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COUNTY OF INYO

BOARD OF JUPERVISORS
Covmrmmad

anm

Aprll 9, 1985

¥

Intarlor Board of Land App:ki.

William Phillip Horton, Chisf Administrative Judge

4015 Wilson Blwd. e =]

Arlingten, VA 22201 ﬁi

. g

Bubjects: Appesl of the S5tate Bureau of Land Hanagement
Diractor's Recommendacion to tha Hatlonal BLM
Director Buford, concecning the BLH Wilderneasm
Eeudy Areas in California, Decombaor, 1784.

To tha Henorable Judge Horton:

Tha Inye County Board of Bupervisors wishes to appeal the
Etats BLM Director's Recommendaktion to the Matlonal BLM
Dlrector Bucford concerning the DLM Wilderneas Study Aceas In
Californis, December, 1984 according to the focllowing
groundsi

GROUND HO. l3 The publlic, igeluding tha Inyo County Board of
Buparviscrs, has not besen given the cppertunity to review
and submit comsants %o BLM concerning the Decesber, L3984
Wilderness Study Arsam LIn Califoernia. This im & dopartursa
from mll other BLM proposale. It is also a departuras from
the sarlier phasss of the DLM.Wildernsss Study Area Program
whera & 30 day publle review ‘and comment pericd cn the *Final
Intansive Wilderness Inventcry Report, Except the California
Desart Conasrvation Area = JanuaAry; 1980% was permitted. Tha
public has not been given tha opportunity to review and
commant on the proposals.
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Furtharmors, the State BIM Director's offlce has verbally
mentioned to Inyo County staff members that the naxt publie
commant peried will only occur at tha Congressional Hearings.
This statement is in conflict with Bectlon 3({d): Suleabliliey
(dif1}, (A);(B)}; and (C) of Appendix B-ewxcerpts from the Wil=
derness Act of September 3, 1964 (Pub. TN BE--577) of pags
5120, Federal Regimter/Vol. 47, Wo. 23/Wednesday, Fabruary 3,
1982 /Hotices. Tha Wildernass Act mandates tha Secratary of

the Interior prior to submitting any r-@yhnqndatiqn| to the

Fresidar® or Congress top A. give such publiec notice of pro-
poased action including publication in the Federal Register
and in a newspaper having genaral clrculatien in the area or
arsas in tha vielnity of the affected land; 8. to hold a pub=
ligc hearing of hearings at a location oc locstions convenient
to the area affscted along with propsr publie notice
including newspapers of general circulation in the area; C.
at least thirty days bafore the date of hearing, advise the
Inyo County Loard of SBupervisors, rede;ﬁ?:nupattnnntl and
Agencles concerned and invite such ﬂE!tq‘ ls and Federal
Agencies teo submlt thelr views on ths proposed action st tha
hearing or by no latar than thirey days llowing the date of
hearing. Also any views submitted to thb ;ttrutur? ol tha
Intefior at the hearings, shall ke includpd with any BLH re-
comsendations subuitted to the Prultdent.a@d Cangress.

The Board of Supscvisera wishes sd='nistrative remlicf whereby
tha publie is glven the opportunity to raview and comment on
the BLM Californis Etats Wilderness Recommendations. Tha
Board also asks for assu.ances from the Secretary of the In-
tarior that hearings(m) will be held as prescribed by law.
Tha Board recommeands hearings ba held at Independencea, Tecopa
and Ridgeacrest (Kern County)y which are central localities in

the vicinity of tha affected land for the cicizens of Inyo
County. 5y

GROUND HO. 21 éj

Upon raviewlng the BLM Wildernsss Froposal for California
{Presanted in tabular form belew), Inyo County is 2f the
epinion that the Federal Government has proposad too many
wilderness areas in Inyo County. Wa further percelve "Cri=-
taria 11 of the BLM regulaticns® (Balancipng Geographic Dim-
tribution of Wildsrness Areas)® has not besen adequately con-
sidered as intended by Congress. For instgnce, Mr. llastey's
recommendation te Burford asounts to approkimately 1,964,220
acres designated suitable for wildernoss (spuitable). The
acreage designated suitable in Inys County alone amounts to
768,879 acres or 39 percent of tha ftotal DLH wildarrness ce=
commendation in California. The BEM recommendation has
placed 81 percent of the total acreage in.two counties
whoreas, 43 other California countlies have not recelved any
proposed BLM wilderness acresage at all.
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TABLE EROWING DISTRIBUTION OF BLM WILOERNESS
RECOMMENDATION Tu_;}&-:mnum COUNTIES
COUNTY SUITABLE ™ PERCENT OF
WILLERUESS ACREAGE RECOMMENDATION

San Bernardino® B28,97T0 «0%
Inyo TEB,BTH L%
Riversida®e 121,208 .} « 2%
Imperial 94,535 ¥F 1Y
Lassen T6,274 ¥ 9%
Ean Diego 35,256 = JER
E&rn 27,001 o T
Tulara 15,507 B
Monterey 2,200 T
Remaining 4% Countias®®® a 0N

1
L}

TOTALSS8 Countlen 1,964,224 24 0.0N

L Includans an undetearmined ambount of Riverside acreage.

k% ITngludes an undetermined smount of Imperial acreaga.

sad Hupboldt and Mendoclnoe Counties still have £l,081 acres
under study.

