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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 
PH: (702) 885-6100 

Catherine Barcomb, Executive Director 
Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses 
255 W. Moana Lane Suite 207 A 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Ms. Barcomb: 

IN REPLY REFER TO : 

4700 
(NV-03580) 

OCT ~ 1005 

~ £ 180 

Attached is a copy of the administrative record for Appeal No. NV-030-95-06, which has been prepared 
in response to your notice of intent to file an appeal concerning the Final Pine Nut Multiple Use Deci­
sion. Be advised that in accordance with Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations (CPR), §4.412, you must 
file a statement of reasons within thirty days from the date of filing your intent to appeal. Refer to the 
form 1840-1 attached to the Final Decision for specific instructions. If you have any questions concern­
ing this record, please contact Earl McKinney or Rich Benson of my staff at (702) 885-6000. 

1 Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Ml~ 
John 0. Singlaub 

Assoc1a.te District Manager 

1. Copy of administrative record for Appeal No. NV-030-95-05 



Fonn 1850-2 
(December 1979) 

TO: 

State Director: 

•· 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

GRAZING APPEAL TRANSMITTAL 

Nevada (NP0-960 / NV-930) 

• 

The appeal identified herein has been filed and is forwarded to you, together with copies of the pertinent District 
Office records , for action and transmittal to an Administrative Law Judge in accordance with 43 CFR 4.470. 

1. Name(s) of appellant(s) 

2. 

Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses 
255 W. Moana Lane 
Suite 207A 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Appeal was filed ( date) 

9/19/95 

3 . Decision appealed from was served on appellant(s) 

( date) 8/21/95 

4a. DI do not recommend that a motion to dismiss the appeal be filed 
b . D I recommend that motion to dismiss the appeal be filed. I am submitting my recommendati 0ns in a sepa­

rate memorandum to you 

5. Recommendations as to approximate time for hearing ( specify week or month) 

a. Preferred time * b. Alternative acceptable time . 
April 1996 

6. 

March 1996 

•I/ pre /erred time is more than 90 days hence, give reasons under "Remarks" item 8. 

Estimated time ( in days) hearing will require 

2 to 3 

7. Approximate number of other range us ers who may re­
quest to intervene 

-0-

8. Remarks (See item 5 above; also include any other information helpful to the Administrative Law J 11dge zn making 

bis arrangements for the hearing; continue on reverse side, if necessary) 

Recommend that this appeal (NV-030-95-06) be consolidated with appeal 
(NV-030-95-05) for one factual hearing. Both of these appeals are from 
the same Final Multiple Use Decision and are based on the same allotment 
evaluations. 

Currently not aware of any other interested party that may intervene. 

_____ c_a_r_s_o_n_c_i_t_y _________ District 

1 
tnate) 

Copy to: Office of Hearings and Appeals, Sa lt Lake City, Utah 
Director, (220) Washington, D.C. 

Forward with this transmittal: (1) related grazing applicntion(s); and (2) Authorized Officer's final decision on appli­
cation(s) with evidence of service upon the ap9 licant(s). 

G PO es3 • 88 8 
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Table of Contents to Appeal NV-030-95-06 

from Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses 

1. Letters that accompanied the nine allotment evaluations that relate to the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd 
Management Area (HMA). 

a) 02/11/94 letter for the Sunrise Allotment Evaluation 

b) 12/01/94 letter for the Eldorado and Hackett Canyon Allotment Evaluations 

c) 12/15/94 letter for the Buckeye and Sand Canyon Allotment Evaluations 

d) 01/13/95 letter for the Churchill Canyon, Mill Canyon, Rawe Peak and Clifton Allotment 
Evaluations. 

2. 02/10/95 comments relating to eight allotment evaluations (all but Sunrise Allotment) from the Com­
mission for the Preservation of Wild Horses. These comments are addressed in Section 3, below. 

3. Sections VII and VIII to all nine allotment evaluations which accompanied the Proposed Multiple 
Use Decision (Section 4, below). Section VII of the Allotment Evaluations addresses the comments 
received in Section 2, above. 

4. Proposed Pine Nut Multiple Use Decision with accompanying cover letter dated July 07, 1995 and 
the Certified Mail Return Receipt. The accompanying Sections VII and VIII of the Allotment 
Evaluations are found in Section 3, above. 

5. 7 /20/95 protest to the Proposed Decision from the Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses. 
Also included is the 07/20/95 letter from the Nevada State Clearinghouse. Points of protest are ad­
dressed in Section 7, below. 

6. 07 /26/95 letter to the Commission inviting them to a meeting to discuss their points of protest. Also 
included is the 9/29/95 memorandum discussing consultations with the protestors. 

7. Response to Protests that was included with the Final Multiple Use Decision (Section 8, below). 
The Commission's protest is included under Section 5, above. 

8. 08/18/95 Final Pine Nut Multiple Use Decision with accompanying letters and enclosures. The "Re-
sponse to Protests" is in Section 7, above. 

a) 08/18/95 cover letter to the Commission with Certified Mail Return Receipt 

b) 08/18/95 cover letter to the Nevada State Clearinghouse 

c) 08/18/95 Final Pine Nut Multiple Use Decision 

d) Environmental Assessment No. NV-030-95-048, "Change in Kind of Livestock in Buckeye, 
Mill Canyon, and Rawe Peak Allotmeµts. 

1 



• • 
e) Draft Pine Nut Wild Horse Removal Plan with accompanying environmental assessment. 

f) Form 1842-1, Information on Taking Appeals to the Board of Land Appeals. 

9. 09/19/95 "Notice of Intent to Appeal" from the Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses. 

10. Chronology of Events Leading to Appeal No. NV-030-95-06. 

2 



• • 
Chronology of Events Leading to Appeal NV-030-95-06 

02/11/94 - Carson City District sends a copy of the Sunrise Allotment Evaluation to the Commission for 
the Preservation of Wild Horses (hence forth referred to as "the Commission"). 

12/01/94 - Copies of the Eldorado and Hackett Canyon Allotment Evaluations sent to the Commission. 

12/15/94 - Copies of the Buckeye and Sand Canyon Allotment Evaluations sent to the Commission. 

01/13/94 - Copies of the Churchill Canyon, Mill Canyon, Rawe Peak, and Clifton Allotment Evalua-
tions sent to the Commission. Cover letter stated that the due date for comments relating to 
all the allotment evaluations were due no later than February 27, 1995. 

02/10/95 - Comments relating to all allotment evaluations, except Sunrise Allotment, sent from the 
Commission. 

07/07/95 - Proposed Pine Nut Multiple Use Decision sent to the Commission. Included with the Pro­
posed Decision were Sections VII and VIII of the allotment evaluations, which addressed 
their 02/10/95 comments. 

07/10/95 - Proposed Decision recieved by the Commission. 

07 /24/95 - Protest from the Commission recieved at the Carson City District Office. 

07 /26/95 - Carson City District sends letter to the Commission inviting them to a meeting on August 4, 
1995 to dsicuss their points of protest. 

08/04/95 - Meeting held to discuss points of protest with interested parties. Only Craig Downer attends. 

08/17 /95 - Meeting held with the Nevada Division of Wildlife to discuss points of protest. 

08/18/95 - Final Pine Nut Multiple Use Decison sent to the Commission. Included were "Responses to 
Protests", Environmental Assessment No. NV-030-95-048 (Change in Kind of Livestock), 
Draft Pine Nut Wild Horse Removal with it's accompanying Environmental Assessment, and 
Form No. 1842-1. 

08/21/95 - Final Decison received by the Commission. 

09/19/95 - Carson City District recieves "Notice of Intent to Appeal" from the Commission. 

09/29/95 - Appeal files transmitted to IBLA. 
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COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
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John o. Singlaub, District Manager 
Carson City District 
1535 Hot Springs Road, Ste 300 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 
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RE: Final Multiple Use Decision for the Pine Nut Herd 
Management Area 

Dear Mr. Singlaub, 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the 

final multiple use decision for the Pine Nut Herd Management Area. 
The Commission filed a protest to the proposed decision on 

these allotments. A meeting had been scheduled by your office to 
respond to our concerns, however, we notified Earl McKinney that 
due to a prior commitment we would be unable to attend on that 
date. To my knowledge, only one person was able to attend on that 
date. Your District met with a NDOW representative, Roy Leach to 
discuss their concerns. Mr. Leach also presented our concerns at 
that meeting. 

With the discussions at that meeting as well as the written 
responses received enclosed with the Final, our concerns have not 
been adequately addressed that guarantees you will protect the 
resource from further damage and insure a thriving natural 
ecological balance for multiple use. 

We are filing our "Notice of Intent to Appeal" with you within 
the 30 day comment period on the Final Decision. We would like to 
schedule a meeting with appropriate District personnel, Wayne 
Howle, D.A.G., Julie Butler, Nevada state Clearinghouse, and any 
other pertinent agencies or personnel involved. We would hope to 
address our concerns to avoid having to file an appeal. Please 
notify us when would be convenient for your District for all of us 
to get together. Thank you in advance. 

Sincerely, 
/-

( ;,-c'fc L' v~ I ~ G LC c, ,_., (,,--
CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

cc: Julie Butler, Nevada State Clearinghouse 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
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Wild Horse Commission 
255 W. Moana Ste. 207A 

Reno, NV 89509 
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TAKE 
PRIOE IN United States Department of the Interior AMERICA 

Dear Interested Party: 

BCREAU OF L<\..l\JD MA.l\JAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 

1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300 
Carson City, N\' 89i06-0638 

11' REPLY REFER TO : 

4700 (NV-03580) 

August 18, 1995 

• -

Enclosed is the Final Multiple Use Decision for the Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). It was 
determined that the proposed changes in kind of livestock in Mill Canyon, Buckeye, and Rawe Peak Al­
lotmtilts included in the Proposed Multiple Use Decision needed further analysis. Therefore these pro­
posed changes in livestock management are addressed in the enclosed EA rather than in the Final Mul­
tiple Use Decision. Also enclosed is the Draft Pine Nut HMA Capture Plan with the related Environ­
mental Assessment (EA). 

