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Route Number

Big Pine East

125146

Route Number
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N2427
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N2493
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N2366

125123
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Route Number

125116 10S210
N2361 10S206
N2360 10S212
125119 N2304
125113 N2310
125118 09S174
N2356 N2301
125163 N2305
095168 N2306
11S132 N2309
N2359 10S197
085188 N2300
14S144 10S127
11S124 10S131
11S125 N2284
11S123 10S128
N2335 10S130
N2486 10S129
N2487 10S220
N2489 10S125
N2488 10S126
11S142 09S176
11S143 N3091
11S140 N4005
11S149 08S5201 N Horn Mine
N2351 N2251 N Horn Mine
11S141 N2238 Lead Silver Mine
N2832 N2223 Lead Silver Mine
11S133 09S121 Talc Mine
N2348 09S139 Talc Mine
085489 07S151 Ironage Mine
N2223 08S198 Silver Mines
N2248 (Mineral Hill)
09S125 09S151 Riche Mine
10S123 N2253 Prospects
10S463 N2252 Prospects
N2709 N2254 Calcium Florite
10S164 09S172 Prospects
10S207 09S130 Copper Mine
N2315 10S118
10S203 10S126
10S202 10S151 Mines
10S205 P 10S154 Prospects
10S190 A N2305 Prospects
10S198 P N2306 Prospects
10S200 P N2309/10S197
N2312 o Historic Railroad wood
N2313 @] routes

Big Pine East

Route Number
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10S201 Guzzler

N2301

09s171

09S174
CIRCA 1956 constructed
by Inyo County by Bob
Duncan--Saline Routes--
Referred to as Duncan's

Folly

105198
10S199
N2311
10S200
Garnet Mines & Prospects

10S206
10S207
Wacoba Mining District

10S210
105208
N2316
Silver Gold Mine
Bradley's

10S196 Mines & Prospects

10S194 prospects

108177
10S178
SQWA mine Gold

10S179 Quartzite Mine

11S108
10S109
Traditional Camping Sites

N2290 Prospects

11S219 Arch Rock
in Papoose Flat Road closed
no public hearing

The majority of this area is considered by the USGS as a highly
mineralized area with great potential. Not only is there non fuel
mineral importance, but the National Strategic Materials and
Minerals Program Advisory Committee advises against closure of
area because of the rare earth minerals. Dated Feb 1988

10S219 Prospects

10S218 Prospects

10S181 Prospect and
road shown to Badger Flat
road Hewy Steward Mine

10S133 Ends at
Cabin-trail to Blake Mine

10S168 Relieves traffic
congestion Harkless to
Pappoose Flat

Route Number

Big Pine East

Route Number

Route Number




Mines and Prospects

Route Number

Bishop East

N2098 Mine

Route Number Route Number

N2091

075131

075132

N2108

N2109

N1859

N1851

N1844

N1808

N1810

N1812

N1784

N2663

N1835

N1830

N1861

N2412

075417

N2136

075139

075149

N2110

N1908

055140

N2103

085166

N3081--Road continues due
east to O7513

N3082--Continues North
approximately 1/2 mile to
mine.

075149

N2689

N2163

06S01 Wyman Canyon
Road--Approximately 1.5
miles east from top of
Wyman Canyon is Private
patented properties that the
access road to them was
closed--needs to be re-
opened to the private land

All areas inventoried for by USFS are in a highly mineralized zone.
Current studies and reports used for this purpose do not explore
the entire areas. Although the roadless mineral analysis does.
"Approximately 6,500 claims have been located in the Whites since
the 1860's" (Mineral Resource Potential of the White Mountains...).
Any closures in this area would severely limit mineral exploration and
extraction potential.

Please note: There are more roads in this area than were
inventoried. Some were created by Inyo County or at least
maintained by the county for a period. Also there were some put in
by the State. Some were closed prior to the 80's without notification
by the USFS. Those roads that lead to Private Patented property
need to be opened.




Haiwee West
Duane Rossi

Route Number

Route Number

Route Number

N2448 Livestock Route

20S111 Propect

20S112

20S100

Connection Road to
prospect

215104




Wheeler

Route Number Route Number

Route Number

55127 Mines at end of

Road-Current Claims

There are old prospects at the end of this road. There is a current
claim there also. This road needs to stay open for exploration and
extraction. Has been in existence for approximately 70 years.
USGS conducted Mineral resource Study and utilized existing road
for this in the 70's.




