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SUMMARY

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

1. PROPOSED ACTION

The BLM recommends that the Proposed Great Rift Wilderness be
designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness Preservation
System. The proposed boundary includes 322,450 acres of public land in
Butte, Blaine, Power, and Minidoka Counties (Idaho). 1Included in the
proposed wilderness boundary is 18,550 acres of State land. If the area
was designated wilderness the BLM would work with the State to exchange
the State lands for public lands. The area includes the Grassland Kipuka
Natural Area (160 acres) and portions of the Craters of the Moon (267,950
acres) and Wapi (72,890 acres) lava flows. This area is being considered
for wilderness as a result of of Section 603 of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act (FLPMA, 1976) which requires the Secretary of Interior
to conduct a study of all primitive and natural areas for their wilderness
potential. The secretary must report his recommendations to the President
on the wilderness suitability of these areas by July 1980.

This proposed action would preserve wilderness characteristics on about
341,000 acres. It also would preserve many unique features of this lava
flow ecosystem. Commercial enterprises, motor vehicles, and motorized
equipment, roads, structures and installations would be prohibited.

Impact Summary

The primary benefits of designating the Great Rift area (341,000 acres) as
wilderness would be to preserve the wilderness characteristics and the
naturalness of the area from man's imprint. In addition, an outstanding
opportunity for solitude and for a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation would be preserved. Secondary benefits associated with the
proposed action would be to preserve a total ecosystem, including unique
geologic, wildlife, soil, and vegetative interrelationships. The
ecosystems of some 450 kipukas also would be preserved. A kipuka is an
island of old lava surrounded, but not covered by, a lava flow.

The adverse impacts would be the loss of the opportunity to mine lava
rubble for building stone, and subject to existing rights, the withdrawl
of all forms of appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition
under all laws pertaining to mineral leasing. In addition, geothermal
exploration within the area would only be allowed subject to a "no surface
occupancy"” stipulation. Off-road (ORV) use would be prohibited along with
rights—of-way for powerlines, roads, etc.



2. WILDERNESS STUDY AREA ALTERNATIVES

When the inventory for the Great Rift was conducted, about 374,000 acres
were determined to have wilderness characteristics (Wilderness Study
Area). However, 33,400 of the total acres were recommended unsuitable for
wilderness designation because of managment difficulties. This WSA
alternative proposes to include these 33,400 acres for wilderness
designation. This alternative is the same as the Proposed Action, except
that 33,400 more acres would be devoted to wilderness purposes and would
be subject to the same prohibited uses as the Proposed Action.

Impact Summary

Impacts would be the same as for the Proposed Action but would apply to
the additional 33,400 acres.

In addition, motorized vehicle use on the Wood Road beyond the first
kipuka would be prohibited.

3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

No action would be taken to include the Great Rift area (341,000 acres)
into the National Wilderness Preservation System. The area would be
managed according to multiple use and sustained yield concepts as
prescribed in FLPMA, except on the Grassland Kipuka Natural Area.

Impact Summary

Beneficial impacts from this alternative would be that lava rubble could
be sold for use as building stone, and geothermal exploration on the lava
flows could occur. The 322,450 acres of public land also would be open for
the exploration and development of locatable, leasable and saleable
minerals. Rights-of-ways could be granted to cross the lava flows, and
off-road vehicle use could be permitted under existing guidelines.

The principal adverse impacts would be that existing wilderness
characteristics could be impacted by lava rubble mining, vehicle use,
geothermal activity, right-of-way establishment or other human activities.

MAJOR AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

1. Question of the Need for Wilderness

Some Idahoans feel that the state already has enough wilderness
(1.5 million acres presently designated and 3.4 million acres under
presidential recommendation for wilderness from RARE II, the second
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roadless area review and evaluation). Some other persons feel that
additional wilderness is needed in the state. These opinions for and
against increased wilderness in Idaho were brought out quite strongly in
the BLM scoping process.

2. Need for Protection

Because of the low visitation and minimal activities on the lava,
many persons question whether wilderness protection is necessary.
However, other persons say that the area needs to be protected against any
possible future impacts to wilderness values.

3. Mining

Until December 31, 1983, the United States mining and mineral
leasing laws apply to wildernesses to the same extent as they applied to
the area prior to its classification.

Effective January 1, 1984, subject to existing rights, the
minerals in land designated as wilderness are withdrawn from all forms of
appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition under all laws
pertaining to mineral leasing.

4, Geothermal Energy

Geothermal leasing would be allowed within the Proposed Wilderness
Area but would be subject to a "no surface occupancy" lease stipulation.

REMAINING ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
STATE LANDS

If Congress designates the area as wilderness, BLM would promptly
explore action to acquire these lands as allowed under section 5(a) of the
Wilderness Act. Section 5(a) also stipulates that access to these
inholdings be allowed pending possible acquisition.

The Idaho Department of Lands has expressed interest in participating
in any exchange or acquisition program as a result of wilderness
designation. Their views and recommendations would be considered during
the development of any such program. There are 18,550 acres of State
lands within the Proposed Great Rift Wilderness Area.
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CHAPTER I

PURPOSE AND NEED

Section 603 (Appendix 2) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA, 1976), states

"That the Secretary shall report to the President

by July 1, 1980, his recommendations (for wilderness
designation) on those areas which the Secretary has

prior to November 1, 1975, formally identified as

natural or primitive areas. The review required by

this subsection shall be conducted in accordance with

the procedure specified in Section 3(d) of the Wilderness

Act."”

The Grassland Kipuka (160 acres of Public Land located 1.5 miles west
of Craters of the Moon National Monument) was designated as a Natural Area
in 1965. It therefore falls under the purview of the 1980 reporting
requirements. BLM's Organic Act Directive (0AD) #79-40 requires
simultaneous review and reporting on roadless lands that are contiguous to
such previously designated Natural Areas. The Craters of the Moon lava
flow is contiguous to the Grassland Kipuka Natural Area and is thus
included in this Envirommental Impact Statement (EIS).

Both the Craters of the Moon flow (253,010 acres) and the Wapi flow
(69,690 acres) were recommended for possible Primitive Area designation
when the Big Desert Management Framework Plan was developed (1974). That
recommendation led to a contracted study of Primitive Area values which
was conductd in 1975-76. Results of the study called for official
Primitive Area designation for both flows. However, such designation was
halted by Section 603 of FLPMA which mandated a wilderness inventory of
all BLM lands. The Wapi flow is also included in this EIS because: it is
an integral part of the Great Rift system as studied for Primitive Area
designation; it contains the same outstanding wilderness characteristics
as the Craters of the Moon flow; ultimately, it would undergo the same
wilderness study process of the Craters flow, so including it in this EIS
analysis simply accelerates the review and reporting process; and
inclusion of the Wapi flow adds several unique features to the proposed
Wilderness Area that are not found on the Craters flow.

Therefore, this EIS discusses the wilderness characteristics of the
Grassland Kipuka, Craters of the Moon lava flow and the Wapi lava flow
collectively as the Great Rift Proposed Wilderness Area. It analyzes the
benefits and impacts that would occur if Congress should designate the
Proposed Great Rift Wilderness Area as part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System. It also analyzes the impacts of two alternatives to
that proposal.

BLM conducted an intensive wilderness inventory of the Grassland
Kipuka Natural Area and associated roadless lands (Craters of the Moon and
Wapi lava flows); solicited public comments on that intensive inventory,
and incorporated the inventory data and public comments into the BLM
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planning system. Through those processes, considerable wilderness values
were identified and few resource conflicts were identified.

Scope

Part of the solicitation of public comments included a scoping session
held May 23, 1979. The purpose of that session was to identify
significant issues and alternatives for possible wilderness designation of
the Great Rift. Individuals who represented a broad cross section of
economic, political, environmental and wilderness interests were invited
to the scoping session. Participants were asked to identify issues and
alternatives that they felt were significant. They were then asked to
rank the significance of each alternative on a scale of 0 to 3: O = not
significant; 1 = cursory treatment; 2 = significant; 3 = highly
significant. The significance rankings for each issue were averaged;
those issues averaging 2.0 or higher were considered significant enough to
warrant treatment in the EIS.

Issues

As a result of the scoping process and other existing data, the
controversial areas and items of concern were listed in the draft
envirommental impact statement as 9 separate issues. The concerns fall
into 3 broad categories of issues listed below. The issues are listed in
this final envirommental impact statement as questions. The proposed
action and alternatives included in this EIS were designed to address the
issues. The envirommental consequences and responses to letters and
comments received at the hearing also address the issues.

155 Is a wilderness designation needed for the Great Rift Area?
Some people believe that such a designation is clearly needed
to protect wilderness, outdoor recreation, esthetic, and other
values while other people believe the rugged topography ade-—
quately protects the area and no further action is needed.

2o Would a wilderness designation result in adverse impacts to
economic users such as farm and ranch or tourist enterprises?
Some people are concerned that water hauling for livestock
and predator control would be prohibited, no grazing would
be allowed, and that more attention needs to be directed to
economic uses rather than wilderness uses. Management of
state owned lands could be complicated, and no rights of way
would be allowed.

3 Would a wilderness designation degrade resources and create a
safety hazard? Some people are concerned that such a -desig-
nation would increase recreation use, resulting in degredation
of archaeological and recreation values. Other people believe
such a designation would pose safety problems since the area
is rough with a hostile climate.
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CHAPTER II

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

PROPOSED ACTION

The BLM recommends that the Proposed Great Rift Wilderness Area be
designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness Preservation
System. This area includes that part of the lava flows determined to be
suitable for wilderness designation (341,000 acres covering portions of
Blaine, Butte, Minidoka and Power Counties, Idaho).

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) requires
the Secretary of the Interior to manage all public lands determined to
have wilderness characters so as not to impair their suitability for
preservation as wilderness, until such time as Congress acts on the
recommendations for those lands. The Great Rift Wilderness Study Area
will be managed under this provision of FLPMA. Details of this management
policy, known as Interim Management, are in the Dec. 12, 1979 report,
entitled "Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review."

If Congress designates the Great Rift as a wilderness, a comprehensive
wilderness management plan would be developed and implemented. Until such
a plan could be developed, the following activities would be specifically
prohibited:

"Except as specifically provided for in this Act, and subject to
existing private rights, there shall be no commercial enterprise
and no permanent road within any wilderness area designated by
this Act and, except as necessary to meet minimum requirements
for the administration of the area for the purpose of this Act
(including measures required in emergencies involving the health
and safety of persons within the area), there shall be no
temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment or
motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical
transport, and no structure or installation within any such area.
Wilderness Act, Section 4(c).”

In addition, effective January, 1984, subject to existing rights, the
minerals in land designated as wilderness are withdrawn from all forms of
appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition under all laws
pertaining to mineral leasing (Appendix 1).

Geothermal exploration would be allowed in the proposed wilderness
area under a stipulation of "no surface occupancy.”

The above prescriptions would be tempered by Sec. 4 (d) (1) of the
Wilderness Act which allows "use of aircraft ... where these uses have
already become established.” The present aerial predator program is
controlled by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and would be allowed to
continue under this section. Cultural resources would be protected from
intentional or inadvertent loss or damage in accordance with the American
Antiquities Act, 16 U.S.C. 431 et. seq. and the Archaeological and
Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 469 et seq.
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Objectives

If Congress designates the Great Rift as a Wilderness Area, the
following management objectives would guide the development of the
comprehensive management plan:

- Protect, enhance and maintain the natural beauty and wilderness
character of the land; preserve the unique wildlife and vegetative
communities in the isolated kipukas; and allow natural ecological
succession for scientific and other study.

— Provide a meaningful and high quality primitive recreation
experience through interpretation and information programs, provisions
for adequate staging areas and provisions for other important visitor
requirements.

— Continue domestic livestock grazing under the Taylor Grazing Act and
FLPMA at a level that is consistent with the grazing capacity of the

range.

Boundary Proposal

Figure 2-1 depicts the boundary of the Proposed Great Rift Wilderness
Area. This boundary includes 322,450 acres of Public Land and 18,550
acres of State Land. Basically, this boundary follows the edge of the two
lava flows but excludes the Craters of the Moon National Monument and all
private lands. Some areas of desert rangeland which are remote and
relatively inaccessible to vehicles, and which pose few management
problems, also are included. This boundary includes Public Lands which
have the essential qualities of wilderness and have been determined to be
suitable for management as wilderness. BLM did not evaluate wilderness
qualities of State Lands included in the boundary.

Administration and Management

To achieve the foregoing management objectives, the Comprehensive
Wilderness Management Plan would incorporate the specific restrictions
described on page 5 and would also provide for the following:

— Resource study and research to monitor and evaluate the condition of
each natural element, supplemented with visitor carrying capacity
studies to determine a visitor use level that is consistent with
protecting wilderness values while maximizing recreation enjoyment;

— Information and interpretation programs to educate visitors and assist
them in achieving the maximum enjoyment and benefit from the area
without inflicting undue or unnecessary damage to the resource base;

— Minimum support facilities necessary to meet visitor needs and protect
the resources of the wilderness area.

— Provision for fire protection with stipulations precluding use of
on—-the—-ground motorized vehicles.



-1If any of the sites within the proposed wilderness boundary are
designated as National Register sites, they will be inspected
annually. The purpose of the inspection would be to assess the
condition of the sites and to make recommendations concerning
mitigation if any sites are deteriorating.
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Successful development and implementation of the management plan would
require thorough coordination with other BLM resource activities, federal,
state and local govermments, and the general public.

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA (WSA) ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would be the same as the Proposed Action except
for the addition of 33,400 acres of Public Land. The WSA includes all
those lands determined to have wilderness characteristics.

Wilderness Interim Management Policy does apply to the WSA until
Congress acts. If Congress were to designate the WSA as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System, a comprehensive Wilderness
Management Plan would be developed. Until such a plan could be developed
and implemented, the specific prescriptions identified on page 5 would

apply.
Objectives
Management objectives would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

Boundary Proposal

Figure 2-2 depicts the boundary of the WSA. This boundary includes
355,850 acres of Public Land and 18,550 acres of State Land. This
boundary is the same as for the proposed action, but includes about 33,400
additional acres primarily around the southern portion of the Craters flow
and the west side of the Wapi flow.

Administration and Management

To achieve the management objectives, the specific restrictions
outlined on page 5 would apply as well as the broad management procedures
identified for the Proposed Action. In addition to these provisions, this
WSA alternative would require provision for a strong enforcement policy
due to the identified difficulty of managing the WSA peripheral areas as
wilderness.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, the Grassland Kipuka would continue to be
managed as a Natural Area. Such management would allow most multiple use
activities to continue but would prohibit any mineral activity because of
the mineral withdrawal on the natural area.

The remainder of the area, 322,290 acres (minus State Lands), would be
managed in accordance with the Big Desert Management Framework Plan which
calls for managing the volcanic features for their special recreation
values. The rest of the proposed wilderness area could be open to other
multiple uses because no specific management restrictions have been
developed.
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Idaho Department of Lands would continue to have management authority
over State Lands. State Lands on adjacent desert rangeland are leased for
livestock grazing. No private lands are involved.

Objectives

Management objectives under this alternative would be to promote
multiple use of the land with emphasis on the highest and best uses.
Present multiple use management recommendations call for protection of the
geologic features and the kipukas. The same protective mandates for
cultural resources would apply as under the proposed action.

Boundary Proposal

The Management Framework Plan recommendations would apply to those
lands included in the Wilderness Study Area boundary proposal (Figure 2-2,
374,400 acres).

Administration and Management

To achieve the foregoing management objectives, the broad management
procedures identified for the proposed action still would apply. However,
the specific restrictions listed on page 5 would not apply. Applications
for specific uses such as powerline rights of way, mineral patents or
leases, etc. would be approved or disapproved based on site-specific
environmental assessments.

Table 2-1 presents a comparative analysis of impacts of the Proposed
Action and alternative.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

The possibility of excluding the Wapi flow was considered, but was
not included as an alternative in the final analysis. Although these
flows are physically separated by 5 miles of desert rangeland, they are
both a result of the Great Rift System. They are about the same age but
have many important differences which increase the value of retaining both
units in the proposed wilderness.

The Wapi flow includes a low shield volcanic cone and vent system that
is the youngest and best preserved example of its kind in the Snake River
plain. The Craters of the Moon flow extruded from the Great Rift fissures
in a very eruptive and fluid fashion, creating lavas that differ
significantly from the Wapi lavas in silica, iron, and titanium content.
Thus, the Craters flow includes "blue dragon” lavas which are coated with
a shiny blue surface (a function of electron exchanges in titanium and
iron atoms). Part of the Wapi flow has an iridescent surface but does not
have the blue sheen of the Craters flow. The Wapi flow contains several
geologic features not found in the Craters flow such as driblet spires,
hornitoes and Pillar Butte (the vertical remnant found in the top part of
the shield cone). The Wapi flow includes at least one outstanding lava
tube cave and many undisturbed kipukas.
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TABLE 2-1

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

WILDERNESS STUDY NO ACTION

RESOURCE PROPOSED ACTION AREA ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE

VEGETATION Natural ecological Natural ecological Some 440 kipukas
succession would succession would would probably not be
continue on the lava continue on the lava grazed because of
flows (325,000 acres) flows (325,000 acres) small size and in-
and some 440 kipukas. and some 440 kipukas. accessibility.

SOILS Soil development Soil development Undisturbed soils in
would continue under would continue under the kipukas would
natural process in natural conditions in still remain for
the kipukas. the kipukas. future studies.

GEOLOGY Geologic features on Geologic features on The geologic features
the lava flows would the lava flows would would not receive any
remain in an unim— remain in an unim more impacts than
paired condition for paired condition for presently occurring
scientific and recre- scientific and recre- and this is insigni-
ational use. ational use. ficant.

CULTURAL Enhance protection Enhance protection Recreationists could

RESOURCES and promote manage- and promote manage-— remove some artifacts
ment of cultural ment of cultural but this has not
resources. resources. occurred in the past.

Cultural remains
would still be
protected by law.

WILDERNESS Enhancement, protec- Enhancement, protec-— Area would not be

RESOURCES tion, and preserva- tion, and preserva- specifically managed
tion of wildermess tion of wilderness for wilderness values
characteristics on characteristics on or for their preser-
some 341,000 acres. some 374,400 acres. vation. Present

wilderness values
would probably not
change.

LIVESTOCK Ensure continued Ensure continued None

GRAZING grazing for 60 grazing for 105
livestock permittees. livestock permittees.