Prote.:,ts to the Proposed Multiple Use Decision were received from Craig Downer, Roberta Royle, Ani­
mal Protection Institute, Nevada Division of Wildlife, Wild Horse Organized Assistance, and the Com­
miss:0n for the Preservation of Wild Horses. All protesters were invited to discuss their concerns at a 
m~eting held at Carson City District on August 4, i995. Only Craig Downer attended this meeting. A 
meeting was also held on August 17, 1995 for representatives of the Nevada Division of Wildlife . 

. ,. An analysis of the points presented by the protesters is enclosed. Only comments that relate to the Pine 
Nut Herd Management Area, the allotment evaluations, or the Multiple Use Decision are addressed. 

S Enclosures: 
1. Responses to Protests 
2. Final Multiple Use Decision 
3. Environmental Assessment No. NV-035-95-048 
4. Draft Capture Plan 
5. Environmental Accessment No. NV-035-95-047 

Sincerely, 

John 0. Singlaub 
District Manager. 
Carson City District 
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SENDER: 
• Complete items 1 and/or 2 for additional services. 
• Complete items 3, and 4a & b. 
• Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so 
that we can return this card to you. 

I also wish to receiv , the 
following services (for an extra 
feel: 

1. 0 Addretsee ' t Addrc::s • Attach this form to the front of the mailpiece, or on the 
back if space does not permit. 

2. 0 Restricted Delivery 

Consult postmaster for ff-e. 
• Write "Return Receipt Requested" on the mailpiece next to 
the article number . 

3. Article Addressed to: 

Nevada Commission for the 
Preservation of Wild Horses 
255 West Moana Lane 
Suite 207A 
Reno, NV 89509 
Attn. Catherine Barcomb 

~ure (A~,;L_ 

6. Signature (Agent) 

4a. Article Number 

4b. Service Typ ,e 
0 Registered 

~ Certified 

0 Express Mall 

0 Insured 

0 COD 
~ Return Receipt for 

Merchandise 
7. De-1,e of Delivpry r 

a- .. '2 ,~ 9·":J 
8. Addressee's Address (Only if requested 

and fee is paid) 

PS Form 811, October 1990 nU .S. GPO: 1990-2'1U61 DOMESTIC RETURN RECEIPT 

\ 
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Julie Butler, Coordinator 
Nevada State Clearing House 
Department of Administration 
Capitol Complex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Dear Ms. Butler: 

• 
4400 

(NV-03580) 

Enclosed for distribution are fifteen copies each of the 
cover letter and the Final Multiple Use Decision for the 
nine allotments which encompass the Pine Nut Herd 
Management Area. Accompanying the decisions are fifteen 
copies of Responses to Protests, the Draft Capture Plan 
and Environmental Assessment for removing excess wild 
horses, as well as the Environmental Assessment and 
Proposed Record of Decision on changing class of livestock 
for Buckeye, Mill Canyon, and Rawe Peak allotments. 

Enclosures: 

Sincerely yours, 

C. Earl McKinney 
Acting Area Manager 
Walker Resource Area 

Fifteen (15) copies each of the Pine Nut Final 
Multiple Use Decision, the cover letter, Response to 
Protests, Draft Capture Plan and EA for horses, and 
EA with Record of Proposed Decision on kind of 
Livestock. 
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Pl~E NCT FINAL MULTIPLE l :SE DECISION 

The Record of Decision for the Reno Grazing Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) was issued on 
December 21. 1982. This document established the multiple use goals and objectives which guide man­
agement of public land in the allotments contained within the Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). 
The Reno Rangeland Program Summary (RPS). issued on May 30. 1984, identified allotment specific 
objectives. 

As identified in the Reno GEIS and Reno RPS, monitoring has been conducted on these allotments to 
determine if existing multiple uses for the allotments were consistent with the attainment of the objec­
tives. Monitoring data has been collected and analyzed through the allotment evaluation process to de­
termine what changes in existing management are required in order to meet specific multiple use objec­
tives for these allotments. 

Through the consultation, coordination. and cooperation process (CCC), input from the interested parties 
has beec cl1nsidered. Based on the evaluation of the monitoring data. technical recommendations con­
tained within the allotment evaluations, and input through the CCC process, my final decision is pre­
sented below. 

BUCKEYE ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

The decision relating to the grazing of sheep on public lands in the Buckeye Allotment is as follows: 

In accordance with §4130.6-l(a) the stocking level for sheep will be 4973 AUMs. In ac­
cordance with §4130.4-2, if sheep gr1zing is authorized it will be done on a temporary non­
•enewable basis to aid in meeting multiple use objectives. Grazing within the HMA will nm 
be autho:.ized for sheep during the growing season (April 1 through July 15). 

RATIONALE 

Utilization studies detailed in the evaluation showed the allotment provided the full stocking level for 
sheep (4973 AUMs) at light or moderate use levels. This can continue with applicatior. of good forage 
management techniques. 

Authorizing she.:'p to graze on a temporar) ' non-renewable basis is at the discretion of the authorized of­
ficer. It !, important to note that this temporary non-renewable use by sheep is not in addition to permit­
ted use. but in exchange for it. If the authorized officer determines that sheep grazing, as applied for. 
would not meet land use plan objectives. the application would not be authorized. If the authorized of­
ficer determines that sheep grazing as applied for, or a modification to the application would meet these 
objectives, use would be authorized accordingly. 

l 
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CHURCHILL CANYON ALLOTMENT 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

The decision relating to the grazing of cattle on public lands in the Churchill Canyon Allotment is as fol­
lows: 

In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for cattle will be maintained at 1074 
AUMs. In accordance with §4410.3, continue to use standard Actual Use/Utilization study 
techniques over a three year period to refine this estimate and establish a preference for cattle 
which is sustainable and meets the forage needs of wild horses and mule deer. 

RATIONALE 

The 1074 AUMs of active preference for cattle is a reasonable level based upon the figures shown in the 
utilization study contained in Appendix IV of the evaluation. The Bureau will obtain further dat2. to re­
fine the estimate and establish an active preference which is sustainable. 

CLIITON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of cattle on public lands in the Clifton Allotment are as follow: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for cattle will l-e 
adjusted from 772 AUMs to 613 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b), this reduc-

. tion in active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the effec­
tive date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as 
follows: 

1995 From 772 AUMs to 719 AUMs 
1997 From 719 AUMs to 666 AUMs 
1999 From 666 AUMs to 613 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c), 159 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the authorized season of use will be changed from 4/1 -
5/31 to 1/1 - 5/31. 

RATIONALE 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 772 AUMs of active preference for cattle. The existing autho­
rized period of use occurs during a portion of the active growing season. Wild horse use occurs through­
out the active growing season. This amount and concentration of use is resulting in the loss of grass 
plants at the mid and lower elevations of the allotment. Adjusting cattle numbers will. in part, begin to 
allow these areas an opportunity to recover. By eliminating the compressed season of use for cattle and 
allowing more flexibility. use can be made during plant dormancy when they are least vulnerable. 
Snow, when available, will further help by providing the opportunity to distribute cattle over a larger 
portion of tl1e allotment. These actions should provide adequate forage on a sustainable basis. 

2 
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ELDORADO ALLOTMENT 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of sheep on public lands in the Eldorado Allotment are as follow: 

A. In accordance with §4130.4 -2, use will be authorized on a temporary non-renewable basis 
to take pressure off of or use in combination with other allotments to aid in meeting multiple 
use objectives. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-1 (a). the authorized season of use will be from 11/1 to 2/28. 
The authorization will be limited to sheep. A total of 270 AUMs will be available for sheep 
use. 

RATIONALE 

Authorizing sheep use on a temporary non-renewable basis is at the discretion of the authorized officer. 
If the authorized officer determines that sheep use, as applied for , would not meet land use plan objec­
tives , the application would not be authorized . If the authorized officer determines that sheep use as ap­
plied for, or a modification to the application would meet these objectives, use would be authorized ac­
cordingly. 

Authorizing use during the winter is advantageous. Grass plants are in a dormant state, so are not as 
susceptible to damage from grazing. Harvesting the old growth from the grass plants will allow better 
access to sunlight for the spring growth and the plants can better remain vigorous. Closed herding by 
sheep and intensively using low sagebrush plants will favor the growth of the grasses which make up the 
bulk of the diet for wild horses . Conversely , open herding can be applied that will use the shrub compo­
nent less intensively and favor the shrubs which make up a large portion of the diet for mule deer. 
Whatever grazing strategy is applied. it will be used to aid in meeting multiple use objectives. 

HACKETT CANYON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of sheep and cattle on public lands in the Hackett Canyon Allotment 
are as follow: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a). the active preference will be adjusted 
from 515 AUMs to 187 AUMs. No more than 146 AUMs of sheep use will be authorized in 
the North Pasture. No more than 41 AUMs of cattle and/or sheep use will be allowed in the 
South Pastur e. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b) , this reduction in active preference 
will be phased in over a five year period , beginning with the effective date of the Final Mul­
tiple Use Decision (1995 ). The reduction will be implemented as follows: 

1995 From 515 AUMs to 406 AUMs 
1997 From 406 AUMs to 297 AUMs 
1999 From 297 AUMs to 187 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3 -2(c). 328 AUMs will be suspended. 