Route Number

Coyote to Pine Creek

08 S 142 Lindner Prospect
1940's Current Claim

Route Number

07 s 102

Route Number

n2491

Brownstone Mine Road

Tungsten Claim

N1936

08 S127

06507

08 S 128

08 s0122

N2700- Lindner Mill Site
claim Circa 1946

08 s 123

08 s 141

09S100-Existing Claim

08 s 147

N2701 Propspect

08 s 155

085126 Rossi/Bracket

08S125-Rossi/Bracket

N2494-Active Claims

08s 111

n2055

n2054

08s119

08 s 137

08 s 140 Prospect

08 s 139 Prospect

prospect

Tungsten Claim

09 s 102

09 s 107

09 s 108

n2498

08 s 204

N1942 Nick Papas

n1951

n1943

n1948

n1946

n1964

nl978

n1976

The majority of the claims and prospects are estimated to be

circa 1940's and earlier. A thorough search in County reacords will
show earlier claims. A lot of the area in Coyote qualifies as a
mineral resource zone. Tungsten deposits, gold, and silver are
only a few of the minerals present and qualify for production. It is
intersting that the roads used by the USGS to study this area are
considerd as un authorized even though they have been in use
for at least 70 years. Any closers in this area severly limit mineral

activites.

07 s 230

Tungsten Hills

08 s 106

n2187

OTEY Claim

06s17

Upper 5 Miles of Pine Creek

is missing that accesses Pine

Creek Mine and Panaminas

Mine




Economic Data Analysis

Disc: Evaluation of Inyo National Forest Travel Management Data for Socio Economic
Dated 1/23/07

File: Travel Management Economic Contribution Application TMECA Inyo NF

Tab: Introduction
Version 6/23/08 is not the data set used n the DEIS, so comparisons to this data set and the

conclusions ultimately made in the DEIS is impossible in the few weeks the county has had
access to any base data, let alone this data. Additionally, although the data sets are purportedly
different, curiously the overall visitor number stays consistent.

The two websites listed on the introductory page are not accessible.

Tab: 4 Yr Report
o Table A-1 data for “Snowmobiling” includes a note “This only added up to .88 so | added
a little to the NL Day and L OVN to get it to add up to 100%.”

“Adding a little” to selected data is not a valid statistical method. How were those two
subcategories chosen? How much is “a little?” How much was added to each? Why was the
original data not 100%?

o Table A-1 data for “Primitive camping/backpacking” includes a note “L Day (0.04) was
added to L OVN. It doesn’t make sense that backpacking would occur just during a single
day.

By changing data, the compiler is making a subjective interpretation. Again, this is not a valid
statistical method. The interpretation of raw numbers is a different process. What, exactly,
“doesn’t make sense?” Why was the 0.04 added to L OVN, rather than, say L Day numbers for
hiking?

o Table A-1 data are hard numbers n the spreadsheet, with no indication where the numbers
came from, other than the notes above indicating they were manipulated when they didn’t
add up right or “didn’t make sense” to someone.

o Table A-2 data for “Primitive Camp/Backpacking” includes a note “NL Day (2.9) was
added to NL OVN and L Day (1.3) was added to L OVN. It doesn’t make sense that
backpacking would occur just during a single day.”
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By changing data, the compiler is making a subjective interpretation. Again, this is not a valid
statistical method. The interpretation of raw numbers is a different process. What, exactly,
“doesn’t make sense?” Why was the 2.9 NL Day added to NL OVN rather than, say, hiking
OVN Numbers? Why was the 1.3 L Day added to L OVN rather than, for example, hiking OVN
Numbers? Why was this done for Primitive, but not Developed camping?

o Table A-2 data are hard numbers in the spreadsheet, with no indication where these
numbers came from, other than the note above indicating they were manipulated
when they didn’t add up right or “didn’t make sense” to someone.

o Table 1 has a note at the bottom “NP is assumed to be similar to Lday.” This note has
an arrow that doesn’t point to a specific cell, so it is difficult to know where/how this
assumption was made or used. It appears as if the same numbers (wherever they were
derived from) that are in the Lday column are also in the NP column.

o Table 1 contains “Average spending per party, per trip, by Activity” data with no
reference as to where these numbers came from. Additionally, there is no data for NL,
L, or NP Day segments for the Developed Camping or Primitive camping activities,
with no explanation why. One would assume that it may have something to do with
the “number shifting” referred to above for tables A-1 and A-2, but the numbers
weren’t shifted above for Developed Camping. Additionally, no differentiation is
made — or if it is -, it is not referred to — trips lasting 2,4, or 14 days. Is “Overnight”
one night? Six nights?

o The right-hand table, Calculated Average spending per visit, by activity, has a few
flaws. First of all, it is calculated using the “Average Spending” numbers discussed
above, for which no basis in fact has been given, and also uses data from the other
two charts on this tab, in which the creator has acknowledged that some of the data
has been intentionally manipulated and/or made up in order to make 100% or to
“make sense.” Additionally, no differentiation is made — or if it is, it is not referred to
— trips lasing 2,4, or 14 days. Is “Overnight” one night? Six nights?