MINERALS Lava rubble would not Lava rubble would not Wilderness values
be sold on 680 acres, be sold on 840 acres, could be lost by lava
geothermal explora- geothermal explora- rubble collection and
tion under no surface tion under no surface geothermal activity.
occupancy. ORV use occupancy. ORV use Collection of lava
would be prohibited. would be prohibited rubble and geothermal

and also the use of exploration could
the Wood Road for occur.
access to kipukas.

RECREATION Opportunities for Opportunities for Opportunities for
solitude and a primi- solitude and a primi- solitude and a primi-
tive or unconfined tive or unconfined tive or unconfined
type of recreation type of recreation type of recreation
would be optimized. would be optimized. could be lost. ORV

use, although small
could be allowed.

RIGHTS OF Transmission lines Transmission lines Transmission lines

WAY across the proposed across the proposed could be constructed
wilderness boundary wilderness boundary on the lava flows
would be prohibited. would be prohibited. which could leave

man's imprint.
Access to a kipuka,
via the Wood Road,
would continue.

SOCIAL The attitude of The attitude of The attitude of those

ATTITUDES people who favor or people who favor or who favor or oppose
oppose wilderness oppose wilderness wilderness would not
designation would not designation would not change.
change. change.

ECONOMICS Livestock operations Livestock operations None

would continue at
present levels.

would continue at
present levels.



Cultural artifacts found in several kipukas add to the cultural
information available in the Craters flow as well as for the Snake River
Plains. The Wapi flow adds vegetative diversity to the wilderness unit.

Because the inclusion of both flows allows a more complete geologic,
cultural and ecologic wilderness unit, this alternative was not
considered. Also, as mentioned under "Purpose and Need," the Wapi flow
ultimately would have to undergo the same study and reporting process;
including it in this EIS analysis simply accelerates that process and
eliminates possible delays and duplication of efforts.

INTERRELATTIONSHIPS

National Park Service (NPS) — The NPS has jurisdiction of the Craters
of the Moon National Monument adjacent to the Great Rift Wilderness
proposal (see Figure 2-1). BLM exercises continuous coordination of
information and management policies with the NPS.

Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) — No endangered species are known to
occur in the proposed wilderness area. Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act requires consultation with the FWS whenever any action could
affect an endangered species or its habitat. This consultation was
initiated September 28, 1979 so that FWS would be notified of BLM's
proposal. According to the FWS, no threatened, endangered, or sensitive
species are known to exist on the lava flows. However, one species of
beetle is under review as a candidate species for the endangered status.

FWS also has predator control responsibility in the area under
agreement with the BLM. Aerial predator control by FWS would continue to
be allowed in accordance with Sec. 4 (d) (1) of the Wilderness Act.

Idaho Department of Lands (IDL) - The IDL has requested that if
Congress designates the Great Rift as a Wilderness Area, State Lands
included in the boundary "be scheduled for exchange at the earliest
opportunity” (IDL, 1979). 1In accordance with this IDL policy, BLM
recommends that State Lands included in the boundary be acquired, through
exchange or otherwise, at the earliest opportunity, should Congress
designate the Great Rift as a Wilderness Area.

Butte, Blaine, Power and Minidoka Counties - County commissioners for
these counties were contacted in October, 1979 to discuss the proposal.
The county commissioners in Blaine, Butte, and Power County have no
objection to a wilderness designation as long as it does not have an
adverse affect on local income. The commissioners in Minidoka County are
opposed to wilderness designation.
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State Historic Preservation Officer and State Archaeologist — The
SHPO and State Archeologist both were contacted on September 28, and
November 11, 1979. BLM advised them that 14 cultural sites had been
identified within the Proposed Action boundary but that none of those
sites were included in the National Register of Historic Places. BLM
furnished them with maps depicting those 14 sites during December, 1979.

Idaho Power Company — At one time, Idaho Power was considering a
transmission line route for the Borah to Midpoint 500 kv ac line that
would cross over the southern part of the Wapi lava flow. This segment
would be 14 miles long with 7 miles crossing the lava. After working with
BLM personnel from the Shoshone District, Idaho Power decided to propose
another route that would not cross the lava because of the proposed
wilderness classification. The new proposed route would be 16 miles long
and would not be within the proposed wilderness boundary.

U.S. Bureau of Mines and Geological Survey — As required by FLPMA
(Appendix 2) the Geological Survey conducted a mineral survey of the lava
flows during 1979. 1In addition, during 1979, the Bureau of Mines
determined the value of minerals on the lava flows.
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CHAPTER III

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The description of the effected enviromment in this chapter is for the
WSA or 374,400 acres. In this way the proposed action, (341,000 acres)
and the two alternatives will be described.

General Description

The Proposed Great Rift Wilderness Area is characterized by thousands
of acres of lava dotted with occasional buttes and kipukas. The harsh,
barren landscape is interrupted by sparse vegetation and fissures in the
earth's surface (Greeley and King, 1977). The fissures, a series of
aligned vents and discontinuous fractures extending from the Craters of
the Moon National Monument southeast to the Wapi flow, are commonly called
the Great Rift (Figure 3-1).

The semi-arid climate is hot and dry in the summer and very cold in
the winter. Annual precipitation is about 10 to 14 inches and falls
mainly in the winter and spring. Wind blows out of the southwest
throughout the year but is usually more intense in the spring. Air
quality of the area has never been measured, but appears to be good. The
prevailing southwest air currents provide good air drainage. The area was
designated Class II (see Glossary) as a result of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977.

Few water sources exist in the area, but some water can be found
during certain times of the year in crevices and depressions in the lava
where precipitation collects. These intermittent pools are used by birds
and animals.

Most noises in the proposed wilderness area are natural...winds,
insects, wildlife, etc. Sporadic interruptions occur from aircraft and
from a railroad south of the Wapi flow.

Roads circumventing the area are mostly unimproved dirt roads.
Highway 20-26, which forms most of the northwest boundary of the proposed
wilderness, is paved. The road to Crystal Ice Caves (just outside the
northeast boundary of the Wapi flow) is not paved but receives more
maintenance than other dirt roads.

The proposed Great Rift wilderness area encompasses pristine lands
within Butte, Blaine, Power and Minidoka Counties. County comprehensive
land-use plans, for Blaine, Power and Minidoka Counties favor such uses as
grazing, farming, and open space. Butte County does not have a
comprehensive plan.

Vegetation — The lava flows and kipukas show a full range of ecological
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succession from the pioneer plants such as lichens and mosses to the
highly diversified plant communities on the kipukas, most of which are in
climax ( or highest) stage (Figure 3-2, Crawford, 1978). Over 300 plant
species occur in the area. The type and density of vegetation varies
widely depending on the availability of soil (Anderson and Lovejoy, 1979).

The kipukas are one of the most unique features of the lava
formations (Figure 3-3). Over 450 kipukas are found on the lava flows
varying in size from less than one acre to over 2,200. These kipukas
of fer the visitor a unique opportunity to observe climax vegetative
communities and to compare them with nearby desert rangeland vegetation.
No more than 10 of the kipukas have been grazed by domestic livestock.
Although some of the kipukas have been visited by recreationists, the
visitation levels are so low that the vegetation has not been affected.

Sagebrush and grasses are abundant on the older lava flows and the
surrounding desert rangeland where the soils are deep and well developed.
Rabbitbrush, bitterbrush, certain buckwheats, and phlox also occur in this
association., Native grasses include bluegrass, wheatgrass, squirreltail,
and needlegrass. Juniper occurs in several locations: 1in older lava
flows; on the southern Craters flow; and on much of the Wapi flow (Figure
3-4). Limber pine grows on the northern Craters flow. The ecotone (a
transition strip of vegetation between two communities) between limber
pine and juniper occurs between Blacktail Butte and the National Monument.
This ecotone normally occurs only in montane regions and is thus an
unusual feature for the lava flows (Urban, 1979). Quaking aspen occurs
along the lava's edge in several locations on both flows.

No threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are known to
occur within the proposed boundary (FWS, 1983).

Soils — Bare lava rock dominates most of the landscape (Figure 3-5). Soil
deposits vary widely over the area. Where basalt rock occurs, soil is
found only in the crevices. Where decomposed cinders provide parent
material, vegetation growth occurs. Only the kipukas and surrounding
desert rangelands have deep, well formed soils.

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service has conducted 10 years of research
(1958-1967) on three kipukas located on the northeast corner of the Wapi
flow. That research focused on soil-vegetal relationships on these
so-called "relict areas"”. This research included a soil inventory on each
of the kipukas (SCS, 1979).

Geology — Prinz (1970) redesignated the Great Rift as the Idaho Rift
System and divided the system into several rift sets (Greeley and King,
1977). One of those rift sets retains the name Great Rift, which has been
used to label the Proposed Wilderness Area. The Great Rift is thought to
be the longest and deepest rift system in the United States (approximately
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65 miles long and at least 800 feet deep in some locations).

The lava flows include two types of lava referred to as pahoehoe
(pa-hoy-hoy) and aa (ah ah). The pahoehoe flows have wrinkled surfaces
which formed when the lava's cool crust was dragged into rope-like folds
by the hot liquid mass moving beneath (Figure 3-5). 1In contrast, aa lava
is a rough mass of lava blocks which have either been floated along on a
pasty lava mass or pushed along the edges (Figure 3-6).

The lava surface evidences: hundreds of craters and lava bombs; one
major and numerous minor lava tubes; six spatter and cinder cones; at
least three driblet spires and two hornitoes; and various other lava
features (Figures 3-7 to 3-10). Coloration of the rock and cinders varies
from black to gray and red, to shiny blue ("blue dragon" lava); lichens
add yellow, orange, and green to the lava colors; trees and shrubs add
greenery; and from May to October, flowering shrubs and forbs create a
wide color contrast (Figure 3-11).

Animal Life - Mule deer, antelope, coyotes, and rabbits are the most
frequently sighted mammals of the 26 species that occur in the area. Mule
deer and antelope populations are low.

Sage grouse and mourning doves frequent the area (Figure 3-12). The
doves are present only during spring and summer seasons. The exact
population of sage grouse on the lavas is not known, but sage grouse
droppings are very common both in the kipukas and on the lava surface.
About 140 species of non-game birds are found in the plain area (Anderson
and Lovejoy, 1979). Raptors are often seen over high points on the lava
such as Pillar and Blacktail Butte.

Presently, wildlife populations are not significantly affected by
human activities. Some sage grouse hunting occurs but is very limited.

No known threatened, endangered, or sensitive animals occur in the
proposed wilderness boundary. However, a sub-species of blind beetles
(Glacicavicola bathyscioides) is known to occur on the lava flows. This
sub—-species is under review by the FWS for recognition as a "candidate
species"” for endangered listing (FWS, 1983).

Cultural Resources - Intensive surveys of selected areas within the Great
Rift Wilderness were performed by contract (Franzen, 1979) and BLM
personnel in 1979. Fifteen prehistoric sites were recorded within the
wilderness area. Another sixteen prehistoric sites were recorded in the
study area outside the wilderness area. Most of these sites are surface
lithic scatters consisting of numerous, small obsidian waste flakes and
projectile points. Pottery shards, small hand-sized grindstones and
quarzite scrapers were found in some scatters. Caves, rockshelters and
rock structures (hunting blinds) also were recorded.
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Fig. 3-3 Kipukas, Hawaiian for “windows”, are
vegetated islands of older lava surrounded by
younger lava.

Fig. 3-1 Blacktail Butte and vents and fractures
lie along the main rift zone. The Pioneer
Mountains are to the northwest.

Fig. 3-2 Climax vegetation in Bear Paw Kipuka
shows flowering balsam roof.
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Fig. 3-56 Ropey pahoehoe lava with blue dragon
surface supports vegetation in shallow cracks
where soil collects.

Fig. 3-4 Old Juniper Kipuka on the Wapi flow
has many large trees, some as old as 750
years.

Fig. 3-6 Aa lava weais down hiker’s boots as
well as ankles.
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Fig. 3-8 North Laidlaw Butte lies near the edge
of the Craters of the Moon flow and is
surrounded by light gray pahoehoe lava and
black aa lava.

Fig. 3-7 Pillar Butte, a low shield cone, is the
source of the most recent lava on the Wapi
flow.

Fig. 3-9 A hiker studies a hornito from the edge
of a collapsed lava tube.




Fig. 3-10 Recreationists stand at the entrance to
a lava tube cave.

Fig. 3-11 Penstemon blooms among blue
dragon lava.

« - 4 §'" Fig. 3-12 Mourning doves nest on the lava near
2o @y a water source.



None of the undisturbed 15 sites found in the wilderness area appears
to be eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.

However, it is possible that these sites could be combined with the 16
sites recorded in the study area for nomination to the National Register
as an archaeological district.

All of the sites in the wilderness area are in good condition. A few
sites have been damaged by unauthorized surface collecting, but diagnostic
artifacts were present at most of the sites. None of the documented caves
or rockshelters within the wilderness have been vandalized. The condition
of these sites makes them valuable for comparison to sites in other areas
outside the wilderness area which have been damaged by livestock
trampling, surface collecting and ORV use.

Wilderness Values — BLM personnel inventoried the Great Rift
Wilderness Study Area using procedures outlined in Step 4 of BLM's
Wilderness Inventory Handbook (BLM, 1978). That intensive inventory
revealed that these lands meet the criteria established in Section 2 (c)
of the Wilderness Act of 1964:

"A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own
works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where
the earth and its community of life ave untrammeled by man, where man
himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is
further defined to mean in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal
land retaining its primeval character and influence, without perman—
ent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed
so as to preserve its natural conditions and which (1) generally ap-
pears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with
the imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has out-
standing opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined

type of recreation; (3) has at least five thousand acres of land or

is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation and use

in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological,

geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or
historical value."

The area presently is being managed so as not to impair its wilderness
suitability until Congress designates it as wilderness or removes it from
consideration as wilderness.

Livestock Grazing — Approximately 6,000 acres within the Proposed
Wilderness Area are grazed by domestic livestock. These acres support
about 380 sheep animal unit months (AUMs) and 600 cattle AUMs used by 60
ranchers. The grazed lands are located mainly at the edge of the lavas on
the desert rangeland and used primarily as spring and fall range for
cattle and sheep. At present, aerial predator control on the lava edges
is done by the FWS. Water for livestock must be hauled from six existing
wells over some 100 miles of dirt roads. The range survey for this area,
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completed in September, 1979, indicated that these desert rangelands have
not been impacted significantly by livestock use. Subsequent grazing
EIS's on the area around the proposed Great Rift wilderness area will
address wilderness characteristics.

Minerals - During 1979, the U.S. Geological Survey (Kuntz, 1979) conducted
a mineral survey and the U.S. Bureau of Mines (Ridenour, 1979) determined
the mineral values on the lava flows. Approximately 840 acres of lava
rubble, which is popular for use as building stone, occur on the two lava
flows (Ridenour, 1979; Figure 3-1). This lava is classified as a saleable
mineral, but very little of it has been removed for building construction
because of poor access and distance from markets. Other lava flows such
as Hells Half Acre, Cedar Butte and the Black Butte flow have been used
more extensively for material extraction.

No known natural gas, oil or mineral deposits occur in the area
(Ridenour; Kuntz, et.al., 1979). The draft environmental impact statement
listed 13,600 acres as being under application for geothermal lease. A
lease was subsequently issued for 4,000 acres. The lease has since been
relinquished by the leasee and no geothermal leases or lease applications
exist as of September 1983.

Recreation - Some trail bike and four wheel drive use occurs within the
proposed boundary on the lava edges, but the full extent of such use is
not known. In the southwest area of the Wapi flow, the Wood Road provides
access to four kipukas and is utilized by recreationists. Visitor use
around the Wood Road has not been monitored.

No general visitor use information is available for the area either.
At Craters of the Moon National Monument, which has 43,243 acres under
wilderness designation, use figures have been recorded. This data
indicates that "use figures from 1971 to 1979 are felt to be too small to
indicate an appreciable increase in use due to wilderness classification"
(NPS, 1979). 1In 1978, the monument had 349,000 visitors and only 132 of
them stayed overnight in the wilderness area. Contacts with people who
have visited the Great Rift outside the National Monument boundaries
indicate that visitor use is light. Several factors could account for the
light visitor use; remoteness, poor accessibility, lack of awareness of
the area, hostile envirommental conditions, and lack of exposure to the
existing wilderness values.

In relation to the visitor use on the wilderness area in the Monument,
the Park Service has indicated that, "It is not felt that there had been
any noticeable increase in damage to the resource or the enviromment due
to wilderness classification™ (NPS, 1979).

Rights—of-Way - Idaho Power is planning to construct a 500 kv transmisison

line from Borah to Midpoint (66 miles). One of the proposed alternative
routes would cross the southern part of the Wapi flow. This route would
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involve about 14 miles of transmissi
on the lava flow and in the proposed

on line, seven miles of which would be
wilderness boundary.

Social Attitudes - Local and regional attitudes on designation for this

area vary widely. Many persons are
anti-wilderness position in general.

polarized in either a pro- or
Wilderness proponents say that

wilderness designation is the only way the area will be protected from
other uses which would degrade the natural conditions. Wilderness

opponents say that the area is a de
the hostile environment.

Livestock operators question the
in the proposal. They are concerned
curtailed because of the need to use

Mineral industry representatives
designation but did not comment that
designation.

Economics — The area immediately sur
sparsely populated including ranches
than 2,500 people). No industries a
Area. The grazing permittees are the
dependence on the effected Public La

facto wilderness already because of

need for including any non-lava areas
that livestock grazing would be
vehicles for water hauling.

questioned the need for a wilderness
minerals would be affected by the

rounding the Great Rift is rural and
, farms and small communities (less
re located in the Proposed Wilderness
only user group that has an economic
nd.
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CHAPTER IV
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter analyzes the significant environmental impacts that could
result from the proposed Great Rift wilderness area and two alternatives.
No significant impacts to climate, air quality, topography, water
resources, access, animal life, land use plans, controls and constraints
would occur.

PROPOSED ACTION
(Preferred Alternative)

The proposed action recommends designation of the Great Rift as part
of the National Wilderness Preservation System. Lands within the proposed
boundary would be devoted to educational, historical, recreational, scenic
and scientific uses for future generations.

ASSUMPTIONS
The following assumptions were made to facilitate the impact analysis
and to adhere to BLM policy for measuring the effects of the proposed

action.

1. The BLM will have the funding and personnel to manage the
Proposed Wilderness Area.

2. A very minimal increase in visitor use would occur as a result of
the proposed action (based on the experience at Craters of the

Moon National Monument).

Impact Summary

The primary benefits of designating the Great Rift area as wilderness
would be to preserve the wilderness characteristics and the naturalness of
the area from man's work. In addition, an outstanding opportunity for
solitude and for a primitive and unconfined type of recreation would be
preserved. Secondary impacts associated with the proposed action would be
to preserve a total ecosystem, including unique geologic, soil, vegetative
interrelationships. Also the ecosystems of some 450 kipukas would be
preserved. A kipuka is an island of old lava surrounded, but not covered
by a lava flow.