Inyo County to date has the John Mulr and Colden Trout Wil-
darness areas. Congress has added additional acreags via tha
FARE II Frogram. Tha Forest Bearvice Le studying the possibi-
1ity of adding additional acreage for those lands designated
*Further Study®. Tha Hational Park Ssrvice has recommended
large tracts of Death Valley Mational Honument as baing
sultables for wildernass.

Tha placemsnt of so much acreage-inte wildernoss within the
boundsaries of Inyo County, appuafd to be & vioclation of thas
Congressional mandate axprassad qy Criteria #1 of DLM regu=-
lationm. ok

Tha Board of Bupsrvisors would liij to seas compliance with
Criteria 12 of BLH regulations. i

CROUND HO. 2

i
The Inyo County Board of Suparvimgrs is concerned with the
adverse fzpacts the orsation of more wildesrness areas will
have upon ths sconomy of Inye County. BLM regulations are
dasigried to addrsss thass ispacts thru Standard Ho. 1,
Brandard WHo. 2 and Btandard Ho. 5. The Board il concerned
that BLM has not adeguataly addresasd these regulationas.

o
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1,
Standard Ha., 1| addresses enetgy and mineral resource values.
Wa are purzled by the apparent contradictions presented by
atsff of the Blshop Area Offlce of BLH. The Resourca Inven-
tory of tha Bentan-Owens Valley Pramework Plan and accom=
panisd maps have identified’ the mineral rescurces within
HSA-CA=010-056 am conslsting of two types of mineral des-
eriptiona. Thera i% & "mineral zone™ of silver, lead, gold
and zinc and & *metallic mineral ressurce area”™ of silver,
lead and gold., Whereas at a-peeting held on Hovember 14,
19831 attended by two County'S rvisors,; the County Admin-
istrater and County Staff Hiiﬁ Bishop Area pffice Staff of
BiM; it wam mentioned by BLM'that the mineral rescuorces in
WSA-CA-010-056 as no and low mineral potentlal and moderate
uranium potentisl. Later in Eha same meeting wa asked thae
guestion of why wilderness was-nesded? Tha reply from BLM
was wildarness was nesded to Xeep the miners from damaging
the land. A

L
Standard ¥Wo. 2 addresses impatfs on other rescurces such as
grazing. Wa are of the opini that the creation of wildes-
noss in & portion of WSA-CA-010-056 will prevent the grazing
upen cartain rangelands that histerieally in the past has
basn utilized for grazing. This will pot only imposc an ad-
verss impact vpon the socio-ectnomics (admittedly minor to
tha town of Lone Pine), but environmentally impose a possi-
ble adverss anvironmental impact uvpon the native wildlife
through the prohibiting of thascleaning and malntenance of
springs. The rancher by developing the springs provides
watar for both domestlic livestock and wildlife aliks,

Standard ¥o. 5 raguires analysis of sdverss cumulative im=-
pacts upon the local sconomy rough tha sstablishment of
mote wilderness aceas. We wonder how this regulation can be
follewsd when as mentioned aboyp in Ground Ho.2, the fact
that so much of Inyo County ls already wilderness and mors
screage la being recommendsd ap additional wilderness? What
will the resulting advarse Lmpact to Inya County's econosy
ba?

GROUND WO. 41

This objectlon of the Board Eﬂigitnl tha inconslstency of the
wilderfiaas amendmant with tha tdﬂptud Conservatlon and Open
Epace Elemeant of the Inyo County Genoral Flan. The wilder-
ness amandmant is also inconelatent with the draft Benton-
Owens Valley Framework plans ofgSeptembear 26, 1579 and Hay of
1980. “Standard Ho. 6" of the DLM regulaticns requires BLH
stalf to consider other Faderal; State and local plans. The

intent im to achieve conaistancy with other agency plans.
a
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The Board sarly in tha nLﬂ?q}-nninq Proceas directed the
County Planning Department and the cictizen advisory com-
mittees to halp coordinate with the BLM Bishop Area office in
formulating thelr planning dpcuments. Tha result of this
closs Interaction batween aggncles and members of the public
resulted in the Draft lantdﬂ}ﬂu:ni Valley Framework FPlan of
BLH recommgnding the establighment of a 13,000 acre wilder-
ness Arss. The County of Igyo incorporated the boundarles of
this recommendation Llnteo itEfadopted Conservation and Open
Space Element of the Eenarlk Plan.