3 



B. In accordance with §4130.6. the following terms and conditions will apply to the North 
and South Pastures. 

RATIONALE 

1. Specific areas within the allotment will be grazed for two weeks or less each year. 

2. During most years, these two week grazing authorizations will occur between 3/15 
and 6/30. 

3. In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow no more than 25% use 
on bitterbrush by sheep and/or cattle and wild horses before October. Yearlong use by all 
herbivores will not exceed 45%. 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 515 AUMs of active preference for sheep and cattle. The in­
fluence of pinyon-juniper woodlands severely restricts the areas that produce forage and are usable by 
sheep and cattle. The ability of these woodlands to out-compete other vegetation and intercept/utilize 
precipitation has resulted in declines of desirable forage for sheep, cattle, wild horses, and wildlife. In 
order to balance grazing with forage production, adjusting the active preference was necessary. 

Without construction of more fencing in the north pasture. cattle will probably drift off the public lands 
to the developing private lands north of the allotment. The cllotment is historically a sheep allotme:1t, 
which provides a situation where animals can be controlled through herding in the North pasture. Use in 
the South pasture can be made by either sheep and/or cattle since access to the developing private lands 
is blocked by the Eldorado Canyon Fence. 

MILL CANYON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of sheep on public lands in the Mill Canyon Allonnent are as follow: 

A. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for sheep will be maintained at 
2049 AUMs. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the authorized season of use will be changed from 11/1 
-1/31 and 4/1 -5/31 to 11/1 - 3/31. 

C. In accordance with §4130.6-2, sheep use within the HMA portion of the allotment will be 
made between 11/1 and 2/28. After 2/28. all use will be shifted outside of the HMA. 

RATIONALE 

Adequate forage is available to meet the active preference for sheep. Sheep and horses have a limited 
dietary overlap. Sheep prefer browse species while horses prefer grasses. The exception to this is dur­
ing spring green-up, when sheep will also use the grasses. A large portion of the allotment is comprised 
of low sagebrush. By changing the grazing season of use for sheep from spring to fall/winter, the com­
petition for grasses is reduced. Grazing occurs during plant dormancy when they are least vulnerable. 
Closed herding by sheep and intensively using low sagebrush plants will favor the growth of the grasses 

4 
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which make up the bulk of the diet for wild horses. Conversely, open herding will use th~ shrub com­
ponent less intensively and favor the shrubs which make up a large portion of the diet for mule deer. 
Whatever grazing strategy is applied, it will be used to aid in meeting multiple use objectives. 

A sage grouse use area is located within the HMA. By removing livestock prior to the initiation of 
growth (i.e., green shoots of grass, forb production), the competition for this forage between livestock 
and wild horses will be eliminated. The vegetation along with the associated insect population are im­
portant to the sage grouse. 

RA WE PEAK ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of cattle on public lands in the Rawe Peak Allotment are as follow: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for cattle will 
be adjusted from 552 AUMs to 54 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b), this reduc­
tion in active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the effec­
tive date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as 
follows: 

1995 From 552 AUMs to 386 AUMs 
1997 From 386 AUMs to 220 AUMs 
1999 From 220 AUMs to 54 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c), 498 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the authorized season of use will be changed frvm 5/16 
- 7 /31 to 11/1 -3/31. 

RATIONALE 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 552 AUMs of active preference for cattle. The influence of 
pinyon-juniper woodlands severely restricts the areas that produce forage and are usable by cattle. The 
ability of these woodlands to out-compete other vegetation and intercept/utilize precipitation has resulted 
in declines of desirable forage for cattle, wild horses, and wildlife. In order to balance grazing with for­
age production, adjusting the cattle active preference was necessary. 

The existing authorized period of use occurs during the active growing season. Wild horse use also oc­
curs throughout the active growing season. This concentration of use, coupled with the problems associ­
ated with the influence of the pinyon-juniper woodlands, has resulted in the loss of desirable forage. 

Adjusting the active preference for cattle will, in part, begin to allow those areas that are usable an op­
portunity to recover. Use can be made during plant dormancy when they are least vulnerable. Snow, 
when available, will further help by providing the opportunity to distribute use. 

5 
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SAND CANYON ALLOTMENT 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Sand Canyon Allotment are as fol­
lows: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3, the active livestock preference is cancelled. 

B. In accordance with §4130.4-2, livestock grazing may be authorized on a temporary non­
renewable basis to aid in meeting multiple use objectives. 

C. In accordance with §4130.6-2, utilization shall not exceed the Allowable Use Level of 
55%. This applies to livestock and wild horses. 

RATIONALE 

The area adjoining the allotment is a developing urban area. As Carson City continues to expand, the 
public lands will become valuable as open space for residents. It has become impractical as a cattle al­
lotment. 

However, it may be ir: the i>tst interest of the public to use intensively managed livestock grazing as a 
tool in accomplishing specific environmental goals ( e.g .. noxious weed control. trampling seed into the 
soil on barren areas, stimulating decadent vegetation. etc.). Authorizing grazing use on a temporary 
non-renewable basis is at the discretion of the authorized officer. If the authorized officer determines 
that livestock grazing. as applied for, would not meet the objective(s), the application would not be au­
thorized. If the authorized officer determines that this use as applied for, 01 a modification to the ap­
plication would meet objective(s), use would be authorized accordingly. 

SUNRISE ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of cattle on public lands in the Sunrise Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for cattle will 
be adjusted from 1092 AUMs to 159 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b), this re­
duction in active preference will be phased in over a five year period. beginning with the ef­
fective date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented 
as follows: 

1995 From 1092 AUMs to 781 AUMs 
1997 From 781 AUMs to 470 AUMs 
1999 From 470 AUMs to 159 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c). 933 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6, the following terms and conditions will apply: 
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RATIONALE 

1. Specific areas within the allotment will be grazed for two weeks or less each year. 

2. During most years, these two week grazing authorizations will occur between 3/ l 5 -
6/15. 

3. The allowable use level of 27 .5% is established for use on perennial grasses and 
22.5% on bitterbrush by livestock. 

4. No livestock grazing will be authorized until utilization levels by wild horses are be­
low the allowable use level for grasses and/or bitterbrush. 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 1092 AUMs of active preference for cattle. TI1is is a result of 
use by wild horses and the influence of pinyon-juniper woodlands. The tenns and conditions set forth 
will provide plants the opportunity to regrow during their active growing season (spring and summer). 

AUIBORITY 

Authority for this decision is found in Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations, which states in perti­
nent parts: 

§4100.0-8: "The authorized officer shall manage livestock grazing on the public lands under 
the principle of multiple-use and sustained yield. and in accordance with applicable land usi: 
plans . . Land use plans shall establish allowable resource uses (either singly or in combination), 
related levels of production or use to be maintained, areas of use and resource condition goals 
and objectives to be obtained. The plans also set forth program constraints and general manage­
ment practices needed to achieve management objectives. Livestock grazing activities and man­
agement actions approved by the authorized officer shall be in conformance with the land use 
plan as defined at 43 CFR §1601.0-5(b)." 

§4110.3: "The authorized officer shall periodically review the grazing preference specified 
in a grazing pennit or grazing lease and may make changes in the grazing preference status. 
These changes shall be supported by monitoring, as evidenced by rangeland studies conducted 
over time, unless the change is either specified in an applicable land use plan or necessary to 
manage, maintain, or improve rangeland productivity." 

§4110.3-2(a): "Active use may be suspended in whole or in pan on a temporary basis due to 
drought, fire, or other natural causes, or to facilitate installation, maintenance, or modification of 
range improvements." 

§4110.3-2 (b): "When monitoring shows active use is causing an unacceptable level or pattern of 
utilization or exceeds the livestock carrying capacity as determined through monitoring. the au­
thorized officer shall reduce the active use if necessary to maintain or improve rangeland produc­
tivity, unless the authorized officer determines a change in management practices would achieve 
the management objectives." 
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§41 I0.3-2(c): "Where active use is reduced it shall be held in suspension or in nonuse for 
conservation/protection purposes. until the authorized officer determines that active use may re­
sume." 

§4110.3-3(a): "Changes in active use in excess of 10 percent shall be implemented over a 5-year 
period. unless after consultation with the affected permittees or lessees and other affected inter­
ests, an agreement is reached to implement the increase or decrease in less than 5 years." 

§4110.3-3(b): States in part that "After consultation. coordination and cooperation, suspensions 
of preference shall be implemented through a documented agreement or by decision. If data ac­
ceptable to the authorized officer are available, an initial reduction shall be taken on the effective 
date of the agreement or decision and the balance taken in the third and fifth years following that 
effective date, except as provided in paragraph (a) of this section." 

§4120.2 (a): States in part that "The allotment management plan shall include terms and condi­
tions under§§ 4130.6, 4130 .6-1. 4130.6-2 and 4130.6-3 of this title, and shall prescribe the live­
stock grazing practices necessary to meet specific multiple-use management objectives." 

§4120.2 (c): "Completed allotment management plans shall be incorporated into the terms and 
conditions of the affected grazing permits and leases." 

§4120.3-1 (a): "Range improvements shall be installed, used. maintained, and/or modified on the 
public lands, or removed from these lands. in a manner consistent with multiple-use nianage­
ment." 

§4130.4-2: "Nonrenewable grazing permits or leases may be issued on an annual basis to 
qualified applicants when forage is temporarily available, provided this use is consistent with 
multiple-use objectives and does not interfere with existing livestock operations on peblic lands." 