The adverse impacts would be the loss of the opportunity to mine lava
rubble for building stone, and, subject to existing rights, the withdrawal
of all forms of appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition
under all laws pertaining to mineral leasing. In addition, geothermal
exploration within the area would only be allowed subject to a "no surface
occupancy” stipulation. Off-road vehicle use would be prohibited along
with rights—-of-way for powerlines, roads, etc.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

Vegetation — The existing vegetation pattern on about 325,000 acres of
lava —— having a full range of ecological succession from pioneer plants
to highly diversified plant communities —— would be maintained.
Undisturbed, climax plant communities in over 440 kipukas (10,000 acres)
would be maintained. These kipukas are representative of native range
plant associations, and because of their relative inaccessibility and
small size, they have not been affected by domestic grazing or fire
control. They are thus ideal comparative study areas. Thus, the kipukas
would be preserved for scientific study in the future.

About ten kipukas have been grazed by domestic livestock. This
grazing has not had any significant impacts on the vegetation, but these
kipukas do offer the opportunity for comparative study with the ungrazed
kipukas. Livestock grazing would continue to be allowed on 6,000 acres
within the proposed boundary.

In conclusion, impacts to vegetation would be minimal and would be
consistent with protection and enhancement of recreation, educational and
scientific values.

Soils — The undisturbed soils in the 440 pristine kipukas offer an
opportunity for comparison with the soils that have been disturbed by
human influences. As discussed in Chapter III, three of those undisturbed
kipukas have been inventoried by the SCS. The soil description resulting
from that inventory can be used for comparison with other soils.
Wilderness designation would ensure that present soil processes could
continue undisturbed.

In conclusion, impacts to soils would be preservation of the soils in
the kipukas under natural conditions for future study.

Geology - The dramatic Great Rift System and its associated unique lava
features would be preserved in an unimpaired condition for scientific and
recreational uses.

Recent planetary exploration has demonstrated that volcanism has
played and continues to play an important role in the topography of other
planets. At this time, "Studies of terrestrial volcanoes are the only
means of gaining some insight into extraterrestrial volcanology until more
complete exploration is feasible" (Greeley and King, 1977). The volcanic
features of the Great Rift would be preseved for comparative planetary
studies in the future.

Cultural Resources - Fifteen cultural sites have been identified within
the proposed boundary. Surface lithic scatters, caves, rockshelters and
wind breaks have been identified. Although they are protected under the
Antiquities Act of 1906 and the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, wilderness
designation would ensure the identification and preservation of these
sites. The prohibition against motorized vehicles would add an extra
layer of protection for cultural sites.
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In conclusion, wilderness designation would have positive effects on
cultural sites by prohibiting motorized vehicle use.

Wilderness Resources — The wilderness characteristics of size,
naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and
unconfined recreation, and a variety of supplemental values would be
preserved in the long term.

In conclusion, wilderness values would be preserved.

Livestock Grazing — The proposed action would allow domestic.grazing to

continue and would not affect present grazing privileges (980 AUMs). None
of the six wells or 100 miles of road used for hauling water to livestock
are within the boundary for the proposed Great Rift wilderness area. As a
result, no present livestock operations based on water hauling to
livestock would be affected. Aerial predator control by the FWS along the
lava's edge would continue as at present,

In conclusion, the proposed action would continue the existing
situation for domestic livestock.

Minerals — Geothermal leasing would be allowed within the proposed
boundary with lease stipulation for "no surface occupancy”. No geothermal
leases or lease applications currently exist.

Lava rubble which is used as building stone would not be sold on some
680 acres within the wilderness boundary. The loss of this acreage for
lava rubble collection would not affect the building stone industry
because about 20,000 acres of lava flows would still be available for lava
rubble outside the boundary.

No known o0il and gas reserves or other mineral deposits occur on the
lava flows (Ridenour, 1979 and Kuntz, 1979). Effective January 1, 1984,
subject to existing rights, the minerals in land designated as wilderness
are withdrawn from all forms of appropriations under the mining laws and
from disposition under all laws pertaining to mineral leasing.

In conclusion, wilderness designation probably would mean that no
geothermal exploration would occur and that lava rubble would not be
collected.

Recreation — As discussed previously, the Park Service is experiencing

little visitor use in the Craters of the Moon wilderness area adjacent to
the proposed Great Rift wilderness area. As a result of the Park Service
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experience, the increase in visitor use on the Great Rift probably would
not be measurable. Unique geologic, ecologic and scenic values associated
with the lava flows would be protected, enhancing primitive and unconfined
recreational opportunities. Minimal ORV use is occurring on the lava
flows. Wilderness designation would prohibit this ORV use.

In conclusion, primitive and unconfined recreation opportunities would
be optimized. Any ORV use in the area would be prohibited.

Rights—of-Way — Wilderness designation would render the Idaho Power
alternative route over the Wapi flow as an unviable alternative for their
project. Other subsequent rights of way applications also would be
denied.

Social Attitudes - Persons who feel that the Area needs to be designated
as wilderness to preserve the natural conditions would be pleased by a
wilderness designation.

Those persons who feel that Idaho already has enough wilderness or who
feel that a "wilderness acreage cap" should be placed on the federal
agencies studying wilderness areas would be displeased by designation.
Many persons question the need for designation because the area is a de
facto wilderness due to its hostile enviromment. These persons would feel
that wilderness designation would be a waste of time and money.

In conclusion, wilderness designation probably would not alter any of
these social attitudes.

Economics — As discussed earlier, livestock grazing is the only known

economic use of the Public Lands within the proposed boundary. Because
stocking levels and ranch operations would not be affected by the proposed
action, no economic impacts would occur. Because the increase in visitor
use would be small, the income generated from recreation would not be
significant.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Exploration for geothermal resources on areas presently under lease
application could occur only without surface occupancy. Lava rubble
collection on 680 acres would not be permitted. Effective January 1,
1984, subject to existing rights, the minerals in the lands designated as
wilderness will be withdrawn from all forms of appropriations under the
mining laws and from disposition under all laws pertaining to mineral
leasing. ORV use would be prohibited. The attitude of people who oppose
wilderness designation for the area would remain the same. The
opportunity for right—-of-way across the Proposed Wilderness Area would be
prohibited.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE
MAINTENANCE OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Designation of the Great Rift as wilderness would ensure the long term
productivity of ecosystems on the lava flows and in the kipukas and would
maintain the present wilderness values.

Effective January 1, 1984, subject to existing rights, the minerals in |
land designated as wilderness will be withdrawn from all forms of
appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition under all laws ‘
pertaining to mineral leasing. Geothermal leasing probably would not
occur and lava rubble would not be collected within the proposed
wilderness area.

Over the long term: mnatural ecological succession on the lava flows
and in the kipukas would continue; opportunities for solitude or a
primitive or unconfined type of recreation would be preserved; unique
geologic formations associated with lava formations would be protected and
preserved; the opportunity for comparative study in kipukas would be
preserved for future generations.

IRREVERSIBLE AND TRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Wilderness designation would mandate that existing wilderness values
on 341,000 acres would be preserved. No irretrievable loss of resources
would occur.

WILDERNESS STUDY AREA ALTERNATIVE

This alternative calls for wilderness designation of the entire
374,400 acres determined to have wilderness characteristics including
33,400 acres of Public Land that were determined to be unsuitable for
management as wilderness.

ASSUMPTIONS
Same as for the Proposed Action.

IMPACT SUMMARY

Same as for the Proposed Action.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The only difference between the Proposed Action and this Alternative
is the addition of 33,400 acres. This section will discuss the
additional impacts that would occur by designating the 33,400 acres as
wilderness.

Access - The 33,400 acres includes primarily adjacent desert rangelands
(Figure 2-2). Several existing roads either approach or border these
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areas. Proximity of the roads and lack of a defined boundary would make
these areas extremely difficult to protect from inadvertent or intentional
vehicle use.

Livestock Grazing — Domestic livestock grazing occurs on about 32,500

acres of the additional 33,400 acres. This acreage supports 2,390 sheep
AUMs and 2,484 cattle AUMs used by 105 permittees. This alternative would
not affect this present level of use nor modes of operation.

Minerals — Lava rubble would not be sold on 160 acres located within the

additional (USBM, 1979) 33,400 acres after 1984, However, this action

would not affect the building stone industry because adequate supply
sources are available elsewhere.

There are no known oil and gas reserves or other minerals in this
additional acreage (USBM, 1979).

Recreation — The Wood Road, which provides access to four kipukas, is

located on the southwestern part of the Wapi flow which is within the

additional 33,400 acre area. A few persons use this road to get to the
kipukas for recreational purposes. If the area is designated as
wilderness, the road would be closed at the first lava crossing, allowing
motorized access to only one of the four kipukas.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Opportunities for lava rubble collection on 160 acres located within
the additional 33,400 acres would be lost. Inadvertent and intentional
motorized vehicle use could occur on the additional acreage because of its
proximity to existing roads.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE
MAINTENANCE OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Same as for the proposed action.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Same as for the proposed action.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under this alternative, no action would occur to designate the Great
Rift Area as part of the National Wilderness Preservation System. The
area would be managed according to the principles of multiple use and
sustained yield concept as prescribed in FLPMA except on the Grassland
Kipuka Natural Area.

32




ASSUMPTIONS
None

IMPACT SUMMARY

Benefits resulting from this alternative would be that lava rubble
could be sold for use as building stone and geothermal exploration on the
lava flows, particularly on the 4,000 acres presently under lease
application. In addition, the 322,450 acres of Public Land would be open
for exploration and development of locatable, leaseable and saleable
minerals. Also, rights—of-way could be granted to cross the lava flows
and ORV use would be permitted under existing guidelines.

The principal adverse impacts would be that existing wilderness
characteristics could be impacted by lava rubble, mining, ORV use,

geothermal activity, right-of-way establishment or other human activities.

IMPACT ANALYSIS

The 440 kipukas which are not currently grazed, would not be grazed in
the future under this alternative because of their small size and
inaccessibility. Livestock grazing still would occur on those kipukas
presently grazed, and recreation use still would occur on several kipukas
via access by the Wood Road. The undisturbed soils in the kipukas would
remain undisturbed and would be available for comparison studies.

The unique geologic features of the lava flows would not experience
significant impacts. Some of these features could be removed by
recreationists, but to date, this has not occurred. Cultural remains at
14 sites still would be protected under current laws. Although
recreationists could remove some remains at these sites, such removal has
not occurred to any significant degree in the past and would not be
expected to change.

Under the multiple use management, the Great Rift area would not be
specifically managed to preserve wilderness characteristics for these
values. However, the Great Rift has been managed under multiple use for a
number of years, and wilderness values have not been damaged, nor have
human imprints become noticeable. At this time, making reliable
predictions about possible impacts to wilderness values is impossible.

Geothermal leasing could occur on 341,000 acres. If exploration were
to occur, human imprints would be left on the area which could reduce or
eliminate wilderness values. However, the possibility of geothermal
exploration is highly speculative at this time. Future multiple use
management plans could exclude the area from geothermal activities by
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constraints to protect resource values. Lava rubble could be sold for
building stone on 680 acres of the lava flows. However, because of the
small acreage involved compared to other available sources, use of these
acres for lava rubble collection is highly unlikely.

Opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation still would be available on most of the area. ORV use could
reduce the opportunity for solitude. Any geothermal activity also would
reduce the opportunity for solitude. At present, the number of acres that
could be impacted by these activities and the subsequent loss of
opportunity for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation
is not known. However, in the past the area has retained its solitude and
primitive and unconfined recreation resources. Transmission lines could
be constructed on the lava flows which would leave human imprints on the
landscape.

The social attitudes of those who favor and those who oppose
wilderness designation would remain basically the same.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

The unavoidable impacts associated with this alternative would be the
potential loss of existing wilderness values associated with ORV use and
mineral activity. The degree to which the wilderness values would be
impacted is not known, nor is it known how much of the 340,992 acres
classed as having wilderness suitability would be affected. Geothermal
exploration and lava rubble collection could occur, but it is impossible
to predict if these activities would or would not occur.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE
MAINTENANCE OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY

ORV use and possible geothermal exploration and lava rubble collection
could reduce the wilderness values over the long term.

TIRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Geothermal exploration and lava rubble collection, if they occurred,
would represent an irretrievable commitment of wilderness values. This
loss would occur because human imprints would remain and would thus reduce
wilderness values.
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Chapter V Consultation and
Coordination



CHAPTER V

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

October, 1973 - Idaho Mining Association expressed no interest in the
mineral values of either lava flow.

1974 Big Desert Management Framework Plan (MFP) recommended Primitive
Area classification for both lava flows to "protect the scenic, scientific
and wilderness values of the volcanic landscape”. Public meetings were
held to discuss the MFP.

1975/1976 Wilderness Institute studied the area under contract with
BIM for Primitive Area designation. Five public meetings were held to
present the proposal and obtain public comments.

October 23 and 24, 1978 — BLM personnel took the Washington Office
Wilderness Society Representative on a field tour of the Great Rift.

April, 1979 - BLM personnel informally consulted with Idaho Department
of Fish and Game to identify wildlife values and problems within the study
area boundary.

January 9, 1979 - BLM presented slide show on Great Rift to Idaho
Falls Exchange Club.

January 11, 1979 - BLM presented slide show on Great Rift to Idaho
Farm Bureau.

February 15, 1979 - BLM presented slide show on Great Rift to Federal
Executive Council.

March 15 - May 15, 1979 - Public comment period to gather input on
the BIM State Director's decision to continue study on the Great Rift as a
Wilderness Study Area. Several public meetings were held.

April, 1979 - Dept. of Energy was contacted about the geothermal
potential of lands within the study boundary. BLM periodically checks on
the information coming from a deep drill test site on the Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory grounds.

April, 1979 - Letters and explanatory material were sent to various
interest groups and individuals, federal agencies, state and local
agencies, and congressional delegations inviting them to the Scoping
Session to assist in identifying issues to be addressed in the EIS.

May 3, 1979 - Federal Register notice of BLM's intent to prepare an

environmental impact statement on the Great Rift proposed wilderness area
and announcement of the Scoping Meeting.
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May, 1979 - News release distributed announcing intent to prepare the
Great Rift EIS.

May 23, 1979 - District personnel conducted a Scoping Meeting on the
Great Rift EIS to identify significant issues and problems.

June 9-10, 1979 - BLM personnel conducted a field tour of the Great
Rift for representatives from the Wilderness Society, Sierra Club, Audubon
Society, Idaho Envirommental Council and Idaho Conservation League.

Throughout 1979 - BLM personnel have kept Idaho Department of Lands
(IDL) informed of wilderness program.

June 14, 1979 - IDL communicated its wilderness policy to BLM.

Summer, 1979 - Idaho State University prepared a study of the kipukas
in the Great Rift to fulfill a contract with the BLM (preliminary report
submitted in August, 1979; final report due August, 1980).

September 13, 1979 - BLM presented slide show on the Great Rift to the
Idaho Falls Chapter of Idaho Conservation League.

October, 1979 - County commissioners for Blaine, Butte, Minidoka, and
Power counties were contacted to discuss any problems with the Great Rift
Wilderness proposal.

October 28 and November 9, 1979 - BLM personnel conducted informal
consultations with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on threatened and
endangered plants and animals. No threatened or endangered species were
identified, but a candidate for the "sensitive™ list is known to be
located in the study area.

October 28 and November 9, 1979 — BLM personnel met with the State
Historic Preservation Officer and the State Archaeologist. After
reviewing cultural site reports, the SHPO and archaeologist indicated that
they had no concerns over negative impacts of the proposed action.

October, 1979 - District Wilderness Coordinators served as
consultants for an article featuring the Great Rift, which appeared in the
Federation of Western Outdoor Club's publication in November, 1979.

October 1978 to November 1979 - BLM personnel have consulted

informally with Craters of the Moon National Monument personnel on a
continuing basis.
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COORDINATION IN THE REVIEW OF THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Copies of the draft EIS were sent to the following:

Federal Agencies

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
Bonneville Power Administration
Heritage Conservation & Recreation Service
National Park Service
Natural Resource Library

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Soil Conservation Service

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

State Agencies

State Clearinghouse

Dept. of Health, Welfare and Envirommental Services
Idaho Bureau of Mines and Geology

Idaho Dept. of Fish & Game

Idaho Dept. of Highways

Idaho Dept. of Public Lands

Idaho Dept. of Water Resources

Idaho Div. of Tourism and Industrial Development
Idaho Office of Energy

Idaho Parks and Recreation Dept.

State Historic Preservation Officer

University of Idaho Extension Service

Local Agencies

Blaine County Commissioners

Blaine County Planning Commission
Butte County Commissioners

Butte County Planning Commission
Minidoka County Commissioners
Minidoka County Planning Commission
Power County Commissioners

Power County Planning Commission
East Central Idaho Planning and Development Association
Arco Mayor

Burley Mayor

Idaho Falls Mayor

Rupert Mayor
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PUBLIC COMMENT AND REVIEW

The draft environmental impact statement for the Great Rift Proposed
Wilderness was released to the Environmental Protection Agency and the
public in March, 1980. About 450 draft statements were distributed for
review. The comment letters received required some minor changes in the
final statement. Most letters preferred either the proposed action or the
larger wilderness study alternative.

All letters received are listed in the following table. Only a portion
of the letters contained substantive comments requiring response. The
table shows whether or not a response was prepared.

