of these projected travel pattcrns
on the existing transportation network is then analyzed in tcrmz of
increased traffic as well as the addition of new roads.

7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The transportation system within the project area might be signi-
ficantly affected in two ways: it will be greatly expanded thus improving
accessibility within the region and traffic may increasc on the system as
a result of the influx of people into the region. Tables 7.3-1 and 7.3-2
summarizo the impacts on traffic for the Proposed Action and Alternatives
1-7.

PROPOSED ACTION (7.3.1)

The proposed action would involve the construction of £,500 miles of
new roads. The expansion of the road system would increase the accessi-
bility of the region and in doing so would facilitate the usec of the area
for recreation. The increase in traffic on existing roads would increase
the maintenance efforts needed to keep the roads in acceptable condition.

At the proposed Coyote Spring Valley base site, increased traific
would require that US 93, between the OB and I-15 be widened to four
lanes. Other minor road improvements may be neceded to accommodate traffic.

Near the proposed OB site at Milford, the incrcased traffic may
warrant the construction of a road between Milford and the OB as well as
between !inersville and the operating base site. Some minor road improve-
ments may also be necessary in Milford.

o
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bl 70 3-20 Potential impacts to road
system accessibility and
traffic congestion which
could result due to the
location of the DDA in
Texas/New Mexico for
Alternative 7.

i . —

FOUNTY SHORT—TERM LONG—TEBM

IMPACT® IMPACT*
Countiecs with M-X Clusters and DTN ;
Bailey, T8° f"‘::q :
Cagtroe, TX~ E
Cochran, TX :
Pallar, TX® ... T !
Deaf Smith, TX’ B — '
Hartley, TX° T ’
RIS MR 0 :
Lamb, TX :
Oldnam, TX :
Purmer. TX T |
Rundall, O ;
— |
. |
1 :
Ha © NM I E
. NN j
Quay, NM° :
Roosevelt, NAMT | [T :
| Union. KM 1 L i
3914-1 g
I

.. No impact. (No or insignifi-
imcreases in traffic on
existing roads.)

oI1T ow impact. (Some increases
in traffic expected; however,
nc road improvements should be
required.)

HHHNIII \loderate impact. (Increases
in traffic likely to cause
occassional delay or incon-
venience to motorists. lMinor
road improvements may be
required of critical locations).

UL, High impact. (Increases in
traffic expected which could

generate requirements for sub-
stantial road system improve-
ments

“Chnstruction camp in county.

Operating base in county.




ALTERNATIVE 1 (7.3.2)

This alternative would use the same DDA as the Proposed Action as
well as the first operating base at Coyote Spring. The second base
would be at Beryl where the road between Beryl and Beryl Junction would
have to be widened to four lanes.

ALTERNATIVE 2 (7.3.3)

The impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action except that
the second operating base would be at Delta. To accommodate the increased
traffic, US 50 between the proposed site and Delta would have to be
widened. Some improvements would also be necessary in Delta.

ALTERNATIVE 3 (7.3.4)

This alternative uses the same DDA as the Proposed Action but has
operating bases located at Beryl and Ely.

Near Beryl the traffic impacts would be similar to those discussed
for Alternative 1, but since it would be the first operating base in this
case, traffic volumes would be about 20 percent higher.

Near Ely, the increased traffic along US 6-50-93 betwecen the pro-
posed site and Ely may require widening the road to four lanes. Within
Ely, the anticipated traffic, especially on US 50, would make improve-
ments necessary to avoid congestion.

ALTERNATIVE 4 (7.3.5)

The impacts would be similar to those identified for Alternative 1.
The only difference is that Beryl would be the first operating base in
this case and therefore projected traffic levels will be about 20 percent
higher (as in Alternative 3) and Coyote Spring Valley would be the second
operating base and therefore projected traffic levels would be about
20 percent less.

ALTERNATIVE 5 (7.3.6)

The impacts within the DDA would be comparable to the Proposed Action.
Milford, however, would be the first operating base in this alternative.
Consequently, project traffic levels would be about 20 percent higher than
for the Proposed Action. The second operating base would be at Ely and
the impacts would be the same as discussed for Alternative 3.

ALTERNATIVE 6 (7.3.7)

The impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action except that
the location of the first and second operating bases would be switched.
Projected traffic levels would be about 20 percent higher near Milford
(as in Alternative 5) and about 20 percent lower near Coyote Spring Valley
(as in Alternative 4j.




ALTERNATIVE 7 (7.3.8)

Within the DDA the existing road network in Texas and New Mexico is
quite extensive and accessibility is good in most areas. Therefore, the
need for the construction of new roads will be much lower than in
Nevada/Utah. 1In general, due to low current traffic volumes, traffic
increases would not exceed the capacity of the road system.

The first operating base at Clovis would be an expansion of Cannon
Air Force Base. Though traffic patterns would remain basically the same,
the volume of traffic would increase. 3Some improvements may be necessary
along US 60 between Clovis and Cannon Air Force Base, within Clovis itself,
and on State Route 467.

Near the second operating base at Dalhart, the surrounding communi-
ties of Dalhart, Dumas, and Hartley could be adversely affected by
increased traffic and congestion.

ALTERNATIVE 8 (7.3.9)

This alternative involves placing half of the system in Nevada/Utah
and half in Texas/New Mexico with one operating base in each. Conse-
quently the impacts in each region would be less extensive.

Only half as many roads would be constructed in each region. There-
fore the increase in accessibility would be proportionately less than
discussed for the Proposed Action and Alternative 7.

The impacts on traffic near the Coyote Spring Valley operating base
site would be similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action and the
impacts near the Clovis operating base site would be similar to those
discussed for Alternative 7.
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