§4130.6: "Livestock grazing permit(, and leases shall contain terms and conditions neces-
sary to achieve the management objectives for the public lands and other lands under Bureau of 
Land Management administration.'' 

§4130.6-1 (a): "The authorized officer shall specify the kind and number of livestock. the 
period(s) of use. the allotment(s) to be used. and the amount of use, in animal unit months for ev­
ery grazing permit or lease. The authorized livestock grazing use shall not exceed the livestock 
carrying capacity as determined through monimring and adjusted under §§4110.3, 4110.3-1 and 
4110.3-2." 

§4130.6-2 : "The authorized officer may specify in grazing permits and leases other terms and 
conditions which will assist in achieving management objectives, provide for proper range man­
agement or assist in the orderly administration of the public rangelands." 

§4130.6-3 "Following careful and considered consultation. cooperation and coordination 
with the lessees. permittees. and other affected interests. the authorized officer may modify terms 
and conditions of the pe1mit or lease if monitoring data show that present grazing use is not 
meeting the land use plan or management objective~." 

8 



APPEAL 

Should you wish to appeal this decision for the purpose of a hearing before an Administrative Law 
Judge, in accordance with 43 CFR § 4160.4, you are allowed thirty (30) days from receipt of this notice 
within which to file such an appeal with the District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Carson 
City District Office, 1535 Hot Springs Road, Suite 300, Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638. An appeal 
should specify the reasons, clearly and concisely, why you think the decision is in error. 

PINE NUT HERD MANAGEMENT AREA 
WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to wild horses managed within the Pine Nut HMA are as follows: 

A. In accordance with§ 4700.0-6(a), the potential stocking level for wild horses in the por­
tions of the HMA located within each allotment is as follows: 

Buckeye 
Churchill Canyon 
Clifton 
Eldorado 
Hackett Canyon 
Mill Canyon 
Rawe Peak 
Sand Canyon 
Sunrise 

Total 

493 AUMs 
154AUMs 
444AUMs 
270AUMs 
187 AUMs 
296AUMs 
54AUMs 
95AUMs 
159AUMs 

2152 AUMs 

B. The management of wild horses within the HMA will be in accordance with the Strategic 
Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public Lands (June 1992). 

C. In accordance with §4710.3-1 and §4710.4, the Appropriate Management Level for the 
HMA will be 179 head of wild horses. The population will be adjusted to 34% below this 
maximum level and allowed to increase to the AML of 179. 

D. In accordance with §4710.3-1, the following allotment specific objectives will apply: 

Hackett Canyon Allotment: In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow 
no more than 25% use on bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses before October. Yearlong 
use by all herbivores will not exceed 45%. 

Sand Canyon Allotment: Wild horses should be allowed to graze in the allotment under the 
following constraints: 

1. Utilization shall not exceed the Allowable Use Level of 55%. This applies to livestock 
and wild horses. 
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2. No damage attributable to wild horses shall occur on riparian habitat along the Carson 
River. 

3. Wild horses will be removed upon request in writing from private land owners in ac­
cordance to Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations, §4720.2-1. 

Sunrise Allotment: An allowable use level of 27 .5% for yearlong use on perennial grasses 
and 22.5% on bitterbrush shall be managed for by wild horses. 

RATIONALE 

Generally, in observing these horses over the last three years, the Range Conservationists and Wild 
Horse and Burro Specialist considered many of the bands to be showing signs of stress from inadequate 
forage supplies. Many areas show evidence of a constant search for forage. Utilization is occurring sev­
eral miles outside of the historic HMA. In certain portions of the HMA, ecological sites are declining. 
In other areas the ecological sites appear to be stable but they have stabilized at the low end of their pro­
ductive potential. 

The analysis of available monitoring data presented in the allotment evaluations for those allotments in 
the Pine Nut HMA indicate that a thriving natural ecological balance will be achieved at a level of 2152 
AUMs of wild horse use. 

In order to minimize the disruption of band structure and the stress to individual animals, the population 
of wild horses would be reduced 34% below the AML. This would allow the population to increase at a 

- projected recruitment rate of 15% per year for three years. This would further allow a three or four year 
interval between removals. Managing the population to maximize the intervals between removals would 
minimize the stress associated with removals. Reducing the wild horse numbers to a point below the 
maximum and then allowing them to increase to AML would have several benefits. First, allowable use 
levels will not be exceeded therefore allowing the forage base to remain healthy. This, in turn, results in 
a healthier, more viable, population of wild horses that will have less competition for forage, water and 
space. 

AUIBORITY 

The authority for this decision is contained in Sec. 3(a) and (b) of the Wild-Free Roaming Horse and 
Burro Act (P.L. 92-195) as amended and Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which states in 
pertinent parts: 

§4700.0-6 (a): "Wild horses and burros shall be managed as self-sustaining populations of 
healthy animals in balance with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat." 

§4710.3-1: States in part that "Herd management areas shall be established for the mainte-
nance of wild horse and burro herds. In delineating each herd management area, the authorized officer 
shall consider the appropriate management level of the herd, the habitat requirements of the animals, the 
relationships with other uses of the public and adjacent private lands, and the constraints contained in 
§4710.4." 
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§4710.4 "Mana!!ement of wild horse and burros shall be undertaken with the objective of ... . 
limiting the animals' distribution to herd areas. Management shall be at the minimum level necessary to 
attain the objectives identified in approved land use plans and herd management area plans." 

§4720.1 States in part that. "Upon examination of current information and a determination 
by the authorized officer that an excess of wild horses or burros exist the authorized officer shall remove 
the excess animals immediately .... " 

§4720.2-1 States in part that, "Upon written request from the private landowner to any repre-
sentative of the Bureau of Land Management. the authorized officer shall remove stray wild horses and 
burros from private lands as soon as practicable. 

APPEAL 

Within 30 days of receipt of this decision, you have the right of appeal to the Board of Land Appeals, 
Office of the Secretary. in accordance with the regulations at 43 CFR§4.400. If an appeal is taken. you 
must follow the procedures outlined in the enclosed Form 1842-1, Information on Taking Appeals to the 
Board of Land Appeals. Within 30 days after you appeal. you are required to provide a Statement of 
Reasons to the Board of Land Appeals and a copy to the Regional Solicitor's Office listed in Item 3 on 
the form. Please provide this office with a copy of your Statement of Reasons. Copies of your appeal 
and the Statement of Reasons must also be served upon any parties adversely affected by this decision. 
The appellant has the burden of showing that the decision appealed from is in error. 

In addition. within 30 days of receipt of this decision you have the right to file a petition for a stay (sus­
pension) of the decision torether with your appeal in accordance with the regulations at 43 CFR §4.21. 
The petition must be served upon the same parties specified above. The appellant has the burden of 
proof to demonstrate that a stay should be gr3.nted. 

GUIDANCE 

Strate2ic Plan for Mana2ement of Wild Horses and Bun-os on Public Lands. 1992 ... ... 
Technical Reference 4400-7, Rangeland Monitoring Analysis. Interpretation. and Evaluation. 1985 

\VILDLIFE MANAGEMENT DECISION 

In order to improve habitat for wildlife, the following actions will be taken: 

A. Pinyan-Juniper woodlands will be identified for treatments that will improve conditions 
for wildlife. Treatment areas will be designed to increase "edge effect" and promote in­
creased production of palatable understory plant species. The long term management will be 
directed toward achieving an ecosystem containing a natural balance of pin yon-juniper 
woodlands. and other ecological sites. It will be necessary to develop a Pine Nut Mountain 
"desired landscape" description which uses the Potential Natural Community information as 
a general guide for meeting Land Use Plan objectives. This will be developed through the 
consultation. cooperation, and coordination with interested parties. 

B. If monitoring shows that a critical ripatian area is not making satisfactory progress toward 
proper functioning condition, after changes/modifications in management have been in 
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effect. fencing will be initiated. Fences will be constructed to wildlife standards. Water will 
be provided outside the source for livestock and wild horses. 

C. In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow no more than 25% use on 
bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses in the deer winter range before October. Yearlong 
use by all herbivores should not exceed 45%. 

D. Following a reduction of the wild horse population to a level which allows the horses to 
live within their HMA at moderate forage utilization levels, work with the Nevada Division 
of Wildlife to introduce pronghorn antelope into Churchill Canyon and Mill Canyon allot­
ments. 

RATIONALE 

Removal of pinyon-juniper trees will provide increased edge effect for mule deer and als0 expand the 
forage base. The amount of moisture that is intercepted and the amount of g1·oundwater used on an an­
nual basis would be available to re-charge underground aquifers. This couk: potentially rehabilitate 
springs that are currently dry or have reduced water flows. 

Riparian areas are used year-round by a combination of wild horses and wildlife. Livestock use occurs 
during varying portions of the year. The cumulative effect can be detrimental and can result in dimin­
ished or total loss of flew. 

Cattle and sheep browse more than horses and so should be monitored to insure that forage i.s available 
for mule deer. Limiting use on bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses to 25% will allow for adequate 
forage (unbrowsed leaders) to remain for mule deer after completion of the grazing season and the 
plants need a good number of ltaders remaining unbrowsed at the end of the season, as these new lead­
ers will be the primary seed producers for the next year. 

Pronghorn antelope are an important big-game species. The introduction of a population has not been 
possible prior to management changes made primarily in the Churchill Canyon Allotment. With a 
light/moderate level of cattle grazing instead of heavy sheep grazing, and the wild horses not forced to 
constantly search the entire area for forage, the forbs and palatable grasses needed by pronghorn should 
achieve adequate abundance. 