Substantive Response Letter
Letter # From Comments Prepared Printed
1 Blaine County Zoning and X X X
Planning Commission
2 Idaho Transportation X X X
Dept.,Divison of Highways,
District 2
3 Region IV Development X X X
Association, Inc.
4 Environmental Protection X
Agency, Region X
5 John and Meri Kuehn X X X
6 Jeffrey S. Green X X X
7 R. B. Anderson X X X
8 Eric Schulz X X X
9 Peter Bowler X X X
10 Ethel W. Thorniley X X X
11 Marguerita Christoph X X X
12 Idaho Environmental X X X
Council
13 Randall B. Vance X X X
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Substantive Response Letter
Letter # From Comments Prepared Printed
14 Toni Hill X X X
15 David J. Epstein X X X
16 Idaho Transportation Dept. X X X
Div. of Highways, Dist.6
17 Jeffrey A. Crook X X X
18 Gary Vesperman X X X
19 Ron Guenther X X X
20 National Park Service, X X X
Pacific Northwest Region
21 Wilderness Society X X X
22 Clarence F. Bellem X X X
23 Idaho Farm Bureau X X X
24 Heritage Conservation & X X X
Recreation Service,
Northwest Region
25 Timothy Byrnes X X X
26 Idaho Attorney General X X X
27 Jay E. Anderson X X X
28 J. R. Simplot Company X X X
29 Idaho State Historical X X X
Society
30 Committee for Idaho's X X X
High Desert
31 Dept. of Energy, Idaho X
Operations Office
32 Idaho Dept. of Fish and X

Game
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Substantive Response Letter
Letter From Comments Prepared Printed

33 Idaho State Clearing- X
house

34 U.S. Soil Conservation X
Service

35 State of Idaho, Dept. of X X X
Lands

36 Dennis Baird

37 PU Cattle Ranch

38 Institute of the American
West

39 E. Fred Birdsall

40 Bernice Walker

41 League of Women Voters of
Idaho Falls

42 Thomas J. Dale

43 Harry F. Lemoyne

4L Tim Johnson

45 Wilia Carraway

46 Henri Lemoyne

47 Nancy L. Savage

48 Don L. Crawford

49 Fred Ralo

50 Mary Rosczyk

51 Danny Simon

52 Willis L. Tarbet
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Substantive Response Letter
Letter # From Comments Prepared Printed
53 Charles A. Wellner
54 Jerry L. Dixon
55 Glenn Ray Downing
56 Randall R. Rogers
57 Ruth Bull
58 Harold Smith
59 Sam Crace
60 Henry Deck
61 Douglas J. Hellie
62 American Wilderness
Alliance
63 Dave Foreman
64 C. Jay Dorr
65 Tim Heffron
66 Marjorie B. Kernick
67 John R. Swanson
68 Charles M. Bagley
69 Friends of the Earth
70 Katie Holmes
71 Michael Burwell
72 John Unwin
73 Steve D. Johnson
74 Richard Spotts
75 Albert E. Honican
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Substantive Response Letter

Letter # From Comments Prepared Printed

76 Ron Watters

77 Gary Stone

78 Sam A. Monger

79 Dona E. Gasdict

80 Atlantic Richfield Co.

81 Dick Wilson

82 Tharnyne Betsch

83 Richard D. Tenney

84 M. Frank Ireton

85 Karen Larson

86 Steven E. Payne

87 Marjorie Hayes

88 Tim Resinge

89 Idaho Cattlemen's Assn.

90 Robert G. Zahary

91 Morton R. Brigham

92 Fritz and Janet Ward
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BLAINE COUNTY PLANNING G ZONING COMMISSION

POST OFFICE BOX 149 HAILEY, IDAHO 83333 TELEPHONE 208 788-4665

February 28, 1980

Harold E. Isaacson

Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Isaacson,

After reading the proposed Great Rift Wilderness Draft E.|.S. | became

personally interested in the fourteen cultural sites which had been identified
by the Bureau of Land Management. If possible, would you please send me
a map depicting those sites and any further written information about them.

Additionally, the aspect of geothermal resources is one of concern. In

this energy short period is there any alternative to the total exclusion of any
surface occupancy in a wildemess area. | support the wildermess concept
but see a possible hardship. Perhaps that is like having my cake and eating
it too.

Thank you in advance for the information.

Yours truly,

ka&yu\\f&ﬂLtQ_
Gary Slette
Administrator

GS:ism

Response: No geothermal leases .or lease
applications currently exist —— the lease
application was relinquished. Beginning
January 1, 1984, public lands in the WSA
will not be open for appropriation under
the mining laws, nor open for mineral
leasing.

STATE OF IDAHO

IDAHO TRANSPORTATION BOARD
CARL C MOORE - CHAIRMAN
LLOYD F BARRON - VICE CHAIRMAN
ROY | STROSCHEIN - MEMBER

wonm . Evans DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS
KEITH GREEN P E , [ O M N5 TRATOR

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

e DISTRICT 2 / PO BOX 2-A / SHOSHONE, IDAHO 83352

PHONE (208) 886-241|

March 11, 1980 @

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

RE: Draft Environmental Impact of Statement,
Great Rift Wilderness Area

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the proposed Great Rift Wilderness Area
and generally find no conflicts with regard to our
operation.

Specifically however, we are concerned with both
the existing highway corridors and possible future
corridors which form the boundaries for a considerable
portion of the area.

We definitely feel that the boundary should be
no closer than the existing right-of-way, preferably
200 feet. This will permit us to continue our current
roadside maintenance practices without cop[lic?lng
with regulations of a wilderness area designation.
Sincerely,
A s |
H. L. JOHNSON, P.E.

DISTRICT ENGINEER
AB

SAFE TRANSPORTATION MEANS PROGRESS

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Response: The Wilderness Study Area and
proposed wilderness boundaries were drawn
along the 200-foot right-of-way and would
continue to provide for the highway
corridor.
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REGION IV DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION,INC.

725 SHOSHONE STREET SOUTH
TWIN FALLS, IDAHO 83301
PHONE (208) 734-6588

®

April 1, 1980

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road
ldaho Falls, Idaho 83401

RE: Great Rift Proposed Wilderness
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Sirs:

Region IV Development Association, Inc. is a non-profit economic
development corporation, representing eight counties in south
central Idaho, and governed by a Board of elected public officials.

The Association has reviewed and discussed the Proposed Wilderness
Designation for the Great Rift. The position has been taken by
the Board of Directors to support the No Action Alternative for
the following reason.

I'he elimination of approximately 6,000 acres of available grazing
land, as proposed in the wilderness designation, would have a
negative economic effect on the livestock industry in southern
Idaho. This negative economic impact 1s contrary to goals and
policies established by Region IV Development Association for the
developument of the south central ldaho economy.

Thank you for your consideration of our comment.

Sincerely,

John Yeates
Economic Planner

Jy:rj

Sonving Soath Gontral Sk

Response: As discussed on page 30 of the
draft EIS under economics, livestock grazing
on the 6,000 acres would not be eliminated
if the area were designated wilderness.
Congress specifically allowed in the 1964
Wilderness Act for continued livestock
grazing in wilderness areas.

Response:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SNEDS““& REGION X

o

1200 SIXTH AVENUE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

O
W agenct

Y, A
"¢ prote®

REPLY TO
AN OF. M/S 443 @

MAR 1 8 1820

0'dell A. Frandsen, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

The Environmental Protection Agenc i i

. y (EPA) has completed its revi
of ycur_drafg environmental impact statement for the proposed -
Great Rift Wilderness Area in the Big Desert Planning Area in south-
eastern Idaho. e have no specific comments.

From the standpoint of the Environmental Protection A A

concern ar)d expertise, we are rating this statemenrt] L(g)f?c{us) ?rE:szf
of Ul?Jectian; 1 - Adequate Information). This rating will be
quhshed in the Federal Register in accordance with our responsi-
bility to 1_nforrn the public of our views on proposed Federal actions
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this d i
Rl raft environmental

Sincerely,

R 1Yo fosen

Roggr K. Mochnick, Acting Chief
Environmental Evaluation Branch

TR O
We (e m‘j\\-\v\c} tor Ghows O s
soppott For 314 ccpasna. Srial b
goildarness jn Jdano. Tre SH]gob08e80
PI\OPO%Q& (518 Ghe RIM Lawesout Whe QPO s\ards
N NOWE Nevet Boune razed , 1Y 1S AN
Cenportont avitend in N ‘l{mwxh} \Tl(\u‘j.{,:_w\
: vecu:wafrnaﬂgaﬁPno_\uwiﬁgrr$Uu*
_ﬂ\i ok MNoTe an rapdcto vt dearribsivm to )
Uv‘o_:; jowa flow WO N5 Gveay .
P Thankuod
Gehnd Mule foehom
“":)Qxhh‘f‘MR\‘l Kue nn
e l:-O\’\G\"V\'qC E\r.
éﬁln%pghﬁi.q?Lgu‘

See response to letter #10.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SCIENCE AND EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

WESTERN REGION
U.S. Sheep Experiment Station
Dubois, Idaho 83423

April 9, 1980

0'dell A. Frandsen, Dist. Manager
940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear O'dell:

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the draft EIS for the
Great Rift Wilderness Area. Following a review of the draft, my

only comment deals with the economic considerations associated with
the proposed action. On page 30 under Social Attitudes, the statement
is made that some feel a "wilderness designation would be a waste of
Itime and money." I was unable to find any indication in the draft as

to what the cost of selecting the proposed action would be vs the cost
of the no action alternative.

In this case where economic use of the area is not a critical factor, I
generally favor the proposed action, thus insuring that the area will
retain its wilderness values despite future human events. However, I
would be better able to defend that position knowing the costs to the
people in tax dollars for implementation of the proposed action.

Sincerely,

P

Jeffrey S. Green
Research Wildlife Biologist

Response: Existing staff would manage the

proposed wilderness. If visitor use increases

significantly, one or two temporary employees
would be hired as needed for 3 months to
supervise visitor use.

District Manager
BLM

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Great Rift Wilderness E.I.

After reviewing your wilderness proposal for
the Great Rift area I am apposed to wilder-
ness classification.

I believe the BLM should maintain their
management options that will be lost by
classification. I have no complaint with
management as a natural area under existing
laws.

I can not support the no action alternative
as it is worded. The grassland kipuka area
I looked at on the southwest corner of the
Monument was an old sheep bed ground and in
no way was pristine.

I support multiple use management with
controls for proper grazing use, recreation,
ORV, wildlife, etc.

R. B. Anderson
St. Rt. H 24
Ririe, Idaho 83443

Response: The Grassland Kipuka has been
grazed in the past. Grazing, however, has
not affected the area's wilderness charac-
teristics. Wilderness characteristics are
not totally based upon the area being
pristine (see page 22 of the draft EIS).
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Department of Electrical Engineering
University of Idaho

Moscow, ID 83843

March 20, 1980

Mr. 0'dell Frandsen, District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen,

I would like to make a few short comments on the propased Great Rift
Wilderness and the draft EIS that I was sent recently. In addition,
I have a request to make of you for some information unrelated to
the comment process and so I have included it on the attached sheet.
My comments follow:

1. Congratulations on an excellent document. You and your staff
are to be commended for a fair and easily digested statement
of the facts.

2. I am surprised to see that you apparently did not contact the
Gem State Grotto of the National Speleological Society for
comment and assistance. Their is probably no group in the
state whose experience and interest in features such as the
rift area exceed theirs. I would contact Mr. Randy Vance,

c/o Department of Geology, University of Idaho, Moscow, ID
83843. Randy has spent many hours studying and exploring the
various volcanic features (particularly lavs tubesg in this
area. I know because I've been out there with himl

3. The word "effected" is improperly used on page 15--should be
"affected."

L, I have spent many hours hiking over and exploring parts of this
area--especially near the Wapi flow. This activity has been
centered around finding and surveying lava tube systems, but
has extended much further. I realize that there are very few
people interested in ccuntry like this or its development (hence,
an EIS of only 50 pages!). However, its timely protection as
wilderness is of no less importance--the short time that I've
been able to spend in this area has, if nothing else, impressed
me with its incredible fragility. There are very few tubes
whose features have not already been destroyed by eéeven the
sparse visitation they've seen, for instance.

5. I favor the designation of these lands as wilderness. Further,
1 favor the WSA alternative. The unique features of this ares
do not end at the lava flow boundary--in fact, in my opinion,
the really interesting geologic features lie in the lands ad-
jacent to the flows. This is especially true in my experience
for the area to the northeast of the Wapi flow (T5S/R28E). The
flows may boast some rather "easy-to-see" and easily protected
volcanic features, but near the Wapi flow, the flow itself is
not"where it's at." This area should not be neglected simply

because it hés been "trammeled by man" or because it would be
difficult to manage with regard to grazing or ORV use. I

would consult Randy Vance on some of the details of the area.

As far as ". . . geological, or other features of scientific,
educational,. . ." value, I believe that you've missed these.here.

Thank-you for your consideration of these comments. Your effort
in this task are appreciated.

Sincerely,

- t'~/
P e :Wk;/h4

Eric Schulp
Research' Associate

Response: A copy of the draft EIS was sent
to Randy Vance. The area you mention (Wil-
derness Inventory Unit 33-14) was intensive-
ly inventoried for wilderness character—
istics. The proposed inventory decision
states the area "does not qualify as a
Wilderness Study Area because it fails to
meet the naturaless criteria.” The Crystal
Ice Cave area did not qualify as a
wilderness inventory unit because it was
less than 5,000 acres.
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March 31, 1980

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Idaho Falls Distrcit Office
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

RE:  Comments regardina the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the nroposed
Great Rift Mildernass Area in the Big Desert Planning Area in southecastern
Idaho; Please include this statement in the record

Dear District Manager:

I would like to commend the Bureau of Land Management on the preparation of an
excellently done document and what indeed can be called a "major effort".

[ am strongly supportive of designating in its entirity (241,000 acres) the
Proposed Great Rift lilderness Area as part of the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System. [ have visited the area and am exicted by the prospect of the pres-
ervation of wilderness values in the Great Rift region. The cited loss of onpor-
tunity (or "adverse impacts" - a poor choice of wording) to "mine lava rubble for
building stone, the witndrawal of all forms of appropriations under the mining
laws, the addition of a "no surface occupancy" stipulation for geothermal explor-
ation, and prohibition of off-road vehicles along the rights of way for powerline
corridors, roads, etc, are of much less consequence than the nreservation of the
wilderness qualities of this remarkable area. | concur that there is a definite
need for protection against any possible future impacts of wilderness values.

In addition to the proposed action's 341,000 acres to receive Wilderness desianation,
I feel protection of the additional 33,400 acres excluded due to difficult manaqe-
ment suitability is also necessary. You have evaluated this large area and found

it to be qualified for wilderness recognition under your criteria, therefore it
deserves special management and an assurance of the maintenance of its wilderness
qualities. Frankly, I cannot accept manaqement difficulties as a valid reason for
not protecting an area, nor should the BLM abdicate its responsibility toward this
large wilderness segment. 1 have attached information concerning some of the other
strategies for protection aside from direct wildernesss desianation. These arc
strateqies utilized by the Bureau of Land Managenent in its management of the
California Desert Conservation Area, and include designation of Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern (which I here propose be done on lilderness qualities if you
choose to go the ACEC route; in California native American values, archeolonical
values, and ecoloqical values have been used to Justify ACEC desianation - see
attached), Wilderness Study Area, Habitat Management Plan area, Special Habitat

area, Special Attention Areas, Wilderness Management Plan areas, and Road Desianation
Restrictions. An innovative solution can surely be developed so that protection of
the wilderness character of the site can survive. It is ny belief that when your
study identified wilderness qualities in that 33 thousard acres, it became your man-
date to manage accordingly.

I would have liked to have seen more dramatic aerial photographs of the Great Rift
area along the lines of Greeley and Kinqg (1977). This area is photogenic and easily
catches the imagination when seen from above.

On page 40 of your Draft, I note that the Committe for Idaho's High Desert
and the Native Plant Society were not served with copies of the Draft. I am
certain that they would appreciate being added to your service list.

Committee for Idaho's High Desert Native Plant Society
1815 Annette The Herbarium
Boise, Idaho 83702 The College of Idaho

Caldwell, Idaho 83605
While I appreciate your only citing references directly mentioned in the text
(see "References"), I think the public would benefit from having a brief, yet
more complete, literature listing - especially of studies dealing directly with
the study area (see below).

Finally, for your enjoyment, I am attaching a xerox of Vardis Fisher's description of
the Great Rift area in his 1937 Federal Writer's Project "Idaho: A Guide in Word
and Picture". I think you should cite this early work which touts the Great Rift
area and could well have served to make it much better known.

I congratulate you on a fine Job, and hope that your proposed action can be rapidly
implemented and that special management plans or other protective designation can

be accomplished for the 33,100 acres excluded by your proposed action. Thank you.

Suggestions for additional citations:

Bullard, F.M. 1971. Volcanic history of the Great Rift, Craters of_the Moon
National Monument, south-central Idaho: Geol. Soc. Amer. Abs. with Programs,
Vol. 3, no. 3, p. 234,

Bullard, F.M. and D. Rylander. 1970. Holocene volcanism in Craters of the Moon
National Monument and adjacent areas, south-central Idaho: Geol. Soc. Abs.
with Programs, vol. 3, no. 3, p. 234.

Murtaugh, J.G. 1961 Geology of Craters of the Moon National Monument: M.S. Thesis,
University of Idaho, Moscow.

Stearns, H.T. 1926. Craters of the Moon National Monument: U.S. Geol. Survey
open-file report.

Stearns, H.T. 1928. Craters of the Moon National Monument, Idhao: Idaho Bur.
Mines and Geology Bull., No. 13, 57pp.

Urban, K.A. 1971. Common plants of Craters of the Moon National Monument: Craters
of the Moon Natural History Association, Inc., 30 pp.

Federal Writers' Project of the Works Progress Administration. 1937. Idaho: A Guide
in Word and Picture. Caxton Printers, Ltd. Caldwell, Idaho. (Written by Vardis
Fisher although his name is not listed.)

Stearns (1928) and Urban (1971) should at least be cited. You should cite your
endangered plant search as well.

Respectfugly‘

i S s
Peter Bowler
Star Route

Bliss, Idaho
83314

Al

Response: Because there are no defined bound-
aries in these grassland areas (33,400 acres)
it would be impossible to keep off-road and
other motorized vehicles out of the wilderness.
Although there are roads close to the lava
edges, they are so fragmented and intermittent
they do not form a well defined boundary. The
lava edges form the most logical and manageable
boundary. For these reasons, the 33,400 acres
were recommended as unsuitable for wilderness
preservation, but were analyzed as an alternative
to the proposed action. A copy of the DEIS was
sent to the Committee for Idaho's High Desert
and will be sent to the Native Plant Society.
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Response: As discussed in the draft EIS, not more
than 10 of the kipukas have been grazed by domestic
livestock. These kipukas would continue to be grazed,
but the remaining 440 would not be grazed (pages 28,
31, 33). There are no kipukas in the additional
33,400 acres under the Wilderness Study Area
alternative. About 32,500 acres out of 33,400 have
been and are presently grazed and would continue to be
grazed under the alternative.
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Response: See response to letter #10,
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Idaho Environmental Council i

idar #1504
ow, ldaho R4

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

larch 30, 1980 April 2, 1980
District Wanuzer

Bureau of Land Management

940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idahn 83401

O'dell Frandsen, District lianager

BI}M, Idaho Falls District sreat, Rift i/ilderness
9L0 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Al .
Deax ldells Dear District Marager:
The IEC supports the BL proposal for a 3L1,000 acre Great Ri°t "[ilderness,
consisting of the Craters of the Moon lava flow and the Wapi lava flow.
This 'ilderness woula protect a complete and unusual ecosystem, including
the volcanic phenomena and related flora and fauna.