Tab: Data View

o The “confidence” number of 23.11 is a great concern. Although it has no dependents
or precedents in the spreadsheet and therefore doesn’t “play into” any other data, is
this really saying that the confidence interval of the data is 23.11? If not, what exactly
is it saying?
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Table 13, which contains data that is precedent to tab:NVUM, table “Estimated Number of
Visits,” again contains hard numbers with no indication of their origin nor what the headings
mean. Column “Partic” is one that carries through, and is identified as a percentage of “Total
Activity Participation.” If we look at “Viewing Wildlife, 28.28,” it somehow translates to (or was
translated from) and “NPartic” value of 966.00, but if we look at “Downhill Skiing, 28.32,” it
translates to (or was translated from) and “NPartic” value of 57.00. Column “Main” is also one
that carries through to tab:NVUM, and is thus identified as “Was Main Activity %.” If we look
at “Hunting, 0.25,” it translates to (or was translated from) “NMain” of 6.00, yet “Primitive
Camping 0.25” translates to (or was translated from) “NMain” of 10.00. Now, it could be that all
of these columns are unrelated; but the data provided offers no clue. However, “NPartic” and
“NMain” are the only whole numbers — are these the raw numbers of survey answers? If so, does
that mean that the sample size was only approximately 10,000 of the 4.2 million? Less than
3/10ths of 1 percent was extrapolated?

Tab: NVUM

o There are two different “scenarios” provided for in the spreadsheet. One from
“NVUM Estimates (totaling approximately 4.2 million visits) and one from
“Alternative estimates” (totaling approximately 2.9 million visits). As stated above,
since this data are not the data used in the DEIS, but is expected to be used in the
FEIS, it is difficult to analyze what data are used where, and how they are being
interpreted.

o Additionally, the charts on these tables were made using the data from the previous
tabs that have admittedly been manipulated and/or made up.

Tab: NVUM Party Trip Summary

o This tab has an interesting note: “Caution: Be aware that NVUM sample sizes were too
small with respect to individual activities to produce statistically significant (sic) results.
Use these analysis reports with caution.” Yet, despite this warning, it is the USFS’s
intention to use this data in just that manner. They are attempting to use statically
insignificant samples to attempt to do an economic analysis as required by NEPA, and
use those analyses to tell the public that there is no economic impact with any of the
alternatives, when the reality is that their own analysts are warning right here that a
conclusion of any type cannot be drawn. Since this data cannot support any conclusion,
then the required NEPA economic analysis cannot be said to have been completed.

o This tab contains the note “Rule 1: For four activies9 (sic), the NVUM economic sample
did not include 100 non-local day trips. The NL day trip spending average for the
activity. The overall non-local day trip spending average ($52) is 57% higher than the
local day trip average ($33). This ratio is used to estimate the non-local day trip spending
average for the four activities with fewer than 100 NL day trip cases. For these activities,
the non-local day trip average is estimated as 1.57 times the local day trip average. For
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example, the cross country ski non-local day trip average was estimated as $34 x 1.57 =
$53.n

First of all, if the samples weren’t already warned to be statistically shaky in size, this is further
admission of that very fact. Sample sizes of <100 in a population of >4.2 million are not viable.
And again, the dollar amounts are based on “unrevealed” methodology, so calculating out from
there gives an unproven number. Lastly, although the “Rule” refers to four activities, eight
activities have a “Rule 1” notation.

o This tab also contains the note “Rule 3: Five activities10 (sic) did not include enough
local overnight trip cases to reliably estimate spending averages. For these activities the
local overnight trip average was estimated at 60% and the non-local overnight trip
average based on the overall ratio of spending averages of local and non-local overnight
trips across all activities11 (sic). Two local day trip cells do not follow the general pattern
from low to high. The low spending average for OHV use is above the average for the
activity and the high spending average for hiking/biking is below the average. These
differences are not statistically significant.”

The dollar amount averages (that we have no basis for) were used as a ratio for the number of
trips? How is that scientific? And although “Rule 3” refers to “5 activities,” the notation is used
in 9 cells.

o Although there is Rule 1 and Rule 3, there is no Rule 2.
Tab: IMPLAN Response Coefficients

o This tab contains a table of hard numbers, with no indication as to how they were
calculated. However, this data, and the preceding charts, for the basis for the summary
reports with regard to labor income and employment on the following tabs, upon which
the DEIS and FEIS will rely for the conclusion of “no impact.” The deficiency noted
above will continue to snowball exponentially to the concluding data.

Without access to the root data (the raw numbers from the NVUM, the methods by which the $
values were calculated, the “response coefficients” and how they came to be created, it is
impossible for the public to ensure that the Forest Service has done its due diligence, or even
performed its minimal obligation under NEPA to analyze the economic impacts of any of the
alternatives. In fact, with the basis data that the county has been able to obtain, the Forest Service
analysts themselves have warned that this data is derived from such a small sample as to be
statistically insignificant and should not be used with respect to individual activities. Therefore,
using this date will product what was already known to be a flawed conclusion, and therefore
cannot be used to “prop up” a claim of compliance with NEPA with regards to a meaningful
economic analysis. All it is useful for is as a tool to confuse the public into believing that the
analysis was done in the first place.
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