The BIM later circulated the**DEISF Wilderness Recommendations
for the Bantop=Owena ?ullt?!ﬁddilitnlivillu Stody Areas™
Bakarsflield District, Augusd™l2, 1383, The boundaries of
HEA=CA=010-056 wars axpandedtbeyond that of the sarlier drafe
Benton-Owens Valley Framewo Plan and WEA=CA=010=55 waa
addad in the riﬂﬂmMInﬂltiﬂTr

An a result; tha Inyo County-Board of Buperviscrs in responsa
sent BLM Resolucion Mo. 831-88 and accompaning lettsr am offi-
cial comments to the DEIS Wilderness Recommendation. The
fedaral Register on page 5110 under Etandard No. & reguirca
BLM to respond to written comments regacding Lnconslatancies
with adopted General Plans "explanining how the consistancy
isaued wam resclved and why®.| To date we have not recaived
any BLM responss as rzquirud'iy BLM regulations.

Furthermors, the Dakersfield Districkt Advisory Counell at ths
Decenber 2, 1983 maesting aupported Inyo County's recormsmconda=
tion of m 13,000 acre wildarpness in the Inyo Hountains.
Theres was & minor departurs in sdjuacing the mouth boundary
froem a stream and canyon bott M o A mora recognizable boun=
dary (Leong Jehn Tradl). }

HOTICH: L

(Larry Calkina of BLM imlnot related to mysaslf)

rfarry Calkine: I den'tiknow guite how o put this
motion; I would lika to perhaps recommand with re=

gard to the two araas, and 36, that 55, Cerro

Gordo, be dropped from ths recommendatlon by this
Councll and that 56 f£r Fmﬂhﬂ“t Hew York Butte

northy, I don't know where that lins would go,

staff would have to halp .us on that, ba conmi-

darad aw & wilderness candidascy. I would like to

saa this part that seema to have all these problems
eliminated from that recommendatlicon.
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2
Tim Johnesonr Basieally, thn:'q“;h- county general plan line.
Paul Johnmont Motioned by Larcy, do wa have a second?

Lols Brekkes I'1ll mecond 1t.";aﬂnklrlfield District
Advimory Councll mesting, page 15, December 2, 1981).
AMENDMENT TO MOTION: i
"Larry Calkins: 1I'd like Tb amend the text of my
motion now to the Long Johf"Trail to be the south-
armosk hﬂﬂﬂdnrg of the prnpniud wilderness.

Paul Johnsoni D[. is that agreunhl- with the second?

Lola Brekker Second.® [Baktrl%*:ld Dlestrict Advisory
Council Hesting, page 27]).

Motion passed 5 ayes, 2 nn:-fi& abaent.

o i
The BLM regulations addressed 11_{ Standard Ho. & alss require
BLM to respond to written comments from a Federal agency or
bedy regarding inconsistanclies. “The BLM has not sent the re-
quirad rasponss to thelr own hdtirnr? Ceuncil either.

The Board would appreciates receiving the required response
from BLM am reguired by rugulntiun+

Attached hereto and inturpurnt&d hurain for your refarcence
aren &

1] Exhibit "A® conmisting of Durean of Land Managemont
wilderness stody areas in Californis, Informaticnal Material
Released Dacembar, 1904 b A

1=
2) Exhibilie "B" consisting of two.{2) coples of Benton-0wens
Valley/lodie-Colavills Wilderness?Environmantal Impact
Btatemant,; Map 2-b, Alternative 1'- Proposed Actlos,
CA=0L0=-05%6 (emphasls added};

MAMwyvilsory Council Mesting Decambef
Bishop, Californiaj

¢ L¥B3; 873 H. Maln Street,

i1} Exhibit *C® consisting of Hin%" of Dakerpfield District

4) Exhibit *0° consisting of Danton Owens Valley Land Use
Recommendations, Bouth Inyo Hanagemsnt Area 12, objective Oy

%) Exhibit "E* consisting of Owana Valley-Map=1 Conservation
and Open Space Element, Inyo Enunt# Geansral Plan, adopted
Juna 2.; 19!1. 3
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The Board appreclates the opportunity given by the Department
of the Interior to appeal the Recommendation of the State

Director's Cffice of BLH.

Sincerely

Lawrance E. Calklnas, Chulrmumgi

Inyo County Board of Supervisors
.

Enclosurss Board of Supervisors

Regolution Ho. B5-12
=]
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