I am currently ztidying egec
and am nearing comdletion of m
exploration (economic) #enlogy
in eastern ldaho for over

of [4ak¢

include
I 1ived

of Lhe

and vol
yehrs and

Ve would prefer the Vilderness Study alternative, with the additional 33,400 n‘.;, mt;:sltiefzt]?h.[‘?u.[;}r?:” Eﬁl‘ : ,‘w Lig ,n A i th
acres of adjacent grassland included, but do recognize the difticulty in B0 e o ;n' i';‘ /"Ir *d ”‘:V "' pri \l’,'l Ly layg tures,
Y %3 € Lime gpe L L are 0B en i v
managing this as 7iilderness. the unique meolorica’l voleanic landfarms a

Although there are no imminent threats to the naturalnecss of the area, it is e
difficult to foresee what the future may bring. Twenty or 30 years ago, The Crater £ the Woon flow and dopnt
ersg @ oon i and wWm:pl

for example, who foresaw the problem off road vehicles are now creating on
the roadless public lands?

of wilderne
mineral re
under Lhe
for the Great
ative that adds
of the flows act as
A border buffer zone
wilderness areas,

tuilding stone
time, be ont

In Idaho, we tend to take our na*ural wonde-~s for granted. The Great Rift
is the langest rift in the United State, 65 miles long. At depths of up to
800 feet, it is also probably the deepest. There are rmany different types
of volcanic features. Tn 1971, with the zid of then-Congressman Trval
hHansen, the Great ilift was desiznated a llational landmark. 3y 1973 or so,
you began considering an administrative designation of “rinitive ‘rea for
the Great lift.

Your recosnition of lavua Luber o
is to be commended. Some of the other
open BIM Jands in east 1 Tdnho that

The lava flows encompass about L50 kipukas, ungrazed pockets of vegetation
evolving without nanmade influence. These are invaluable “or nature study

o vandalized with s 1y paint and gar o 3
and enjoyment, as well as for research. In the [lows are roughly 30C plant ’ngl(}'ll.r“"( ,: 'rr: :f,‘z) tre .,“_ervj‘, mfx‘l-'w.' Ir
species, about 1LO bird species, 26 manmal srecies, and 6 reptile svecies. the value of lava hubes.  Add i‘Lir;Lw' Tonl : A ?
Tourteen cultural sites, mostly lithic scatters, are known. Yava tubes wWill 1710;)9‘7'\;'1"" ol St ‘,‘r,\,. Talie eHmdn g bmes..

The draft FIS is well done and eezsy to read, I would sug-est more emrnasis 1
be placed on wildlife in the final I'IS, It should be included ir the irpacts
table on page 11, and also as a coriponent of the eccsyst
starting "Secondary benefits...." in the middle of page ii.

2150 urge you
SRl S and related voleunic
in the sentence (1977). Not -nly do
the scientific value
my studies and searc
are more /a tube
indicates. It may
found, explered, and L
wildernecs state when “hey are

I commend you and others in the BLM Zor this proposal, anc “or *he work
leading up to it. Hopefullr, Congress will follow your recommendati-n and

designate the Great Rift i/ilderness.

fincerely,

— e /
i 3 wlbtl & Upprcc o
3oard of Directors )(//W{‘/“{I(' :. ‘,{%r 6

Response: Wildlife species are discussed in Response: As discussed in Chapter IV,

Chapter III. Because impacts would not Environmental Consequences, page 28 the
occur to wildlife under the proposed action "unique lava features would be preserved in
or alternatives, wildlife was not included an unimpaired condition for scientific and
in Table 2-1. There are no known species of recreational uses.” The unique lava

birds or wildlife on the lava flows that are features, including lava tubes, are

not also in the surrounding areas. The word described in Chapter III, Affected Environ-
"wildlife" will be included in the sentence ment.

on "secondary benefits.”
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Bureau of kand Management
and To Woom It Might Concern,

Joncerning the Great Rift “roposed Wilderness plan, I am opposed to the plan
because:
with all due respect to our college students and their studies, I question
the wisdom of basing such an important decision on studies conducted by students
who were not familiar with the area and who have had very little, if any, practical
experience in that area. Maturity in this decision appears to be limited to one
person on your list of preparers.
The acreage is far greater than necessary for such a plan.
The closure to motorized venicles not only is ridiculous, it is extremely
dangerous and discriminates against the young, the elderly and the handicapped.
Lhe Great Rift is not a backpacker's paradise.
A wilderness classification, as we have seen in other areas, would no longer
make the area feasible for grazing.
As a nature lover who considers herself also an environmentalist, I resent
this infringement on my rights as a United States citizen by a government agency.
Idaho's land should be managed for the benefit of the majority by idaho and
county governments who are familiar with the problems, the people and the financial
concerns....not someone in Washington Y. C. who is eastern oriented and indebted to
the Sierra Club or other special interest group for political reasons
l There is no need for such a designation and the resulting expenss to taxpayers.
The Great Rift remains a natural wilderness {as it has always beem) and, if left
alone, will continue as such by its own peculisrities that sre mot conducive. o
frequent vieitation by people.
In the future there may be a need, because of the so-called an@ex}‘y crisis,
& need for water, mineral and geothermal exploration.
The removal of lava rock for commercial purposes can dnd should be monitored
and controlled, but there is no need for complete withdrawal.
There can be no opportunity for primitive recreation if one is barred from
the primitive area.
Your definition of solitude is a farce. You're creating havoc....not solitude.

I am in favor of the No Action Alternative. Thanks for listening.

Toni Hill
Rt. 1

Heyburn, Idaho 83336

Response: The draft EIS was written by an
interdisciplinary team. The team members
and their qualifications are listed on page
41 of the draft EIS. The area is being
considered for wilderness as result of the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of
1976. There are other areas available for
commercial collection of lava rubble (page
29, draft EIS). The area would be
designated as a wilderness, not a primitive
area, and no one would be "barred” from
using it for primitive recreation
activities.
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Response: See response to letter #10.
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STATE OF IDAHO

Oovennon DIVISION OF HIGHWAYS

PE, S | - OMINISTRATOR
IDAHO TRANSPORTATION BOARD KETHGREEN,

CARL C MOORE - CHaiAMAN
LLOYD F BARRON - VICE CHAIRMAN

TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

ROY | STROSCHEIN - MEMBER

DARRELL V MANNING
DiRECTOR

PHONE (208) 745-7781

April 4, 1980

Mr. O'dell A. Frandsen
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Subject: Great Rift Wilderness Area
Dear Mr. Frandsen:

Personnel from the Idaho Division of Highways have made an on-
site review of material source withdrawals near the proposed "Great
Rift Wilderness Area." Our recommendations are as follows:

1. SE%NW%, Sec. 20, T. 1 N., R. 24 E.B.M. - This area has a
small portion that extends to the east side of U.S. 26.
This portion 'appears to be within the 500' from centerline
setback requested by the Administrator of Highways, Dean
Tisdale, in his June 8, 1979 letter to Mr. William Mathews.
This source would be needed when any realignment of U.S. 26
in this vicinity is constructed. Future plans do call for
realignment of Tom Cat Hill. This was addressed in our
previous comments on other proposed wilderness areas. State
retention and continued use is recommended.

2. NwhNW%, Sec. 17, T. 1 N., R. 24 E.B.M. - This source is
entirely out of the Great Rift Area. Its closest part
being approximately 1/2 mile west of U.S. 26. State re-
tention and continued use is recommended.

3. NE%SW%, Sec. 8, T. 1 N., R. 24 E.B.M. - This source is all
on the east side of U.S. 26, except the SW corner. The
portion in the proposed wilderness area is lava flows and
cinders. We would be willing to work on an exchange of
this area for an area outside the wilderness boundaries.

SAFE TRANSPORTATION MEANS PROGRESS

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

DISTRICT 6 / PO BOX 97 / RIGBY,IDAHO 83442

Mr. O'dell A. Frandsen
April 4, 1980
Page 2

4. Portion of SW%SE%, Sec. 24, T. 2 N., R. 24 E.B.M. - This
small source is located entirely west of U.S. 26. No
effect on wilderness area is anticipated. State retention
and continued use is recommended.

‘5. Portion of SE¥NE%, Sec. 24, T. 2 N., R. 24 E.B.M. and a
portion of SE%NE%, Sec. 24, T. 2 N., R. 24 E.B.M. and a
portion of Lot 1 and 2, Sec. 19, T. 2 N., R. 25 E.B.M. -
This source is east of U.S. 26 and suitable for borrow.

It is located just North of the National Monument boundary
and is not included in the proposed wilderness area. It
is included in the Wilderness Area Alternative. We would
prefer to retain this area unless an equal quality parcel
could be traded for it.

6. Portion of SW4NE%, Sec. 23, T. 3 N., R. 25 E.B.M. - this
area is west of U.S. 26 and, therefore, would have no effect
on the wilderness area. State retention and continued use
is recommended.

7. Portion of NWSW%, Sec. 23, T. 3 N., R. 25 E.B.M. - this
small source adjoins the highway on the east side. It
appears to be outside the wilderness area on the map in the
E.I.S. State retnetion and continued use is recommended.

ls. Portion of NWiSWk, Sec. 27, T. 3 N., R. 25 E.B.M. - same
comments as Item No. 7.

9. Portion of Lot 1, Sec. 5, T. 3 N., R. 25 E.B.M. - this source
is west of U.S. 26 and outside the wilderness area. State

retention and continued use is recommended.

We hope these specific comments coupled with Mr. Tisdale's earlier
letter, help you in your study.

Sincerely,
J. R. DICK, P.E.
DISTRICT ENGINEER

dlh

Attachment

Response: The Wilderness Study Area boun-
dary excludes all material sites. However,
the BLM would be working towards exchanging
the areas on the east side of U. s. Hwy 26,
including lands mentioned in #1, #3, #5, and
#8. The Wilderness Study Area boundary were
drawn along the present 200-foot right-of-
way.



€S

RICHARDS & CROOK
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
PO BOX 427
SANDY, OREGON 97055

March 28, 1980

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83410

RE: Great Rift proposed wilderness impact statement

Dear Sir:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft environ-
mental impact statement concerning the Great Rift wilderness
area in the Big Desert planning area in Southeastern Oregon.
After reading the EIS I have arrived at the following con-
clusion, that the final environmental impact statement should
allocate the wilderness study area alternative as the preferred
alternative. This would designate the 341,000 acre wilderness
area for preservation. I felt that the EIS was balanced and
well written, however, I feel that some areas needed more
information supplied. I feel a better inventory of the species
of wildlife and particularly the species of non-game birds could
have been included. Certainly many of the raptores that may
inhabit the area are at least unique, if not threatened species
and should have been dealt with at greater length in the EIS.

I do have a question with regard to page 12, where the Fish

and wildlife service was consulted with regard to the EIS. The
report states that the FWS also has predator control responsi-
bility in the area under agreement with the BLM. And that

area predﬂtcr control by FWS would continue to be allowed in
accordance with section 4D1 of the wilderness act. What type of
predator control is now ongoing in the area? I assume this is
probably a coyote reduction type program. Please advise me as
to what type of program and what methods are beinc used in the
area. I am deeply concerned with the past predator control
programs, in that their methods have seriously affected, and

in some cases depleted, populations of other species who came

in contact with the predator control methodol@qyv. T am speaking
specifically of bird species, but also badgers, foxes, and other
species are sometimes affected by the poison or other methods used
to kill coyotes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your EIS, and
I hope to be kept on the mailing list to hear of the final
decision in this area.

Vegy truly yours,
; 1,
e o

Jeffrey A.[CUrcok
Att9rney at Law

v
JAC/mec

Response:

Response: For the first comment above, see

response to letter #12. Aerial

control for coyotes is being done along the
lava edges. This control is now limited to

the Big Desert sheep allotment.

Are®] ]‘, 190
jary Vesperman

1712 Herszcael 35t
San hateo, Cia QL3

Idaho State Director
Bureau of Lani kanagement
FO Box 042

Boise, ID 8372l

Gentlenersons:

Please ineclude the followins comments in t.e record of Lne
environmental im-act statement for the fGrost #1ft Wildernesss

I nave visited Craters of the koon intl wrent. blice,
So I know of tne terrain, [ have visile wepr nat!l
varks, monuments, and -ilde-ness are i R and Cuna
It comvares well with sim luva § Ia Callr,, v

and Uregon,

1 can't belicve thae RLM would be so snort and sturid as
to exclude a few hills of mrav 4 from
About half the ia .4 area in t.e contiruouis

to grazing, That a few ni tiave been jeft

remar<able, {as the EI its

oronnrtlon to sug est Lhut a Tew -alt:; "'1

couple cows is essential to tne r-~tlonal economic ?
Such ungrazed areas are vaiosble be wiarxs in the cewio ies

study of grasslands and a soclatud ©i

[ strougly favor the full 37L,000 acres of freat sifc O U T T
Very truly yours,
q 4

,.777!2// Zi?"ﬂ-*\sw

See response to letter #10.
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April 12, 1980

29900 hway 20
Fort &-H::g, California 95437

Idaho State Director

Bureau of land Management For the Public Review Record
P.0. Box OL2

Boise, Idaho 8372l @
RE: Oreat Rift Wilderness.

Dear 8irt

Please include these comments as part of the public review record for the proposed
Oreat Rift Wilderness.

ion of the wilderness
first of all, congratulate BLM for its recognit:

. z‘;:tl i.n“\‘h: Grea; Ri.g. Area. This relatively young lava flow adjacent to
g:lhrl of the Moon National Park in south central Idaho contains outstanding ”
wilderness qualitiss, and would make a splendid wilderness adjunct to this park.

d, scattered hills
t take exception to BIM's deletion,of the isolated,
zis";:::hInd-I:roum vhichpthn Great Rift lava flowed, from its wilderness proposal.

land-lava eco-
ds constitute important parts of the wilderness grass
'sr;:::n.y:::ll:)nu:r :eletion would bring with it wilderness management problems.

I urge addition of these grasslands to the BIM Great Rift Wilderness proposal, for
a total wilderness area of 374,000 acres.

Thank you for your consideration.
00 Y -

Ron Cuenther

Response: See response to letter #9.

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific Northwest Region
Fourth and Pike Building
Seattle, Washington 98101

L7619 (PNR) PCC April 9, 1980

IN REPLY REFER TO:

)

Mr. 0'dell A. Frandsen
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement for the proposed
Great Rift Wilderness Area, Big Desert Planning Area, Idaho, and
have the following comments.

We favor the Wilderness Study Area alternative because of the buffer
zone the additional 33,400 acres would add to the southwest and
northern sections of Craters of the Moon National Monument. We
are concerned, however, with the fact that geothermal leasing would
continue to be allowed, especially near the western boundary of

Craters of the Moon. We feel this could cause adverse impacts to
the monument.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this statement.
Sincerely,

Cf/}kk;if/.//'f ///k,c 5

Daniel R. Kuehn
Acting Associate Regional Director
Planning and Resource Preservation

Response: See response to letter #1.
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The

Wilderness 107 West Lawrence, Helena, Montana 59601  (406) 443-7350
Mail to: P.O. Box 1184

Society @
April 7, 1980

Mr. O'dell A. Frandsen
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

I have carefully reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
Great Rift Wilderness, visited portions of the area on two occasions and after con-
sultation with local conservationists I am pleased to indicate the strong support of
The Wilderness Society for the Wilderness Study Alternative for a 374,400 acre Great
Rift Wilderness.

At the same time, we commend the BLM for recommending a 341,000 acre Great Rift Wilder-
ness which includes the Grassland Kipuka Natural Area, and significant portions of the
Craters of the Moon and Wapi lava flows.

The draft EIS states that the 33,400 acre difference between the Wilderness Study
Alternative and the proposed alternative is unsuitable for wilderness designation

even though the Great Rift wilderness inventory determined that the area possesses
wilderness characteristics. Beyond this mere statement of unsuitability there is no
documentation in the draft EIS that the 33,400 acre area is actually unsuitable for
wilderness designation. In fact, these perepheral areas do meet the minimum criteria
for wilderness as defined by the 1964 Wilderness Act. The only justification given
for excluding these 33,400 acres is that the "proximity of the roads and lack of a
defined boundary would make these areas extremely difficult to protect from inadvertent
or intentional vehicle use" (p.32, DEIS). It is our feeling that cultural features,
such as roads, would make a well defined boundary for the Great Rift Wilderness. These
roads would actually make a more logical and manageable boundary than the edge of the
lava flows as presently proposed by BLM.

The statement that a boundary around these perephera'® areas would be difficult to
enforce is in itself an admission that the 33,400 acre area needs protection from
indiscreminate ORV use.

It is important to recognize that under the WSA Alternative the 105 grazing permittees
are assured that their grazing leases will continue unimpaired. This is only proper
since the Wilderness Act explicitly states that existing livestock grazing shall
continue in wilderness. Since livestock grazing is the only commercial use now
occuring in the Great Rift, and since the area has little commodity development
potential there are no economic barriers to wilderness designation.

Wilderness classification of the Great Rift would preserve the area's outstanding
wilderness values as well as a unique and complete ecosystem. The scientific, educa-
tional and ecological values of this lava rock ecosystem include climax vegetative
communities, some 450 kipukas with relict Kipuka soil types, 14 prehistoric cultural
sites and recent volcanic formations.

The Wilderness Society urges the BLM to adopt the -full Wilderness Study Alternative
for a magnificent 374,400 acre Great Rift Wilderness. We've appreciated this oppor-
tunity to comment on this important proposal and we stand ready to assist with its
implementation in the future.

Sincerely,

Sl
‘Mg gﬂ/)’/%} é&.

Bill Cunningham
Regional Represengdtive

Response: The wilderness inventory is
designed only to determine what part of a
roadless area has wilderness characteristics
and should be studied. The study considers
the feasability of managing all or part of
the area as wilderness, and ways to minimize
resource conflicts with wilderness.

Since conflicts were not identified during
the study, managing the area was the major
criteria in determining boundaries.