GUIDANCE 

Reno Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. 1982 
Pine Nut Habitat Management Plan, Revised 1987 
Management Framework Plan. 1975 
Bureau of Land Management. Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990' s 
Technical Reference 1737-9, Riparian Area Management. Process for Assessing Proper Functioning 
Condition, 1993 
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APPEAL 

Should you wish to appeal this decision for the purpose of a hearing before an Administrative Law 
Judge, in accordance with 43 CFR§ 4160.4, you are allowed thirty (30) days from receipt of this notice 
within which to file such an appeal with the District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Carson 
City District Office, 1535 Hot Springs Road, Suite 300, Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638. Should you 
wish to appeal this decision (as it pertains to wild horses or wildlife) to the Interior Board of Land Ap­
peals, you are required to appeal in accordance with 43 CFR § 4.400. An appeal should specify the rea­
sons, clearly and concisely, why you think the decision is in error, and a statement of standing if neces-

sary per 43 CPR§ 4.400~ 

John 0. Sing!Jn& 
District Manager 
Carson City District 

Date 
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PINE NUT MOUNTAIN WILD HORSE REMOVAL PLAN 
1995 

I. Purpose and Authority 

The proposed action is to implement removal, population control and safety measures for wild 
horses in the Pine Nut Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA). The overriding goal of 
management is to maintain the range in a thriving ecological balance, maintain the horses in a 
healthy state and to be in compliance with existing laws and regulations. The proposed action 
would remove wild horses with established home ranges outside of the HMA and excess wild 
horses from within the HMA. The Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-195) and 
43 CFR 4700-4740 provide the authority for the proposed action. 

II. Area of Concern 

The area of concern is in and around the Pine Nut Mountain HMA. The location of the area is 
shown on the attached Removal Area Map. 

III. Wild Horse Numbers 

The most recent aerial census, conducted in June of 1995, revealed there are 455 wild horses inside the 
HMA and 280 outside of the HMA for a total of 735 wild horses. The Appropriate Management Level 
(AML) for the HMA, as detennined by the Pine Nut Multiple Use Decision, is 179 head. This will be a 
100% removal with the unadoptable / older horses being returned to the HMA. 

IV. Methods for Removal and Safety 

The methods employed during this capture operation will be herding horses with a helicopter to a 
trap built with portable panels. The Bureau of Land Management will contract with a private 
party for this operation. Bureau employees will be supervising the contractor at all timt!s during 
the gathering operation. The following stipulations and procedures will be followed during the 
contract to ensure the welfare, safety and humane treatment of wild horses, and that wild horses 
are removed from proper areas. Minimum specifications are contained within the State Gather 
Contract (Contract Number 1422-N651-C4-3067).Should conditions warrant the COR/PI have 
the authority to further modify the specifications. 

A. Roundup Procedures within Contract Area: 
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The Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) or Project Inspectors (Pis) will determine 
specific roundup areas and numbers of animals within general contract areas as animal 
concentration, terrain, physical barriers and weather conditions dictate. Upon determination 
of the specific roundup areas, the COR/PI will select the general location of trap sites in 
which to herd the animals. Animal concentration, terrain, physical barriers and weather 
conditions will all be considered when selecting trap sites. 

B. Motorized Eguipment 

All motorized equipment employed in the transportation of captured animals shall be in 
compliance with appropriate State and Federal laws and regulations applicable to the humane 
transportation of animals. Minimum specifications are contained within the State Gather 
Contract 

The carrying compartments of vehicles used for transportation shall be at least 6 feet 6 inches 
in height The floors and loading chute shall be covered with non-skid material. Animals to 
be loaded and transported in any vehicle shall be as directed by the COR/Pl and may include 
limitations on numbers according to age, size, sex, temperament and animal condition. A 
minimum of 1.4 linear foot per adult animal and .75 linear foot per foal shall be allowed per 
standard eight foot wide stock trailer/truck. 

The COR/PI shall consider the condition of the animals, weather conditions, types of 
vehicles, distance to be transported, and other factors when planning for the movement of 
captured animals. The COR/PI shall provide for any brand inspection or other inspection 
services required for the captured animals. 

C. Trapping and Care 

· Initial capture attempts shall be accomplished by the utilization of a helicopter. Since all 
wild horses are to be removed, roping would be used if certain individual horses continue to 
elude helicopter herding operations. Under no circumstances shall animals be tied down for 
more than one hour. A minimum of one saddle horse shall be immediately available at the 
trap site to accomplish roping. 

The rate of movement and distance the animals travel shall not exceed limitations set by the 
COR/PI who will consider terrain, physical barriers, weather, condition of the animals and 
other factors. The helicopter shall be used in such a manner that bands of horses will remain 
together. Foals shall not be left behind. 

It is estimated that several trap locations will be required to accomplish the work. All trap 
locations and holding facilities must be approved by the COR/PI prior to construction. The 
contractor may also be required to change or move trap locations as determined by the 
COR/PI. All traps and holding facilities not located on public lands must have prior written 
approval of the landowner. Proposed trap sites and holding facilities would be inventoried 
prior to construction in order to avoid those areas where cultural resources exist. 
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All traps, wings and holding facilities shall be constructed, maintained and operated to handle 
the animals in a safe and humane manner and be in accordance with the State Gather 
Contracts. When dust conditions occur within or adjacent to the trap or holding facility, the 
contractor shall be required to wet down the ground with water. 

If the route the contractor wishes to herd horses passes through a fence, the contractor will be 
required to roll up the fencing material and pull up the posts to provide a gap. The standing 
fence on each side of the gap will be well-flagged. 

Mares would be checked soon after capture to determine if they are nursing. If nursing 
mares are captured without foals, intensive monitoring would conducted to identify the 
reason(s) foals are being abandoned and a solution would be developed and implemented. 
The health and well being of the captured animals are paramount and foals would not be left 
behind. 

Alternate pens, within the holding facility shall be furnished by the contractor to separate 
mares with small foals, sick and injured animals, and estray animals from the other horses. 
Animals shall be sorted as to age, number, size, temperament, sex, and condition when in the 
holding facility so as to minimize injury due to fighting and trampling.As a minimum, studs 
will be separated from the mares and foals when the animals are held overnight. 

Mares and foals would be paired up soon after capture and separated from other adult horses. 
Mares that are within the target age group for adoption would be shipped to Palomino Valley 
Wild Horse and Burro Placement Center (PVC) with their foal. Foals of older mares (mares 
older than the ones selected for adoption) that are old enough to wean, would be weaned and 
shipped to PVC. While holding animals at temporary corrals every effort would be made to 
pair up mares with foals. Any foals that do not pair up with a mare would be shipped to 
PVC. 

Foals of older mares which are too young to wean would be released with their mare. In 
order to minimize stress to the foals, older mares and their foals would be released separately 
from other mares and studs. Also, mares with foals would be released in small groups to 
minimize the likelihood of the adult horses running off too quickly for the foals to keep up. 

Unadoptable / older horses will be released from the trap site or transported to an area with 
adequate water, forage and space. Following the release of animals from corrals or trailers, 
the area surrounding the release site would be monitored to determine the success of the 
release prior to subsequent releases. 

V. Disposition of Removed Animals 

All of the adoptable wild horses will be sent to PVC to be processed for adoption. 
Unadoptable/older horses will be released back into the HMA at locations where there is 
adequate feed and water. 
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Impounded, privately-owned animals will be processed as outlined in the Bureau of Land 
Management, Nevada State Office Instruction Memoranda NV-84-116 and NV-85-416. 

VI. Responsibility 

The District Manager is responsible for maintaining and protecting the health and welfare of the 
wild horses. To ensure the contractor's compliance with the contract stipulations the COR and 
Pis , all from the Carson City District, will be on site. Also, the Walker Area Manager and the 
Carson City District Manager are very involved with guidance and input into this removal plan 
and with contract monitoring. The health and welfare of the animals is the overriding concern of 
the District Manager, Area Manager, COR and Pis. 

The COR and/or PI will constantly, through observation, evaluate the contractor's ability to 
perform the required work in accordance with the contract stipulations. Compliance with the 
contract stipulations will be through issuance of written instructions to the contractor, stop work 
orders and default procedures should the contractor not perform work according to the 
stipulations. 

Prior to issuance of the "Notice to Proceed" to the contractor, the COR and Pis will inspect the 
equipment to be used during the contract, to ensure the equipment meets or exceeds the standards 
contained in the contract stipulations. Prior (less than 20 days) to the start of the contract and 
constantly during the course of the contract, the COR and/or Pls will evaluate the conditions 
which may cause undue stress to the animals. The factors considered will include animal 
condition, prevailing temperatures, drought conditions, soil conditions, topography, animal 
distribution, distance animals travel to water, quantity of available water and condition of roads 
that animals are to be transported over. These factors will be evaluated to determine if additional 
constraints other than those already discussed need be initiated in order to safely capture and 
transport the animals (i.e., veterinarian present, or delay of capture operations). 

Vil. Time Frame 

It is anticipated that this removal will occur during November 1995. Due to the dense 
concentration of pinyon and juniper trees, a complete removal of animals from areas outside of 
the HMA is unlikely. As populations continue to increase inside the HMA, combined with the 
continual movement and establishment of horses outside the HMA, additional removals will be 
necessary in the future. Therefore, this plan will remain in effect indefinitely or until resource 
conditions change substantially. 
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ENVIRONME1'.1TAL ASSESSMENT 

for 

EA No. NV-030-95-047 

Pine Nut Mountain Wild Horse Removal Plan 
1995 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Pine Nut Wild Horse Removal Plan is to implement actions that would . 
effectively manage the wild horse population to achieve a thriving natural ecological balance 
with other resources and users. 

Relationship to Other Environmental Documents 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is tiered to the Reno Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) which analyzed the general ecological impacts of managing rangelands in the Walker 
Resource Area under a program including the monitoring and adjustment of wild horses and 
livestock. This EA is a project specific refinement of the EIS focused on the management of 
wild horses in the Pine Nut Mountain HMA. These documents are available for public 
review at the Carson City District Office. 

Relationship to Statutes. Regulations. or Other Plans 

The Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 states that the Secretary shall manage wild 
free-roaming horses and burros in a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a 
thriving natural ecological balance on the public land. Both the Code of Federal Regulations 
(4710.4) and the Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971, state that wild horses shall be 
maintained within HMA'S. 

B. PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 

The proposed action is to remove excess wild horses from inside and outside the Pine Nut 
Mountain HMA with the use of a helicopter and other motorized equipment. The wild horses 
would be herded by a helicopter into traps constructed of portable steel panels. The Bureau 
of Land Management will contract with a private party for the removal operation. The 
contractor would be supervised at all times by at least two Bureau employees. The 
adoptable animals would be placed into the Bureau's Adopt-a-Horse Program. The excess 
unadoptable / older animals would be released back into the HMA at locations where there is 
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adequate feed and water. Following the release, the area surrounding the release site would 
be monitored to determine the success of the release prior to subsequent releases. 

Alternatives 

Alternative No. 1 

Conduct the removal operation through the use of water traps. Traps consisting of portable 
panels would be constructed around water sources and the horses captured when coming to 
water. 

No Action Alternative 

The no action alternative is to not implement the removal plan. 

Alternative Considered But Not Analyzed 
. . 

Capture of wild horses from horseback was not analyzed due to the time, difficulty and low 
success rate involved in removing a large number of animals using this method. 

C. Affected Environment 

The affected environment is described in the Reno EIS. 

Do. Environmental Impacts 

1. Proposed Action 

a. Impacts on Vegetation 

The reduction of the wild horse population to a level that the vegetation within the HMA 
can support without adverse effects would place the area in a thriving natural ecological 
balance. This would benefit not only the vegetative resource but all the users. Riparian 
areas would improve in condition with the reduced impact of wild horse grazing and 
trampling. 

Small lo~alized areas (less than 1/2 acre) within the vicinity of traps and holding 
facilities would receive trampling and possible loss of vegetation. Overall, the 
vegetative resource would improve due to the reduction in grazing pressure. 
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b. Impacts on Wild Horses 

Unavoidable impacts in the fonn of injuries to the horses may occur as a result of the 
removal process. Death loss is not expected to exceed 1 % of the horses captured at the 
trap site. Potential injuries and fatalities can be limited through strict enforcement of 
contract specifications for safety and humane treatment of animals. BLM 
representatives would be monitoring the contractor's activities at all times during 
removal to ensure compliance with specifications and humane treatment of animals. 

Leaving the older horses, six years and older, in the population would preserve the 
genotypes that have proved most adapted to this HMA. Those wild horses returned to 
the HMA will have to adjust to disrupted band structure but new bands will be fanned 
and nonnal social patterns will again be established. 

Some stress to the horses would be associated with the helicopter herding operations, 
however, after adoption, the horses would become accustomed to captivity and most 
would receive proper care. Removing only younger horses will result in readily 
adoptable horses. 

c. Impacts on Wildlife 

Removing wild horses would have only a positive impact on wildlife. The removal of 
wild horses would improve vegetative condition, thus increasing the amount of forage 
and cover available for wildlife. The reduced numbers of wild horses would also mean 
more water and space would be available for wildlife. 

d. Other Impacts 

The proposed action would not adversely impact air quality, areas of critical 
environmental concern, cultural resources, recreation, fannlands, floodplains, Native 
American religious concerns, threatened and endangered species, wastes, water quality, 
wetlands and riparian zones, wild and scenic rivers or wilderness. 

No impacts would occur to cultural resources as proposed trap sites and holding 
facilities, would be surveyed prior to construction to avoid disturbance of these areas. 

2. Alternative No. 1 - Water Trapping 

This method of capture is initially the least injurious and stressful to the wild horses, 
however, once captured, the level of impact is identical to those discussed in the proposed 
action. Water trapping is most successful when small numbers of horses are to be removed 
from isolated areas served by 2 or less water sources neither or which is the case in this 
situation. When the above described scenario occurs, this would be the preferred fonn of 
removal . 
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3. Alternative No. 2 - No Action 

The "no action" alternative would result in no wild horses being removed. The animals 
would not undergo stress, injuries, nor fatalities related to capture, handling and 
transportation. 

The population would continue to expand adversely impacting the vegetation and wildlife. 
This would lead to the loss of wildlife through starvation or dispersal. The physical 
condition of the wild horses ultimately would deteriorate. 

Habitat improvement would not be realized with this alternative. The frequency of key 
forage species would decline further. The animals would continue to search for food and 
further degrade their habitat, thereby reducing the carrying capacity of the area which would 
eventually lead to starvation. Accelerated erosion would continue and basal cover would 
continue to decline from excess utilization. Riparian areas would continue to be over-utilized 
further deteriorating the wildlife habitat. Further deterioration of the range would occur and 
the area would not be in a state of thriving natural ecological balance between wild horses, 
wildlife and domestic livestock. 

E. Coordination and Consultation 

This EA has been sent to the following persons, groups and government agencies in order to 
solicit-comments: 

• American Mustang and Burro Association, P.O. Box 788, Lincoln, CA 95648 
• Animal Protection Institute, P.O. Box 22505, Sacramento, CA 95822 
• Borda Brothers Co., 909 W. Musser St., Carson City, NV 89703 
• Buckeye Ra.'lch, P.O. Box 127, Minden, NV 89423 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Nevada Agency, 1677 Hot Springs Road, Carson City, 

NV 89706 
• Carson City District Grazing Advisory Board, 13333 Stillwater Road, Fallon, NV 89406 
• Craig C. Downer, P.O. Box 456, Minden, NV 89423 
• D. A. Anderson Estate, 4900 Carson River Road, Carson City, NV 89701 
• Edie Wilson, 917A Village Drive East, North Brunswick, NJ 08902 
• F.M. Fulstone, Inc,. P.O. Box 34, Smith, NV 89703 
• Joe Ricci Estate, P.O. Box 133, Dayton, NV 89403 
• Kathy McCovey, 435 Alaska, Reno, NV 89506 
• L.I.F.E. Foundation, 6455 N. Quail, Inyokem, CA 93527 
• Lyon County Public Lands Commission, Dave Haight, Chairman, Box 744, Yerington, NV 

89447 
• Natural Resources Defense Council, 1350 New York Avenue,N. W., Washinton , DC 20005 
• Nevada Cattlemen's Association, 1111 Water St., Elko, NV 89801 
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• Nevada Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses, 255 West Moana, Suite 207 A, 

Reno, NV 89509 
• Nevada Humane Society,% Mr. Mark McGuire, P.O. box KIND, Sparks, NV 89431 
• Nevada Division of Wildlife, Regional Manager, Region I, 380 West B St., Fallon, NV 

89406 
• Nevada State Clearinghouse Coordinator, Division of Administration, Capitol Complex, 

Carson City, NV 89710 
• Nevada Wildlife Federation, 1122 Greenbrae Drive, Sparks, NV 89431 
• Nevada Woolgrowers Association,339 West Rockwood Dr., Elko, NV 89801 
• Paul Clifford, Museum of Natural History, One Wade Oval, Univ. Circle, Cleveland, OH 

44106 
• Rebecca Kunow, 3548 Shawnee, Carson City, NV 89701 
• Resource Concepts, Inc., 340 N. Minnesota Street, Carson City, NV 89703 
• Richard Huntsberger,, 160 Hudson-Aurora Rd., Smith, NV 89430 
• Roberta Royle, 25 Lewers Creek Rd., Carson City, NV 89702 
• Rolling "A" Ranch, Box 140, Dayton, NV 89403 
• Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse Center for Law and Justice, 15 Washington St., Newark, 

NJ 07102 
• Sario Livestock Company, 1462 Douglas Avenue, Gardnerville, NV 89410 
• Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter, P.O. Box 8096, Reno, NV 89507 
• Steven Fulstone, 30 Rivers Road, Smith, NV 89403 
• The Honorable Richard Bryan, United States Senate, 300 Booth St., Federal Bldg. Room 

2014,Reno , NV 89509 
• The Honorable Harry M. Reid, United States Senate , 244 E. Liberty St. #102, Reno, NV 

89501 
• The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich, U.S. House of Representatives, 300 Booth St., Federal 

J1).dg. Room 3038, Reno, NV 89509 
• The Wildlife Society, Nevada Chapter, 134 West Maple, Elko, NV 89801 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, ATTN: Bob Hallock, 4600 Kietzke, Bldg. C., Reno, NV 

89502 
• Washoe Tribe, Brian Wallace, Chairman, 919 Hwy 395 S., Gardnerville, NV 89410 
• Wild Horse Organized Assistance, P.O. Box 555, Reno, NV 89504 

F. Signatures 

Prepared by: 

Richard Jacobsen 
Wild Horse & Burro Specialist 
Walker Resource Area 

Date 
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Reviewed by: 

Jim Gianola 
Wild Horse &Burro Specialist 
District Resources Staff 

William R. Brigham 
Wildlife Biologist 
District Resources Staff 

David Loomis 
Environmental Planner 
District Resources Staff 

Recommend Approval: 

John Matthiessen 
Area Manager 
Walker Resource Area 

Approved: 

John 0. Signlaub 
District Manager 
Carson City District 

-

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 
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Fonn 1842-1 
(Febniary 1985) 

• UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

-
INFORMATION ON TAKING APPEALS TO THE BOARD OF LAND APPEALS 

DO NOT APPEAL UNLESS 
1. This decision is adverse to you, 

AND 
2. You believe it is incorrect 

IF YOU APPEAL, THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES MUST BE FOLLOWED 

1. NOTICE OF APF>EAL • 

2. WHERE TO FILE 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

SOLICITOR 
ALSO COPY TO 

3. STATEMENT OF REASONS 

SOLICITOR 
ALSO COF>Y TO • 

4. ADVERSE PARTIES 

5. F>ROOF OF SERVICE 

· Within 30 days file .~ Notice of Appeal in the office which issued this decision (see 
43 CFR Secs. 4.411 and 4.413). You may state your reasons for appealing, if you 
desire. 