A large percentage of the Wildermess Study
Area boundary follows lines of human—-caused
impact on and where opportunities for soli-
tude and primitive recreation are less than
outstanding. Roads and vehicle ways form a
smaller percentate of the boundary. The
lava flow edge was chosen as a suitable
boundary because it could be clearly
defined, mapped and identified by visitors.
It forms the most feasible and practical
boundary for wilderness preservation and
management. the lava boundary (or proposed
action) would require less signing, enforce-
ment and personnel to maintain the area's
wilderness characteristics.
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Response: There are no existing roads in the
proposed wilderness boundary. The Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 authorizes

the BLM to assist in search and rescue opera-
tions under the direction of local officials.
Provisions exist for providing workpower and
equipment at no cost.
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63\\0 tarm Blll'eau Federatio Mr. 0'Dell A. Frandsen Page - 2 - April 23, 1980
\! n

You also stated, on Page 29, under "Livestock Grazing", that predator
control will continue. The permittees in the area have expressed concern over
this as past experience with areas that have been given a wilderness designa-
tion shows that it continues status quo for a short while, then predator control
is curtailed sharply. This causes them to wonder what assurance they have that
the Fish & Wildlife Service will be allowed to continue their program of
predator control.

It seems that the geothermal possibilities in the area are yet to be
determined and that in these times of energy shortages, to remove a possible
alternate source of clean energy generation from further development, is very

unwise.
@ In reading this draft I find by your own statement, that under non-

wilderness status the geologic impact would be insignificant, soils would
remain undisturbed for further study, 440 kipukas would remain ungrazed,
cultural artifacts have not, and would not, be removed, and desert wilderness
values would not change. The biggest fear seems to be that some lava rubble
would be removed or that some geothermal exploration might take place.
However, on Page #23, it states that very little lava rubble collection has
taken place as there are more suitable sites that are more readily accessible
and, as I have previously stated, geothermal exploration may be needed in the
very near future. In light of these things it seems that to create a wilderness
area just for the sake of creating a wilderness area when little, if any,
benefit will result to the natural resources of the area, doesn't make any
sense.

April 23, 1980

Mr. 0'Dell A. Frandsen
District Manager

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Re:  Draft EIS - Great Rift Wilderness Area
Dear Mr. Frandsen:

In reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
Great Rift Wilderness Area, the same conclusion seems to come up again and

again in all three of the alternatives. That conclusion is, it will make Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on this proposal. I
little or no difference to the resources of the area, which of the proposals would 1ike to conclude by urging,yon behalf of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation,
are adopted. 1In reading the EIS I can agree, in part, that no damage will be that more attention be given to the fears and wishes of those people who are
done to the land. However I do have some questions as to the amount of presently using the ground for a productive purpose. I would also like to
damage done to those presently using this land. reiterate our opposition to this proposal.

On Page 11, Table 2-1, under "Livestock Grazing." In Proposal No. 1
it states that 60 livestock permittecs will be allowed to continue their
operations. However in Proposal No. 2 it states that 105 will be allowed to

Sincerely,

continue. There is no explanation for this 45 permittee difference. Are ~ Tr st Y
these extra 45 on the additional 33,900 acres or are some being dropped in Andrew G. Anderson
Proposal No. 1? In light of these questions I feel that more information, Assistant Director, Public Affairs

or better breakdown on existing resource use, is needed.

It states that the roads used for water hauling are outside the proposed AGA/aw
area. However there is some hauling being done in the proposed area. At
the public meetings, the ranchers were told that the roads they used didn't
qualify as roads even though they were used as such. Consequently some of the

water hauling will be curtailed which will hurt the permittees. There are some . *
other effects of this proposal that should be taken into consideration, namely Res Eonse: The reason for the difference in
having management tools taken away, such as being able to fence, develop water . .

systems or do any seeding projects. When all of these things are considered the pe rmittee numbers 1s that the larger
together it seems that quite a bit of damage will be done to the permittees , ) =
in this area. Wilderness Study Area involves more allot

ments and more operators. As stated in the
draft EIS on page 29, "None of the six wells
or miles of road used for hauling water to
livestock are within the boundary for the
proposed Great Rift Wilderness."” There are
no proposed livestock projects within the
area. On page 12 of the draft EIS it states
that, "Areal predator control by the Fish
and Wildlife Service would continue to be
allowed in accordance with Sec. 4 (d) (1) of
the Wilderness Act."”

B45 WEST CENTER — P.0.-BOX 4848 — POCATELLO, IDAHO 83201 - (208) 232-7914

BRANCH OFFICE: 500 WASHINGTON STREET - P.O. BOX 167 ~ BOISE. IDAHO 83701 - (208) 342-2688
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECREATION SERVICE
NORTHWEST REGION

(206) 442-4706 915 SECOND AVENUE. RM. 990

1202-03 SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98174
BLM-Great Rift

£PR 11 1980
Memorandum
To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management,
Idaho Falls, Idaho
From: Regional Director, Northwest Regional Office,

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for the proposed
Great Rift Wilderness Area

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DES. We
offer the following comments for your consideration when preparing
the final environmental statement.

Pages 12, 13; Interrelationships. The FES should acknowledge the

status of the Great ‘Rift as a registered National Natural Landmark
(NNL). In April 1968, the Secretary of the Interior designated the
Great Rift area as a NNL. The national significance of the 40-mile
volcanic rift, which is one of the largest in the conterminous United
States and one of the deepest in the world, was thereby officially
recognized. The designated area encompasses 1000 acres and includes
the Crystal Ice Caves. In May 1970, on request from the Bureau of
Land Management, the area was included in the National Registry of
Natural Landmarks as a registered NNL.

HCRS 1is proposing that the area originally designated as a NNL be
expanded to include 169,880 acres. This enlarged area would include
the Open Crack Set, the King's Bowl Set and Wapi Lava Field. A
draft brief and map describing the proposed enlargement are enclosed.

HCRS' Washington D.C. office has requested comments on the Great Rift
NNL proposal from BLM's headquarters office. Also, in a letter dated
February 14, 1980, this regional office notified BLM's Idaho State
Director of all proposed NNL designations in Idaho that involved BLM
administered lands. To date, no comments from BLM have been received
on the proposed designation of the Great Rift System as an NNL.

We expect that within the next few weeks the Director of HCRS will
decide whether or not to nominate the Great Rift NNL proposal to the
Secretary of the Interior for designation. For additional information
about that proposal, proposed landmark boundaries, or about the NNL
program in general please contact Gordon Atkins of this office at

FTS 399-4720.

Pages 17-22; Cultural Resources. The DES speaks of 14 prehistoric

sites identified within the proposed wilderness area but is unclear
relative to conformance with 36 C.F.R. 800 procedures for determining
the eligibility of these sites for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places. The final statement should reflect compliance
or intended compliance with these requirements, including those for
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer on the
adequacy of surveys and application of National Register eligibility
criteria.

'/';/ -
/ d‘qu/ﬁ;
Magrice H. Lund¥.
Regional Director

Enclosure

Response: The part of the Great Rift

designated as a National Natural Landmark is
outside the boundaries of the proposed wild-
erness area, and therefore not discussed in
the draft EIS. The uniqueness of the Great
Rift is noted on pages 16 and 17 of the draft
EIS. Regarding compliance with 36 C.F.R. 800
requirements, BLM personnel met with the
State Historic Preservation Officer and State
Archaeologist in November, 1979. BLM informed
them about the proposed action and gave them
site record forms for 15 sites, not 14 which
was a typographical error. Another 16 sites
are located in the Wilderness Study Area, but
outside the boundary of the proposed action.
The State Historic Preservation Officer and
the State Archaeologist have reviewed the
draft EIS.

Recent conversations with the State Archae-
ologist confirmed that the proposed action
should have no adverse effects on cultural
resources, and the 15 sites in the wilderness
area, are potentially eligible for the National
Register on either an individual or group
basis. When written comments are received
from the Preservation Officer, the district
will send a letter of mutual agreement along
with a statement of eligibility from the
Preservation Officer to the Keeper of the
National Register, National Park Service,
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C.,
20240 (36 C.F.R. 63.3).



86

4o Rleyr Ave
[evmsie & [$1i)
A{,‘IJ 24198 ¢

O‘g"n ._\' M Andger

Borese ok Ledd N\E-\QJ emeat @
940 Lmu./ry k’c“/
Telohe folls, Tdshs 8340

D(tev Sir
T weold Like 4o theak you fuo suaedoiin g @ vupty of Hhe
DE LS e the f’"“f"""“‘\ Graet R witderness. \,h,\{'ufr_ngﬂl./}
My copy which came doday, Apail 24t wes @ bt fobe 23 2n 2usinfiopn
jefer indiceted T led oaly cubil Aprid 148 o conmnt-. Sinte wy
(;;c,ues"’ fov 2Ly s me‘lec( Mav.ch Zi.ull_:: qu%;,‘.‘[!_,,\*“,n,\z
Hae th\?\f. r L\a(."n Y g‘_m-\r\hh' J/ﬂ'\,-jt.‘ Q.Lﬁ,,/v.“, JL:‘L[[,”C,' will
b facleded 2ad adelvessed in the FEty
T Sv,""’"—"’L +he /?u/"u\é/-/m z‘/t.);:j,,‘n{t 24,0 S gyd of Tlshs
2y the Greet Piuﬂ' i/».l&j.wucij. T ds L‘(LLACVUV'} [Ponpi-es thet & mue
ir\Aty?H\ >H~J7 c_( the t'ﬂ/"'-jﬁ :’(i—«:i\‘d(’;«nt\j withd e oia mAmr.r\'/ _’..,‘4'
cauuﬂu. v el exet b L,\chwleLun, Lt ll'-,;,'u._‘ﬁ proes do e chhu»wh{( |
Sh gl-ﬁmnz}.,e el Srbes bandie [eese ;>,‘)/.’/'rgellu;, ot v'umu“cl)s}yu. l/,l
e diwe /u/wal od cumi:[(’/c-c(
by 7.,1\4-“\ your shboneat " aHlih;{g of pk‘,,)/(q o e g
o ppue coildevinus cluigastin, ~~«-lilj\~l'.(l.\e..r = jdc.\/..'&lj O f‘,,[v_.j
vl seas] olihees ja Teble 2-1, Cs H{.‘x co €yt s shbibin,, .
T think Haot scme /A,V bither catd b dn i the Sgug"uj./_z’ .,\‘,;\._(J
of the thire aH‘wn{ by, et 7-—(!"01‘:’\] W"‘.\'*"\w feepte wotd yalir
have ",.u,\umm’ imufi it lzml, reeer Lt Jetligezing e wil !I-
have yeson theo e )/-'-‘rclx, wkafl abo.t the e of whides (.f iy
fiabs Hoir el el bt lfeds ettt ey fox bose ond f’.k'\l(x\(
c\t\ltluif'/um{' I_TL,‘,[L'/JM_ quef (M/""J' m[/ é}//v'v-‘ A ﬁ‘w,"h«'

eatheb? Seml Tompnd i b guonbibid ool e

ﬂvén)a )/“ ﬁ/ c’//(tw-'t\j me 74 ((ﬂhn(\{_ @

AR 29 190 Pl
/

BUREAL. OF LAND MANAGEMBN '/ 3
IDAHO FAIS DISTRICT .- < '« Arr -
940 LINCOIN ROAD >+ .. w7 Z
IDAHO FALLS, ID. 83401 -
- )
! bo Fowler Ave

WLenmene

(NN lyz o

Response: The draft mineral survey report by
the U.S. Bureau of Mines and Geological Survey
was used as a reference document for the area's
mineral potential. The impacts on minerals
resulting from a wilderness designation are
analyzed on page 29 of the draft EIS. The
subject of attitudes relating to wilderness
designation was discussed on pages iii, 11, 25,
and 30 of the draft EIS. As discussed on pages
23 and 30, the increased use of the area as a
result of wilderness designation would be
small. The grazing permittees are the only
user group that has an economic dependence on
the affected public land, and they would not be
impacted by the proposal (pages 25 and 29 of
the draft EIS).
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DAVID H LEROY
ATTORNE Y GENERAL

STATE OF IDAHO
OFFICE OF THE A1TORNE 1 GENERAL

BOISE 83720 TELEPHONE
1208) 3842400

)

April 18, 1980

Harold E. Isaacson

Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Idaho Falls District

940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Re: Comments on the Great Rift Proposed Wilderness DEIS

Dear Director Isaacson:

After having reviewed the Great Rift Proposed Wilder-
ness DEIS, we would like to offer the following observations
upon the proposal:

1. On March 10, 1979, the State Land Board
unanimously approved and forwarded to
you a Resolution which expressed our con-
cern about school endowment lands included
within the proposed boundaries and the af-
fects that a unilateral wilderness desig-
nation by the Department of Interior might
have on our constitutional ability to manage
and produce income from those lands. The
Resolution and cover letter were basically
an invitation to the federal government to
consult with and cooperate with the State
of Idaho in exploring the feasibilities and
impacts of this proposal in appropriate de-
tail well before the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement stage of direction was
reached. To my knowledge we have not had
a response to that request for consultation
and cooperation despite the federal statutes
which require the same.

Harold

E. Isaacson

April 18, 1980

Page 2

2. On page 12 of the draft EIS you make ref-
erence to a request previously submitted
to you by the Idaho Department of Lands
that if Congress designates the Great Rift
as a wilderness area, then state lands in-
cluded in the boundary '"be scheduled for
exchange at the earliest opportunity.'" In
your covering letter which accompanied the
draft EIS, you state that there are 18,550
acres of state land included in the proposed
wilderness area. Because of our past ex-
perience in attempting to effect an exchange
of land with the federal authorities, we
have reconsidered our respective positions
on this problem and herewith suggest to you
the following: The proposed Great Rift Wild-
erness Area not be submitted to the Congress
unless and until a written agreement between
the Idaho Department of Lands and the U. S.
Department of Interior has been executed which
will designate therein the legal description
of both the land to be given to the federal
authorities by the State of Idaho and those
lands to be exchanged therefor from the fed-
erally held public lands within this state.

3. We formally request that this letter be made
a part of the record of those hearings to be
conducted on March 25 and 26, 1980, and that
you acknowledge receipt hereof by return mail.

Singerely,

I Lo

JOHN V. EVANS DA¥ID H. LEROY
Governor and President of the Attorney General
Land Board
L é ; oF 2
e Agtreda | . | D e R T
PETE T. CENARRUSA JERRY L7 EVANS
Secretary of State Superintendent of Public
Instruction
2P gzl
JOE R. 'WILLIAMS

Auditor
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Response: The following letter was sent
in response to letter #26. Also see
response to letter {#35.

GRW/1792

Idaho Falls District
940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

May 2, 1980

David H. LeRoy

Attorney General

Office of the Attorney General
Statehouse

Boise, ID 83720

Dear Mr. LeRoy:

The Idaho Falls District Office has received a copy of the State Land
Boards comments on the Great Rift Proposed Wilderness Draft EIS. These
comments will become part of the public record and appear in the final
EIS, but not as part of the ipt. Only s from those present
at the hearings are included in the hearing transcripts. Public hearing
comments and written comments will receive the same consideration in the
decision process.

We appreciate your comments on the proposal.
Sincerely yours,

/s/ 0'dell A. Frandsen

0'dell A, Frandsen
District lianager
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Idaho State University
Pocatello, Idaho
83209

Department of Biology 13 “tav 1939

0'dell A. Frandsen
District !anager

Idaho Falls District
Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, ID 23401

vear Mr. Frandsen:

I am writing in support of the proposal to desippate the Proposed freat
Rift Wilderness Area as nart of the Jational Wilderness Presecvation
System. I have previously testificd in sunport of the proposal;  lowever,
ve have just completed the analvsis of the results of an intensive finld
studv in a portion of the area, and I think it is impertant to further
emphasize its uniqueness and iwportance.

Our study examined the Jistributions of plants and animals on kipukas,
isolated islands of vesetation surrounded by lava, prinarily in the
northeastern portiou of the Craters of the “Yoon lava flow. Tic area
obviously meets the criteria for VWilderne designation; thesc values
are adequately documented in the Draft Lnvironmental Impact Statene
iiowever, the kipukas offer unparalled opportunities for scientific study.
These opportunilies are a conseaucnce of tlie willerness character of

the region, and wilderness designation would insure toat sucii values
would he preserved. I will discuss a couple of practical examples that
serve to emnhasize the importance that such undisturbed sites can have
for resource manarement.

The kipulias represent a rance of environmental conditions witli associated
species distributions and plant "communities". Some kinulas are heavily
dominated by big sagebrush, others by cras
or bluebunch wheatarass. Some stands were dominated by rabbitbrush,
despite the facts that they were never (razed and there was no evideace
of past fires. These differences can be exnlained differeaces in
environmental factors, sucli as aspect or soil texture.

rs such as necdle-—and-taread

The kipukas serve as important references for grazed areas havin: similar
environmental conditions, but uncertain disturbance histories. Tor enanple,
SCS personnel have apparently told members of vour staff (Richard 'lagzio,
personal comnunication) that muca of the area adjacent to the lava [louws
would be dominated by Wyoming big sacebrush if it were not for its past
grazing history. Our data clearly sonow that the presence of three-tipped
sagebrush on those sites is probably related to differences in soil
moisture conditions rather than differential srazin~ pressures. Uitliout
the kipukas to nrovide baseline data, such conclusions niphit not have

been apparent.

ISU Is An Equal Opportunity Employer

0'dell A. Frandsen
13 ay 1930

Page 2

Rabhitbrush is often considered to be a seral species which will be
dominant onlv on sites that have been disturbed. Our study sugzgests
that there are unique combinations of environmental factors that
produce stable communities (that would be considered "climax" in the
classical sense) which are dominated by rabbitbrush. It is interesting
to note that the non-forest nabitat type scheme for southern Idaho,
developed by ilironaka and Fosberg, does not include any rabbitbrush
habitat types. The presence of such stands on kipukas suggests that
such habitat types should be recognized.

These are but twvo examples of the practical implications that scientific
studies in a wilderness area can have. Additional details and information
will be found in tie final report of our project. Our studies have only
scratched the surface of the useful biological resecarch that could be
conducted in the area.

1 have two ninor points concerning the draft LIS. On page 17, Franzen

(1979) is cited but ro such nane appears in the bibliography. On that
same page, Anderson and Lovejoy are (by implication) credited with sighting
149 species of non-fame birds. Ve did not inventory birds, and I do not
know the basis of the citation.

Your staff is to be complinented on the draft EIS. It is refreshingly
concise, but complete. Tt is well written and attractive. 1 certainly
urge the Jureau of Land Tlanagement to submit the proposed action to
Conuress.

Sincerely,

T Clmdinse—

Anderson

-iate Professor

Response: Franzen completed the Class II

Cultural Inventory on the Big Desert, and
his name will be added to the references.
Concur, the sentence will now real: "About
140 species of non—game birds are found in
the lava plain area.”



29

Simplot

MINERALS & CHEMICAL DIVISION
CONDA MINE / P.O. BOX 67 / CONDA, IDAHO 83230

May 22, 1980 ‘:

Mr. 0'dell A. Frandsen
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Idaho Falls District Office
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Pear Mr. Frandsen:

I wish to comment on the proposed Great Rift wilderness area. I just finished
reading the minerals evaluation report on the Great Rift area and several items
concern me. I have listed them below:

1. .There are locatable minerals around the edges of the lava flows
which indicate there probably are minerals of economic value under
the lava flows.
2. The close proximity of the Idaho Batholith indicates a very real
potential for mineralization under the lava flows.
B Creating a wilderness would exclude any exploration for minerals
in the future.
4. The proposed Great Rift wilderness area is not what one would
consider a wilderness area. The lava fields and desert-like
climate are not cenducive to a wilderness experience. The Craters
of the Moon National Monument provides a large enough area for a
wilderness experience if one chooses to explore a lava field. The
low visitor day attendance at the Craters of the Moon indicates
that people do not use this type of environment for a wilderness
adventure.
5 The low visitation rate experienced at the Craters of the Moon
National Monument shows that people do not use this area extensively.
The additional personnel and equipment expense necessary to maintain
another wilderness area are not justified.
l 6. The marketing of slab lava from the Wapi lava field should be
continued.
To summarize my comments: This area does not have wilderness characteristics.
The low visitor day attendance at the Craters of the Moon National Monument shows
that people do not use this type of environment for a wilderness experience. The
potential for locating minerals beneath the lava flows should be explored before
creating a wilderness area.

Sincerely,

et T £

Willis L. Tarbet,
Environmental Geologist
P.0. Box 62

Conda, Idaho 83230

Response: The environmental consequences of
designating the area as wilderness and the
subsequent effects on the mineral resources
has been analyzed in the draft EIS. Pages
ii, 5, 12, 13, 23, 29 and 32 discuss mineral
resources and the impact on them. The
information for the impact analysis was
obtained from the mineral report provided by
the U. S. Bureau of Mines and Geological
Survey. The environmental consequences on
the mineral resource by not designating the
area as wilderness was also discussed on
Page 33 and of the draft EIS. Impact on the
marketing of lava rubble are also discussed
on pages 29 and 32.

IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY
610 NORTH JULIA DAVIS DRIVE BOISE, IDAHO 83706
STATE MUSEUM

May 14, 1989

Mr. 0'dell A. Frandsen
SLM Pistrict ‘ianager

240 Lincoln Poad

Idaho TFalls., Idaho 83401

Dear “'r. Frandsen:

Thanl: vou for sencinq a conv of the draft LIS for the Great
“Hift nronosed vilderncss area. Please excuse our delav in
resronding.

Desicnatine tais area wilderness vould have no effect on the
archaenlorical and historic sites in the arca as lona as
certain vonitorin’ activities sre included in tie management
niaa. e lect  of iatfonal ter pronerties is considerea
an adverse effect on st and recuires

tie foderal s s of the Advisory
Louncil ou { To avoic ti\is,
a wrocrar a « toe archiaeolo:ical sites in the
wvilderness aren everv vear or cvery other vear slould be
included in the nanacevent nlan for the Tire purrose
vouly! fe to assess tae coacition of t'e sites and to nale any
recouicnea : concerniny mitication if anv e )
eteriorat ¢ belicve tris would solve vonr ollipations
urcer feweral reeulations,

Wircerely

Response: Concur. Page 6, Administration
and Management will now read: "If any of
the sites within the proposed wilderness
boundary are designated as National register
sites, they will be inspeced annually. The
purpose of the inspection would be to assess
the condition of the sites and to make
recommendations concerning mitigation if any
sites are deteriorating.”
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Committee for Idaho High Desert
1815 Annett Street

Boise, Idaho 83705

April 25, 1980

Mr. 0'dell Frandsen
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Idaho Falls District

940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

The Committee for Idaho's High Desert would like to express its support
of Wilderness designation for the Great Rift Wilderness Area. This is
wild and beautiful country, and exemplifies the values and opportunities
for primitive recreation and solitude which are the cornerstones of the
Wilderness Act of 1964. The BLM is to be commended for its efforts to
protect this outstanding area.

The Committee strongly supports the Wilderness Study Alternative proposing
a 374,000 acre Great Rift Wilderness. The entire WSA qualifies for
wilderness protection under the criteria set by Congress in the 1964
Wilderness Act; we strongly disagree with the concept that the final
bourndary be determined by ease of management rather than the wilderness
attributes of the site. This is not a valid criteria in the federal law,
and we believe it should not be a determining factor in drawing the
final boundaries of the Great Rift Wilderness. Because there would be
no reduction in the grazing AUM's within the 33,400 acre periphery,
there would be no adverse ecomonic impacts from protecting this wilder-
ness. The fact that this border area meets the criteria for wilderness
but is recommended for exclusion due to possible management difficulties
indicates all the more that the 33,400 acres need protection.

At the present time, the recreational use of the Great Rift wilderness
is low, and it will probably grow slowly. However, as the population of
Idaho and the nation continues to grow and as more and more defacto
wilderness areas are destroyed, the opportunities for recreation and
solitude provided by the Great Rift will become increasingly important.
To exclude areas now because of potential management problems would be
short-sighted, and could impair future management options for the
wilderness. Existing roads would make a more logical boundary than the
edge of the lava flow, and would better protect the lava rock on the
perimeter of the flow from clandestine mining operations. We also
believe it would be valuable to ensure the protection of grassland areas
as part of the Great Rift ecosystem. Again, since protection of this
wilderness along the edge of the lava flow would not affect grazing
operations, there should be no objection from cattle and sheep operators.

The Committee for Idaho's High Desert urges the BLM to adopt the Wilder-
ness Study Alternative for a 374,000 acre Great Rift Wilderness. We
appreciate the opportunity to comment and to offer our support for
protection of this outstanding wilderness.

Sincerely,
Srue 20 Bucead

Bruce R. Boccard
Chairman

cc: Senator Frank Church
Governor John Evans
Senator James McClure
Bi1l Cunningham
Buck Parker
Pat Ford
Jerry Jayne

Response: The alternative referenced in
this letter of designating 374,400 acres as
wilderness has been analyzed in the draft
EIS along with associated impacts. Congress
will make the final decision on the total
acreage to be included as wilderness. The
impacts of existing roads on the WSA
alternative have been analyzed on pages 31
and 32 of the draft EIS.
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{53 STATE OF IDAHO

\ o'

WS
Department of Energy ol
Idaho Operations Office DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 600 50. WALNUT ST. — P.0. BOX 25

550 Second Street BOISE, IDAHO 83707
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

MAR 25 1980
April 3, 1980
Mr. O'dell Frandsen
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management Mr. 0'dell A. Frandsen
940 Lincoln Road District Manager
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 Bureau of Land Management

940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

: 2 . r =
We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement of the Great Rift Dear MrL’FT Hdsen:

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

Proposed Wilderness. We have no comments to contribute on this document. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game anticipates no problem

with wilderness classification for the Great Rift. The area
is quite inaccessible and very unlikely to change. Such
classification would have little effect on wildlife.

We appreciated the opportunity to meet last week with you and your staff

to discuss mutual interests.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

’W DEP%ITMENT OF FISH AND GAME

J. Beers, Assistant Manager
Enviromnmental, Safety and Health
Programs

Réﬁert L. Salter
Acting Director

cc: Clearinghouse
00303914

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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State Of Idaho

DIVISION OF BUDGET, POLICY PLANNING AND COORDINATION
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

JOHN V. EVANS Statehouse

April 7, 1980 Boise, Idaho 83720

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road

Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Dear Sir or Madame:

The Idaho State Clearinghouse has completed its review on your Draft
Environmental Impact Statement: GREAT RIFT PROPOSED WILDERNESS (our
SAI# 00303914). We distributed copies of your DEIS to the following
agencies for their review and comment.

Idaho Department of Lands

Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation

Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Region IV Development Association

Southeast Idaho Council of Governments

Idaho Division of Budget, Policy Planning and Coordination, Natural
Resources Bureau

The Southeast Idaho Council of Governments supports your Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement. The Region IV Development Association
supports the No Action Alternative for the reasons discussed in their
attached letter. Also, the Idaho Department of Fish and Game antici-
pates no problem with wilderness classification for the Great Rift.
Please see their attached letter. None of the other agencies listed
above returned comments to the Clearinghouse.

Thank you for including us in your review process. We would appreciate
receiving a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when it is
published. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact

Holly Holmes or myself at 334-3412.

Gloria Mabbutt, Coordinator
Idaho State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

GM: hh

Enclosures

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

f=\| United States Soil Room 345
) Department of Conservation J04 North 8th Street

Agriculture Service Boise, Idaho 83702

May 6, 1980

0'dell A. Frandsen @

District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
940 Lincoln Road
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Dear Mr. Frandsen:

My staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the proposed
Great Rift Wilderness Area in the Big Desert Planning Area in southeastern
Idaho and have no objection to a wilderness designation for the area described
in this statement.

Soils, vegetation and livestock grazing are the main fields mentioned in the
draft in which the SCS has expertise. The proposals made concerning these
fields do not differ significantly from any the SCS would make.

We wish to thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft
environmental impact statement.

Amos I. Garrison, Jr.
State Conservationist

The Soil Conservation Service SCS-AS-1
\ ] is an agency of the 10-79

Department of Agriculture
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DEPARTMENT OF LANDS STATE BOARD OF
STATEHOUSE, BOISE, IDAHO 83720 J%”(;‘V:REJ\S;QANDPR \IDENJ'
GONDON C TROMMEY PETE T. CENARRUSA EE— .

SECRETARY OFSTATE

STATE AUDITOR
June 13, 1980 JERRY L. EVANS

SUPT OF PUBLIGH BTRHCBRY oFFice

BLM - IDAHO
Mr. Robert O. Buffington
Idaho State Director JUN 161580
Bureau of Land Management 3 =
Room 334, Federal Building I a
550 West Fort Street | 150
Boise, Idaho 83724 B
. 330 RS
Dear Mr. Buffington: 250 T
o0 | 1o
By unanimous vote, the State Board of Land Commissik:li_:ﬂ‘
adopted as formal policy the following information which| 2
submitted to you in letter form.

1. On March 10, 1979, the State Land Board unanimously
approved and forwarded to you a Resolution which
expressed our concern about school endowment lands
included within the proposed boundaries and the
effects that a unilateral wilderness designation
by the Department of Interior might have on our
constitutional ability to manage and produce in-
come from those lands. The Resolution and cover
Jletter were basically an invitation to the federal
government to consult with and cooperate with the
State of Idaho in exploring the feasibilities
and impacts of this proposal in appropriate detail
well before the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
stage of direction was reached. To our knowledge
we have not had a response to that request for
consultation and cooperation despite the federal
statutes which require the same.

2. On page 12 of the draft EIS you make reference
to a request previously submitted to you by the
Idaho Department of Lands that if Congress desig-
nates the Great Rift as a wilderness area, then
state lands included in the boundary "be scheduled
for exchange at the earliest opportunity." 1In
your covering letter which accompanied the draft
EIS, you state that there are 18,550 acres of

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Robert O. Buffington
June 13, 1980
Page 2

state land included in the proposed wilderness
area. Because of our past experience in attempting
to affect an exchange of land with the federal
authorities, we have reconsidered our respective
positions on this problem and herewith suggest

to you the following: The proposed Great Rift
Wilderness Area not be submitted to the Congress
unless and until a written agreement between the
Idaho Department of Lands and the U.S. Department
of Interior has been executed which will designate
therein the legal description of both the land

to be given to the federal authorities by the
State of Idaho and those lands to be exchanged
therefor. from the federally held public lands
within this state.

3. We formally request that this letter be made

a part of the record of those hearings and that
you acknowledge receipt hereof by return mail.

Slncerely,/
Fon }GORDON C. TROMBLEY,
Director

GCT/cg
cc: Mr. 0'Dell A. Frandsen

Response: The following letter was sent
in response to letter #35.
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Idaho State Office
Federal Building
550 W. Fort Street
P.0. Box 042
Boise, Idaho 83724

June 24, 1980

Mr. Gordon C. Trombley, Director
State of Idaho

Department of Lands

Statehouse

Boise, Idaho 83720

Dear Mr. Trombley:

We have received your letter of June 13, 1980 and are somewhat disappointed by
its implications.

POINT # 1 - You indicated we have not responded to requests for consultation
and cooperation prior to the Great Rift Draft EIS. We did in fact, initiate
such consultation and cooperation when we first considered the Great Rift for
Primitive designation (1975-1976). We listed specific State sections involved
in that proposal and sent that list to the Department of Lands. Public
meetings were held, and exchanges were proposed.

You refer to the Land Board Resolution of March 10, 1979, which states that
wilderness designation could restrict the income producing ability of State
Lands by blocking access. We were apprised of this policy on March 20, 1979,
(letter to State Director Mathews from you), April 17, 1979, (letter from Area
Supervisor L. S. Benedick to the Idaho Falls District), and June 15, 1979
(letter from Area Supervisor H. K. Kestie to Idaho Falls District). The let-
ters from Benedick and Kestie also stated that, "If an equitable solution can-
not be agreed to within three years of the date of the Wilderness Clas-
sification, the subject State Lands may be subject to sale at public auc-
tion."

An early and equitable exchange would be as much to ouxr adyantage as to yours.
If a wilderness designation were to materialize, we would prefer to consummate
an exchange in less than three years if possible.

Second, the State Lands within the Great Rift Proposal are not now nor have
they been in the past used for any income producing purpose (with the possible
exception of some minimal livestock grazing on the extreme periphery of the
unit). Livestock grazing is, of course, considered a compatible use with
wilderness designation and would therefore not be affected.

Third, we cannot block access to State Lands and therxeby impair their income
producing abilities (State of Utah ys. Andrus, C-79-0037 and United States vs.
Cotter Corp., C-79-0307). We can only regulate method and route to prevent
impairment of wilderness characteristics.

In summary, cooperation and consultation with your Department have been and
will continue to be integral elements of our wilderness process. Our policy
has been to make such efforts at the field level where they can usually be
most effective. No steps have been or will be taken to limit the income pro-
ducing potential of the State Lands involved.

POINT # 2 - On May 23, 1979, we held a scoping workshop on the Great Rift to
identify significant issues that should be addressed in the EIS. Benedick
participated in that workshop and followed up with a letter dated May 25,
1979, which spelled out several specific problems and proposals. Besides Be-
nedick's concerns as the Land Department representative, many other workshop
participants identified State Land exchange as a significant issue. Be-
nedick's involvement, the Land Department letter, concerns of the general
public, and our own concern over consolidated land status in the event of
wilderness designation prompted us to include the paragraph on State Land

(p. 12) in the Draft EIS. You will also note that in the Draft EIS Summary,
page iv, State Lands are listed as the key remaining issue to be resolved pen-
ding designation, which certainly emphasizes the priority we place on that is-
sue. We have, in fact, already had some preliminary correspondence and dis-
cussion at the field level regarding a potential exchange.

On November 30, 1979 we sent Benedick a letter and a map identifying State
Lands within the Great Rift proposed boundary. W. J. Michell of your De-
partment responded to that letter pointing our a few discrepancies between our
information and yours. As a result, we amended some of the acreage figures in
the Draft EIS before it went to print.

We received no formal comments from your Department during the comment period
on the Draft EIS. However, we did receive a letter from the State Land Board
dated April 18, 1980 which became part of the public record and will be
printed in the final EIS. We responded to that letter on May 2, 1980.

In addition to the Great Rift scoping workshop and Draft EIS public comment
period, we have held many other meetings and open houses on the various steps
in our wilderness process. Department of Lands is always included in our
notices for such meetings, and any specific comments received from the De-
partment are carefully considered in developing our recommendatiomns. Also,
our Area Manager and Realty Specialist at Idaho Falls have met with re-
presentatives of your Area Qffice on several occasions to discuss a potential
exchange.

You suggest a written agreement be consummated regarding a possible exchange.
We agree, but we feel that at this point in the process, such an agreement
should be quite general. Given the complexity of the exchange process and re-
sultant costs coupled with the uncertainty of an eventual wilderness de-
signation, the investment of substantial time or money in an exchange proposal
is not yet realistic or desirable. However, we have made some preliminary ef-
forts at identifying tentative selected and offered lands as well as '"ball
park" value estimates. Some of these preliminary efforts were discussed with
three of the Governor's aides and a representative from the Attorney General's
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office on May 2, 1980. We concur wholeheartedly with your recommendation for
a written agreement if its purpose would be to formalize these efforts.

Because a formal exchange proposal would be premature and because we are work-—
ing under a Congressionally mandated deadline (FLPMA established a July 1,
1980, reporting date for areas such as the Creat Rift), postponing our report
to the President is not an option. You request that we postpone submission to
Congress pending such a written agreement, but BLM makes no such submission to
Congress. The President will submit his recommendation to Congress, but we
have no indication of when he will do so or what he will recommend. Since any
exchange must be based on land values prior to wilderness desingation, your
Department would not necessarily gain anything by requesting further delays.

POINT # 3 - Your June 13, 1980 letter cannot be made part of the public hear-—

ing record because the deadline was May 27, 1980. However, your letter of
April 18, 1980 (which was almost exactly the same as the June 13 letter) was
incorporated as part of that hearing process.

In conclusion, we feel that we have been consulting and coordinating with your
Department on the Great Rift for several years now. We hope these efforts
will be effective, and we look forward to any suggestions you might have for
improving our working relationship or negotiation process.

We appreciate your comments and hope you will let us know if we can be of
further help.

Sincerely,

/S/ Robert 0. Buffington

Robert 0. Buffington
State Director

cc: Idaho Falls
WO (430)



PUBLIC HEARINGS

Oral Response
Name Representing Testimony Prepared
Jay Anderson Self X
Pat O'Donnell Self X X
Elwood M. Rich Rich Livestock Company X
Ned Horner Minidoka Planning and Zoning X
Board
Lyle Barton Minidoka County Commissioners X
Pete Cole Portneuf Valley Audubon X
Society
John Remsbery Self X
G. F. Irwin Self X
Henry Etcheverry Minidoka Grazing Association X
William P. Rogers Idaho Conservation League X
Gerald A. Jayne Self X X
Ralph Maughan Sierra Club, Northern Rockies X X
Chapter
Cyril Slansky Federation of Western Outdoor X X
Clubs
Robert J. Hentges National Park Service, Craters X
of the Moon National Monument
Tom Stroschein Self
Bill Schroeder Idaho Cattlemen's Association X
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Gerald Jayne

Comment: 1I'd like to make a couple of recommendations for improvement of
the EIS: I think more emphasis should be given to the wildlife. Many
EISs list species; I don't know if that's necessary. 1It's a suggestion.

Response: The general wildlife species occuring within the wilderness
boundary are described on page 17 of the draft EIS. Also
see response to letter #12. There is a list of species
within the area in the Idaho Falls District Office.