District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Carson City District Office 
1535 Hot Springs Road, Suite 300 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Regional Solicitor, Pacific Southwest Region 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2753 
Sacramento, California 95825-1890 

Within 30 days after filing the ;\'otice of Appeal. file a complete statement of the 
reasons why you are appealing. This must be filed with the United States Department 
of the Interior. Office of the Secretary, Board of Land Appeals, 4015 Wilson Blvd., 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 (see 43 CFR Sec. 4.412 and 4.413), If you fully stated your 
reasons for appealing when filing the Notice of Appeal, no additional statement is 
necessary. 

Regional Solicitor, Pacific Southwest Region 
·u.s. Department of the Interior 

2800 Cottage Way, Room E-2753 
Sacramento, California 95825-1890 

Within 15 days after each document is filed, each adverse party named in the decision 
and the Regional Solicitor or Field Solicitor having jurisdiction over the State in which 
the appeal arose must be served with a copy of: (a) the Noticr of Appeul, (b) the State­
ment o{Reasons, and (c) any other documents filed (see 43 CFR Sec. 4.413). Service 
will be made upon the Associate Solicitor, Division of Energy and Resources, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20240, instead of the Field or Regional Solicitor when appeals are taken 
from decisions of the Director (WO-100). 

Within 15 days after any document is served on an adverse party, file proof of that 
service with the United States Department of the Interior, Office of the · Secretary, 
Board of Land Appeals, 4015 Wilson Blvd., Arlington, Virginia 22203. This may con­
sist of a certified or registered mail "Return Receipt Card" signed by the adverse party 
(see 43 CFR Sec. 4.401(c)(2)) . 

Unless these procrdures are followed your appeal u1i ll be subject to dismissal (sc>e .n CFR Sc>c. 4.402) . Be certain that al! 
communications are identified by serial number of the case beinR · appealed . 

NOTE: A docume11/ is not filed until it is actually recei1 1cd in the> proper officf' (s('(' 43 CFR SPc. 4.40l(a)) I 



• • Appe,,J 
SUBPART 1821.2- - 0FFICE HOURS; TIMI; AND PLACE FO.R FILING 

Sec. 1821.2-1 Office hours of State Offices . (a) State 
Offices and the Washington Office of the Bureau of 
Land Management are open to the public for the filing 
of documents and inspection of records during the 
hours specified in this paragraph on Monday through 
Friday of each week, with the exception of those days 
where the office may be closed because of a national 
holiday or Presidential or other administrative order . 
The hours during which the State Offices and the 
Washington Office are open to the public for the filing 
of documents and inspection of records are from 10 a.m. 
to 4 p.m., standard time or d_aylight saving time, 
whichever is in effect at the city in which each office 
is located. 

* * 
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5ec, 1821.2-2(d) Any document required or permitted to 
be filed under the regulations of this chapter, which is , 
received in the State Office or the Washington Office, 
either i{\ the mail or by personal delivery when the 
office is not open to the public shall be deemed to be 
filed as of the day and hour the office next opens to 
the public. 

(e) Any document required by law, regulation, or _ 
decision to be filed within a stated period, the last day 
of which falls on a day the State Office or the Washing­
ton Office is officially closed, shall be deemed to be 
timely filed if it is received in the appropriate office on 
the next day the office is open to the public. 

\ 
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RESPONSES TO PROTESTS 

NEVADA DIVISION OF WIWLIFE (NDOW) 

The Nevada Division of Wildlife protested the Livestock Grazing Decision portion of the Proposed 
Multiple Use Decision for Clifton, Buckeye, Hackett Canyon, Churchill Canyon and Mill Canyon allot-. 
ments. 

Comment: The allotment carrying capacity computations are flawed and will not achieve allot­
ment specific obiectives. [In protest for all five allotments] 

Response: As stated in NDOW's accompanying remarks, "[t]he use of 'Weight Averaging Utiliza­
tion Data' (TR 4400-7) compromise the effects of those portions of the allotment that suf­
fered 'heavy use' prohibited by allotment specific objectives." This comment is based on 
the supposition that allotment specific objectives had been developed prohibiting heavy 
use. Since timing and duration restrictions are much more effective than specific utiliza­
tion restrictions, there are no allotment specific utilization objectives other than for bit­
terbrush in any of the allotments in the Pine Nut HMA. 

More specifically, NDOW objects to the procedures used to determine the potential 
stocking level for wild horses. __ The potential stocking level, which was used to establish 
the Appropriate Management Level (AML) within the entire Pine Nut Herd Management 
Area (HMA), was determined. using a formula found on page 55 of Technical Reference 
(TR) 4400-7 (Rangeland Monitoring - Analysis, Interpretation and Evaluation). Among 
the data needed to solve the equation is "Average/ Weighted Average Utilization" (pro­
cedures found on page 52 of TR 4400-7). 

In summary, the main purpose of the potential stocking level calculation was to deter­
mine the amount of forage available to the grazing animals by adjusting the current utili­
zation to the "Desired Average Utilization". The desired average utilization level for 
wild horses was determined to be 27 .5% (half of the desired utilization level for the com­
bined use of both livestock and wild horses). This means that half the forage will be con­
sumed by an animal managed under timing and duration restrictions (i.e., livestock), 
which in tum should compensate for the uneven distribution that may result from the 
year-round use by wild horses. 

Comment: The Proposed Decision violates existing federal regulations. [In protests for all five 
allotments] 

Response: By "existing federal regulations", NDOW is referring to the regulations published in the 
Federal Register on February 22, 1995. At the earliest, these regulations will become 
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effective August 21, 1995. Until such time, the pertinent regulations are· those issued 
October, 1994. All citations in the Decision are from the October, 1.994 regulations. 

Comment: The Proposed Decision does not comply with the National Environmental Protection 
Act. [In protests for Buckeye, Mill Canyon, and Rawe Peak Allotments]. 

Response: This comment is in response to the change in kind of livestock proposed for the three al­
lotments. To comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), an Environ­
mental Assessment (EA) will have to be completed prior to the final agency action autho­
rizing the change. In the case of these three allotments, it has been determined that fur­
ther analysis is needed before a decision can be issued on these actions. Therefore these 
proposed changes in livestock management are addressed in the enclosed EA rather than 
in the Final Multiple Use Decision. 

WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE (WHOA) AND THE COMMISSION FOR THE PRES­
ERVATION OF WIW HORSES 

WHOA and the Commission protested the Wild Horse Management Decision portion of the Proposed 
Multiple Use Decision. Both protests are essentially identical and therefore are addressed together. 

Comment: Procedures and data use did not establish an appropriate manaeement level that 
will result in a thriving natural balance as reguired by the Wild Horse and Burro 
Act. 

Response: 

All allotment evaluations use one alternative of the Technical Manual 4400-7 that 
determined potential stocking rates for livestock and wild horses. Use of any alter­
native that allows for weii:ht averaging use pattern mapping data assumes that even 
distribution of grazers will be accomplished throughout the allotment. Conclusions 
of these allotment evaluations found that even distribution cannot be achieved. 

Using just heavy or severe utilization levels, . as implied in WHOA's and the 
Commission's earlier comments to the allotment evaluations, will result in a potential 
stocking level for all nine allotments of 1354 AUMs, which in turn would result in an 
AML for the entire Pine Nut HMA of 113 wild horses versus the 179 wild horses deter­
mined in the allotment evaluations. These protests would indicate that the numbers of 
wild horses proposed in the Decision are too high to " ... result in a thriving natural bal­
ance as required by the Wild Horse and Burro Act." 

The bureau range and wild horse specialists, however, are considering that the use of 
managed livestock grazing will cause the uneven use patterns of the wild horses to be 
considerably leveled out By managing to achieve more even use patterns and so 
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preventing strong overuse/underuse patterns developing, the weighted average technique 
is the appropriate method for calculating forage for wild horses, and the higher number 
( 179) is the better balanced management level. 

Refer also to the response to NDOW' s first point of protest for ·,an explanation of 
weighted averaging. 

Comment: Monitorini: data failed to distinguish livestock, wildlife and wild horse use of forage 
species. Some allotment evaluations exhibited just domestic sheep and wild horse, 
others exhibited cattle and wild horse; while, others exhibited just wild horse use. 
The District selectively chose mixed data and arbitrarily applied this data to deter-

Response: 

. mine the appropriate management level. These specific data points should have 
been used to present the best and most available data for the proposed decision. 

The kind of animal that produced the resulting utilization was identified in the allotment 
evaluations. We are confused as to what is meant by "[t]he District selectively chose 
mixed data and arbitrarily applied this data to determine the appropriate management 
level." Under the "RELIEF" section, both protestors make the statement: 

"As stated in our comments to the allotment evaluations and this pro­
test, the appropriate management level for the Pine Nut Wild Horse 
Herd is flawed based upon unfounded assumptions regarding live­
stock. Cattle, domestic sheep and wild horses do not use the range in 
the sam~ manner." 