Comment: I definitely would think that on page 11, where the table lists
the comparative analysis of the impacts of the alternatives, wildlife
should be listed. It isn't even listed there.

Response: See response to letter #12.

Comment: On page ii in the front under the Impact Summary, under the
Proposed Action in the center of the page it says: "The primary benefit
of wilderness designation would be to preserve wilderness
characteristics...and provide an opportunity for solitude...” and then it
says: "Secondary benefits associated with the Proposed Action would be to
preserve a total ecosystem, including unique geologic, soil, and
vegetative inter-relationships.” There's no word "wildlife" in there, and
obviously wildlife is part of the ecosystem. It should be in there.

Response: See response to letter #12.

Comment: I also question the use of the term "secondary benefits.” I
realize if you look at a strict interpretation of the Wilderness Act,
that's probably true, but I think more and more people are coming to
realize that wildlife is a primary benefit of wilderness. I would at
least rank it on an equal par with recreation.

Response: A strict interpretation of the Wilderness Act was used in
the draft EIS. This interpretation considers wildlife
protection or enhancement a "secondary benefit.”

Comment: On the very first page—-—well, the second page, really, where it
lists "Responsible Agencies,” it lists two alternatives that were
considered, and under the "No Action Alternative,” it says: Continue the
administration of the grassland kipuka as a natural area and continue
managing the Craters of the Moon and Wapi lava flows for multiple use.” I
think the impression may be given there that wilderness is not multiple
use when it is in fact multiple use for recreation and wildlife.

Response: Concur. The sentence will now read: "...for multiple
use without a wilderness designation.
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Comment: On page ii under one of the "Major Areas of Controversy," which
keeps popping up is the question of the need for wilderness. The figure
of 3.9 million acres under presidential recommendation for wilderness from
RARE II is a little high. It is about 3.4 million. That paragraph might
be rewritten to clarify the difference between established, designated
wilderness with a capital "W", and defacto wilderness with a small "w".

Response: The sentence on page iii will be changed to read:
"eee3.4 million acres under presidential recom-—
mendation...” Concerning the use of the word
"wilderness,"” the sentence intends to place equal
emphasis on both words.

Ralph Maughn
Sierra Club, Northern Rockies Chapter

Comment: The Environmental Impact Statement indicates there will be no
impact on the grazing; however, I think a perception remains among many.

I suggest in the final statement you include a map of the grazing
allotments and the developed livestock facilities such as watering
troughs, salting areas, and so forth so people can see for themselves what
the relationship is of the existing grazing activities to the wilderness
proposal.

Response: In order to keep the document short and consise,
resources that are not impacted were not discussed
in detail.

Comments: Finally, I'd like to see a little more discussion on how the
exchange of approximately 18,000 acres of state lands which are in the
proposed wilderness area, how that will take place. How the state will -
and the Federal Govermment, both —— will receive a fair value for their
lands, and of course not more than a fair value.

Response: Correspondence has already occured between the State
of Idaho and the BLM on the exchange of State lands.
Since this is a proposed action, it would be premature
to work out the details on an exchange. Details of the
exchange will not be worked out unless Congress des-
ignates the area wilderness.

Cyril Slansky
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs

Comment: Now, let me make a few specific comments: On page 23, the tone
of a future use of wilderness in terms of man-years is very pessimistic.
I think too pessimistic.
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Response: The only data base available for visitor use on the
lava fields was that from Craters of the Moon Na-
tional Monument. This data is summarized on page 23
of the draft EIS, and it indicates no "appreciable
increase in use due to wilderness classification.”

Comment: On pages 22 and 32 we have reference to the impact of the
proposed wilderness status on grazing. I think this area is incompletely
described. This is one of the places where an uninitiated person who has
never been out there who has little feeling for cattle and sheep might
conclude some queer things. The 6,000 acres that the BLM option and the
nine—--with its 980 animal unit months and the 60 ranchers is similar to
the WSA Alternative of 38,500 acres for 4,807 of animal unit months for
about 105 ranchers.

Now, what is the impact of having this land as part of the wilderness?
Well, I think we should look at the overall picture. Remember this is
only part of a number of allotments that circumnavigate the whole area. 1
am sad to say I don't have the complete data, but I was able to get an
area that is adjacent to the wilderness from the Idaho Falls District
side, and this amounts to 371,000 acres.

Now, if you look at the map, the Idaho Falls District is approximately
equal in area and nature to the Shoshone District, and you can almost
double this, and you end up with something like 700,000 acres of lands
that is being used by permittees.

Now, I don't know exactly how many this amounts to in terms of ranchers,
but I can tell you that the 6,000 acres of the BLM Proposal is about .85
percent of this overall area that's being grazed, and if you went to the
other Proposal, it's 38,000 acres additional. It would amount to
something like five and a half years.

Now, I didn't have the data for the animal unit months. It might be a
more valid comparison, but -— so you double or triple these figures I just
gave you, it's still a pretty small factor, a fraction of the area that is
used in total.

I don't think it's fair to ignore this overall picture. I'm not

criticizing the general tenor of the report. I'm simply pointing out when
it comes to the impact, that we have to see a little more data.
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Response: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FPLMA) states the following in relation to live-
stock grazing in wilderness areas: "(c) During
the period of review of such areas and until
Congress has determined otherwise, the Secretary
shall continue to manage such lands according to his
authority under this act and other applicable law in
a manner so as not to impair the suitability of such
areas for preservation as wilderness, subject,
however, to the continuation of existing mining
and grazing uses and mineral leasing in the manner
and degree in which the same was being conducted on
the date of approval of this Act..." Grazing uses
are allowed to continue on 6,000 acres under the
proposed action and on 32,500 acres under the Wil-
derness Study Area alternative would not affect the
wilderness characteristics of the area. Although
the acreage grazed is small, it still represents
use by some ranchers who depend on public lands
for part of their income. Under FLPMA this use
will continue.

Comment: The predator control on page 22 might have been expanded a bit.
If the Fish and Wildlife would have revealed from their data how many
coyotes are killed in this interface and so on, I think this would be
interesting information when it comes to discussing wildlife.

Response: As discussed on page 12 of the draft EIS, predator
control would continue. Also, see response to
Letter #17.

Comments: Finally, I think the uniqueness of this area should have been
discussed in more detail.

Response: The area's unique characteristics, such as geologic
formations and relic vegetation areas, have been
described in Chapter III, Affected Environment.
However, the major reason for describing this area
is for wilderness characteristics and naturalness
from man's imprint.

Pat O'Donnell

Comment: Who is going to get the benefit out of this if it's closed out
of that (motorized vehicles) —-- some of the best sage hen country.
(Note: if designated wilderness, the area would be closed to motorized
vehicles.

Response: The proposed wilderness boundary is the lava edges, except

in a few cases, and does not include any significant sage-
hen habitat.
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Name

Vicki Collins

Hal Isaacson

Dee Williamson

James Ridenour

Trudie Olson

Andy Gibbs

Rob Hellie

Julia Corbett

LIST OF PREPARERS

Qualifications

Recreation and Wilderness Specialist
1/2 year Forest Service

1/2 year Park Service

1 year BLM

B.S. — Parks and Recreation Resources
Graduate Work - Park Administration

Assistant District Manager

EIS Project Manager and Team Leader — 4 years
experience

M.S. Range Management

Team Leader - 1 year experience
Three years experience EIS
Team member on five statements
B.S. Geography

M.S. Biogeography

.S. Bureau of Mines
.S. Geology
.S. Geology

RWa

Public Information Specialist

2 Years BLM

EIS Experience - Grazing Statement
B.S. Political Science

Recreation Technician
Summer Employee
B.S. Resource Conservation

Wilderness Coordinator
4 Years Park Planner

2 Years - BLM

B.S. Outdoor Recreation
B.S. Political Science

Writer—Editor

2 Years Park Service

B.S. Magazine Photojournalism and
Envirommental Studies
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APPENDIX I

MINERAL LEASES AND CLAIMS IN RELATION TO THE FEDERAL
LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976
(P.L. 94-579)
AND THE WILDERNESS ACT OF 1964
(P.L. 88-577)

Until December 31, 1983, the United States mining laws and all laws
pertaining to mineral leasing apply to wildernesses to the same extent as
they applied to the area prior to its classification.

Effective January 1, 1984, subject to existing rights, the minerals in
land designated as wilderness are withdrawn from all forms of
appropriations under the mining laws and from disposition under all laws
pertaining to mineral leasing.

The Wilderness Act recognizes the rights of minerals claimant under
existing mining laws and allows for prospecting and mining in wildernesses
while still recognizing the wilderness resource.

The authority to permit prospecting or mining for minerals not subject to
location and entry within a wilderness area is discretionary with the
Secretary of the Interior. Authority to give a favorable recommendation
to lease in wilderness is reserved to the Secretary of Interior. The
Secretary will not normally recommend mineral leases or permits in
wildernesses or primitive areas unless directional drilling or other
methods can be used which will avoid any invasion of the surface.

SECTION 603(c) FEDERAL LAND POLICY
AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976
(P.L. 94-579)

During the period of review of such area and until Congress has determined
otherwise, the Secretary shall continue to manage such lands according to
his authority under this Act and other applicable law in a manner so as
not to impair the suitability of such areas for preservation as
wilderness, subject, however, to the continuation of existing mining and
grazing uses and mineral leasing in the manner and degree in which the
same was being conducted on the date of approval of this Act: Provided ,
That, in managing the public lands the Secretary shall by regulation or
otherwise take any action required to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation of the lands and their resources or to afford envirommental
protection. Unless previously withdrawn from appropriation under the
mining laws, such lands shall continue to be subject to such appropriation
during the period of review unless withdrawn by the Secretary under the
procdures of section 204 of this Act for reasons other than preservation
of their wilderness character. Once an area has been designated for
preservation as wilderness, the provisions of the Wilderness Act which
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apply to national forest wilderness areas shall apply with respect to the
administration and use of such designated area, including mineral surveys
required by section 4(d) (2) of the Wilderness Act, and mineral
development, access exchange of lands, and ingress and egress for mining
claimants and occupants.

SECTION 4(d) (2) OF THE
WILDERNESS ACT OF 1964
(p.L. 88-577)

Nothing in this Act shall prevent within national forest wilderness areas
any activity, including prospecting, for the purpose of gathering
information about mineral or other resources, if such activity is carried
on in a manner compatible with the preservation of the wilderness
enviromment. Furthermore, in accordance with such program as the
Secretary of Agriculture, such areas shall be surveyed on a planned,
recurring basis consistent with the concept of wilderness preservation by
the Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines to determine the mineral
values, if any, available to the public and submitted to the President and
Congress.

Mineral leases, claims, etc. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
Act, until midnight December 31, 1983, the United States mining laws and
all laws pertaining to mineral leasing shall, to the same extent as
applicable prior to the effective date of this Act, extend to those
national forest lands designated by this Act as "wilderness areas"”;
subject, however, to such reasonable regulations governing ingress and
egress as may be prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture consistent
with the use of the land for mineral location and development and
exploration, drilling, and production, and use of land for transmission
lines, waterlines, telephone lines, or facilities necessary in exploring,
drilling, producing, mining, and processing operations, including where
essential the use of mechanized ground or air equipment and restoration as
near as practicable of the surface of the land disturbed in performing
prospecting, location, and, in oil and gas leasing, discovery work,
exploration, drilling, and production, as soon as they have served their
purpose. Mining locations lying within the boundaries of said wilderness
areas shall be held and used solely for mining or processing operations
and uses reasonably incident thereto; and hereafter, subject to valid
existing rights, all patents issued under the mining laws of the United
States affecting national forest lands designated by this Act as
wilderness areas shall convey title to the mineral deposits within the
claim, together with the right to cut and use so much of the mature timber
therefrom as may be needed in the extraction, removal, and beneficiation
of the mineral deposits, if the timber is not otherwise reasonably
available, and if the timber is cut under sound principles of forest
management as defined by the national forest rules and regulations, but
each such patent shall reserve to the United States all title in or to the
surface of the lands and products thereof, and no use of the surface of

77




the claim or the resources therefrom not reasonably required for carrying
on mining or prospecting shall be allowed except as otherwise expressly
provided in this Act: Provided , That, unless hereafter specifically
authorized, no patent within wilderness areas designated by this Act shall
issue after December 31, 1983, except for the valid claims existing on or
before December 31, 1983. Mining claims located after the effective date
of this Act within the boundaries of wilderness areas designated by this
Act shall create no rights in excess of those rights which may be patented
under the provisions of this subsection. Mineral leases, permits, and
licenses covering lands within national forest wilderness areas designated
by this Act shall contain such reasonable stipulations as may be
prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture for the protection of the
wilderness character of the land consistent with the use of the land for
the purpose for which they are leased, permitted, or licensed. Subject to
valid rights then existing, effective January 1, 1984, the minerals in
lands designated by this Act as wilderness areas are withdrawn from all
forms of appropriation under the mining laws and from disposition under
all laws pertaining to mineral leasing and all amendments thereto.

APPENDIX 2

THE FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976
(P,L. 94-579)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WILDERNESS STUDY

Within fifteen years after the date of approval of this Act, the Secretary
shall review those roadless areas of five thousand acres or more and
roadless islands of the public lands, identified during the inventory
required by section 201(a) of this Act as having wilderness
characteristics described in the Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964 (78
Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and shall from time to time report to
the President his recommendation as to the suitability or nonsuitability
of each such area or island for preservation as wilderness: Provided ,
That prior to any recommendations for the designation of an area as
wilderness the Secretary shall cause mineral surveys to be conducted by
the Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines to determine the mineral
values, if any, that may be present in such areas: Provided further ,
That the Secretary shall report to the President by July 1, 1980, his
recommendations on those areas which the Secretary has prior to November
1, 1975, formally identified as natural or primitive areas. The review
required by this subsection shall be conducted in accordance with the
procedure specified in section 3(d) of the Wilderness Act.
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GLOSSARY

Aa - a lava flow with a rough clinkery or loose blocky surface. The rock
contains deflated and stretched vesicles. Hawaiian word for "hard on the
feet."”

Air Quality Classes — classes established by the Envirommental Protection
Agency that define the amount of pollution considered significant within
an area. Class I applies to areas where almost any change in air quality
would be considered significant; Class II applies to areas where the
deterioration normally accompanying moderate well-controlled growth would
be considered insignificant; and Class III applies to areas where
deterioration up to the national standards would be considered
insignificant.

Animal Unit Month (AUM) - the amount of forage necessary for the
sustenance of one cow or five sheep for a period of 1 month.

Ash - sand- or dust-size volcanic ejected matter.

Basalt — a dark lava rich in iron and magnesium and comparatively poor in
silicon; the common lava in the Craters of the Moon and Wapi flows.

Blue Dragon Lava — lava with a sky-blue to cobalt-blue surface caused by
electron exchanges in titanium and iron atoms.

Bombs - volcanic ejecta molten when thrown out and having particular
forms, such as ribbon, bread-crust, spindle, etc.

Cinder Cone — a mound built by small ejecta around a vent, with most of
the fragments larger than 1/2-inch across, very vesicular, and mostly
loose.

Climax Vegetation — the final vegetative community that emerges after a
series of successive vegetational stages. The climax community
perpetuates itself indefinitely unless disturbed by outside forces.

Crater — a depression at a volcanic vent.
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Cultural Resources - those fragile and nonrenewable remains of human
activities, occupations and endeavors as reflected in sites, buildings,
structures, or objects, including works of art, architecture and
engineering. Cultural resources are commonly discussed as prehistoric and
historic values, but each period represents a part of the full continuum
of cultural values from the earliest to the most recent.

Driblet Spire — a hornito which is more vertical in nature, with a rise to
run ratio approaching 1:1 or steeper. Formed by the accretion of lava
globs as they are projected from gas vents or blowholes and fall on one
spot.

Ecosystem — complex self-sustaining natural system which includes living
and non-living components of the enviromment and the interactions that
bind them together. 1Its functioning involves the circulation of matter
and energy between organisms and their environment.

Endangered Species — a species of fish, wildlife or plants found by the
Secretary of Interior to be threatened with extinction because its habitat
is threatened with destruction, drastic modification or severe
curtailment, or because of over—exploitation, disease, predation or other
factors. 1Its survival requires assistance.

Fault - a fracture in the earth's crust along which movement has occurred.

Hornito — a low oven—-shaped mound of lava with a rise to run ratio from
1:5 to 1:3. Formed by the accretion of lava globs as they are issued from
gas vents or blowholes.

Kipuka - an island of old lava surrounded, but not covered by, a lava
flow. It can be higher or lower than the lava flow. Hawaiian word for
"window."

Obsidian - volcanic glass formed by lava chilling too quickly to
crystallize. Tachylyte is the technical name of basaltic glass.

Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) — any motorized vehicle designed for or capable of
cross—country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, ice,
marsh, swampland or other terrain.

Pahoehoe - lava with a smooth or ropey surface spread chiefly through
tubes and characterized by round vesicles. Hawaiian word for "ropey
coils."”

Pressure Ridges — dome like ridges which are usually cracked open at the
top throughout their length, formed by lateral pressure in the surface of
a lava flow.
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Public Land - formal name for lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management.

Rift — a lengthy fissure in the earth's crust.
Scoping Session - an early and open public process for determining the

scope of the issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant
issues related to a proposed action.

Sensitive Species — animals classified by the BLM and Idaho Fish and Game
Department are those: 1) not yet officially listed but which are
undergoing a status review or are proposed for listing, 2) whose
populations are consistently small and widely dispersed, or whose ranges
are restricted to a few localities, and 3) whose numbers are declining so
rapidly that official listing may become necessary as a conservation
measure.

Shield Volcano — a broad, fairly flat lava cone having the shape of a
shield. An example is the Pillar Butte area of the Wapi flow.

Site — (archaeological) a physical location where human activities or
events occurred.

Spatter Cone — a cone built by spatter around a vent. The clots stuck
together when they fell,

Succession — the orderly process by which plant communities develop toward
the climax plant association.

Threatened Species — any species which is likely to become an endangered
species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant
portion of its range, and which has been designated in the Federal
Register by the Secretary of Interior as a threatened species.

Tree Mold - a hole in a lava flow caused by lava making a cast of a tree
trunk.

Tube - a lava cavern through which pahoehoe lava flowed.

Wilderness Study Area — an area of Public Land which has undergone BLM's
initial and intensive wilderness inventories, including public
involvement, and has been determined to have wilderness characteristics
and to warrant further wilderness study.

Wilderness Suitability — BLM's judgment of the suitability of a wilderness

study area to be managed as wilderness. The judgment process includes a
conflict analysis with other resource values.
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