Based on this statement, they seem to be implying that we do not have enough data to ad­
just livestock. It must be remembered that cattle , and wild horses have similar dietary 
preferences over most of the year. Therefore the stocking levels calculated for · wild 
horses can be directly applicable to cattle. In the case of Hackett Canyon Allotment, the 
season of use recommended for sheep (spring) is during a time when both wild horses 
and sheep are competing for grass (refer to Hackett Canyon Allotment Evaluation, pages 
15 to 16). In the case of Rawe Peak and Mill Canyon Allotments, it was recommended to 
change the sheep season of use to fall and winter to preclude direct competition with wild 
horses. Since Eldorado is not an adjudicated allotmerit and since data has indicated that 
there are resource problems, no active preference is recommended. Due to increased ur­
banization, the active livestock preference is being cancelled in Sand Canyon. 

Comment: Federal regulations do not clearly define a wild horse animal unit month. A defini­
tion is available from another Nevada land use plan that defines one A UM is equal 
to an adult horse for one month. No data was presented to explain the survey 
month, survival rate or population estimates that included foals as wild horse use in 
computations. 
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Response: 

- -
This was explained in response to the Commission's comments to the Eldorado Allot-
ment Evaluation: -

"[the number of wild horses used to calculate AUMs] are all wild 
horses counted during aerial census. At the time of aerial censuses, 
wild horses counted as "foals" are usually old enough, or soon 'will be 
old enough to be consuming substantial amounts of forage. Therefore, 
foals are counted as an animal unit. In calculating AUMs for use in 
analysis, a calf may also be counted as an animal unit if it develops to 
a stage where it will be consuming substantial amounts of forage." 

This was based on the explanation accepted by the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA 
92-241). 

Comment: Implementing the necessary adiustments to livestock and wild horses will not achieve 
the area's carrying capacity. Out dated federal regulations and policies allowing for 
five year adiustments and phased reductions of wild horses will continue'·to degrade 
wild horse habitat. How will the District meet carrying capacity as required by the 
Federal Regulation with the above. 

Response: The five year implementation period is required by the current grazing regula­
tions (refer to response to NDOW' s comment on pages 1 and 2). Also, the 
phased-in reduction is required for livestock, not wild horses. However, it 
must also be realized that most of the permittees have applied for non-use in 
the past few years due to overuse of forage by wild horses. 

CRAIG DOWN£R 

Mr. Downer protested the entire Proposed Multiple Use Decision. A summary of the major points is 
presented below. 

Comment: There used to be over 2000 wild horses in the Pine Nut Range, which provided a 
perfect home for these animals, shelter in the Pinyon forests, springs and meadow 
areas, some high to graze in summer. ...But your level of 179, less than neotenies of 
this, is a level that is unhealthy for the herd and will subject it to chance of dieout, 
inbreeding, and to the possibility of succumbing to human harassment. 

Response: Our records do not indicate that the numbers of wild horses in the Pine Nut Mountain 
Range and vicinity ever exceeded 700. Also , the Herd Management Area encompasses 
only the northern portion of the Pine Nut Mountains. The Carson City District wild horse 
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specialists, who are a part of the interdisciplinary team that developed the Decision, be­
lieve that 179 wild horses can be maintained as a healthy and viable herd. ' 

Comment: It is worthy of note that being proximate to Nevada's more urba·n population your 
decision to so drastically cripple the wild horse population here represents a lower­
ing of the quality of life and recreational opportunity for people living in this area of 
Nevada, as well as its many visitors. 

Response: It is quite true that many people enjoy seeing wild horses on the range, just as there are 
people who view them as feral livestock that should be removed from public lands. How­
ever, the BLM is mandated to support a multiple-use concept while managing for a 
healthy ecosystem. It is therefore important to seek management goals that are fair to the 
majority of interests while maintaining or improving the health of the range. 

Comment: I see that you will be planning to reintroduce pronghorn antelope... While I do not 
object tQ pronghorn since they are a native species whicn is fully compatible with 
what should be considered as native equivalent wild horses, I do obiect to your us­
ing this introduction program as a further reason for crippling the wild horse pres­
ence in the Pinenut Range. 

Response: This is made in reference to the Churchill Canyon Allotment.. The proposed reduction in 
wild horses in this area is not intended to make room for pronghorn, but rather because 
the horse population has grown beyond the ability of the area to produce forage. 

Comment: I especially obiect to the restriction of the wild horses from natural waterways like 
the Carson River. 

Response: This objection was based on the following management action in the Sand Canyon Allot­
ment: 

"Wild horses should be allowed tci graze in the allotment under the follow-
ing constraints: ... ' 

2. No damage attributable to wild horses shall occur on riparian habitat 
along the Carson River." 

The intent of this objective is not to prevent wild horses from drinking from the Carson 
River, but to provide for the proper management of riparian habitat while allowing ac­
cess to water sources by wild horses. If significant damage is occurring from wild 
horses, the Bureau is mandated to take action to correct the problem . 
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Reno EIS dated August 30, 1982. The decision to remove those wild horses is stated in 
the Reno Management Framework Plan as Decision #23 which was final on December 
21, 1982. URA maps are available at this office for public review. 

Comment: In addition, that MFP-Il decision accommodated private land , owners in Fish 
Sprim:s, Johnson Lane, Mound House and Dayton as well as the ·. Washoe Indian 
tribe all reguestine that wild horses be removed from their private lanJs. Aside 
from the Indian lands, where these private lands are located and the amount of 
acreaee involved are never depicted on a map. The MFP-111 decision for the Reno 
Plannine; Area was to eliminate horses from the Buckskin Rane;e to the east, Jumbo 
in the north, and the " southern portion" of the Pinenut HUA. No boundary deci­
sion was made that delineated exactly what was meant by the "southern portion" 
other than that in the Reno EIS. It does not include Sprine; e;ulch and Red-Burbank 
allotments which were NOT part of the Reno Plannin2 Area decision. We question 
that the decision was ever made. ' 

Response: The Spring Gulch and Red-Burbank allotments were·"imalyzed in the Walker RMP/EIS 
(1986). The decisions relating to Walker RMP/EIS are found in the Walker Record of 
Decision (ROD). The Rangeland Management Decision #5 of the Walker ROD affirms 
the decision in the Reno · MFP to remove all wild horses from the southern Pine Nut 
Mountains, including the Spring Gulch and Red-Burbank allotments. 

Comment: The total number remoYed to accomplish the Reno Planning decision was 350. This 
was based on estimates that Jumbo contained 25-50 horses, Carson Plains 25-50, 
Southern PINENUTS 250-500, and the buckskin Lincoln Flat area 25-50 or a total 
of 325 to 650 horses. The November 1984 capture notice listed 425 removed and 575 
to remain. The capture plan included a map depictine the capture area as includine; 
Sprine; e;ulch and Red-Burbank allotments which were beyond the iurisdiction of 
the Reno plannin~ unit decision. Is this the boundary of the Pinenut Herd Area 
shown in the URAs? 

Response: Yes, the Pine Nut Herd Management Area boundary is shown in the URA. District URA 
maps display the earliest delineation of where wild horses were found after 1971 which 
established the Herd Management Area boundaries. 

Comment: Decision 7 in the Walker ROD refers to the development of plans for wild horses 
and burros in Wassuik, Garfield Flat, Marietta, Pilot Mt. There is no mention of 
who will manaee the Pinenuts here either. But on Paee 29-30 there are more deci­
sions. Here it lists both the Pine Nut-north (387 horses) and Pine Nut south (0 
horses). The map depicts both and calls them the Pinenut Herd Area (Northern and 
Southern). It does not refer to the area as a Herd Management Area. Evidently 
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Response: 

\, 

Comment: 

Response: 

-
THAT decision was not made. I do not have a copy of a PINE NUT HERD MAN­
AGEMENT AREA PLAN. I have no record of a boundary change -or land status 
change or why horses were removed from the Spring Gulch and Red,;Burbank in that 
1984 roundup. There is onlv the MFP-Ill decision from the Reno Planning to re­
move horses from the "southern portion" of those areas analyzed in the Reno EIS. 
Spring Gulch was not analyzed by the Reno Planning EIS. The . 1989 Rangeland 
Program Summary is the first reference to the Pinenuts as a "Herd Management -· 
Area." 

The first part of this comment is answered in a previous response. 

The Pine Nut Herd Management Area Plan will not be developed until after the Pine Nut 
Multiple Use Decision is final. 

The confusion over herd area and herd management area definitions can be cleared up by 
referring to 43 CFR §4710.3-1 which states in part: "Herd management areas shall be es­
tablished for the maintenance of wild horse and burro herds. In delineating each herd 
management area, the authorized officer shall consider the appropriate management level 
for the herd, the habitat requirements of the animals, the relationships with other uses of 
the public and adjacent private. ]ands, and the constraints contained in §47 IOA". In other 
words, herd management areas are delineated from herd areas. They can be the same size 
or smaller than the original herd area but not larger due to the constraints in §4710.4 
which states in part: "Management of wild horses and burros shall be undertaken with 
the objective of limiting the animals' distribution to herd areas". 

Why the Pinenuts were split up in the planning phase is confusing. It appears to us 
that the only reason was to accommodate livestock grazing and get rid of horses 
from the Pinenuts. And to do it by tricky maneuvering and manipulation of admin­
istrative procedures for the sole purpose of being so confusing the public, Congress, 
and the courts will never be able to figure out what is going on. 

In 1976, when the Reno MFP process was initiated, the logical land use planning bound­
ary was determined to be along livestock grazing boundary lihes, since the primary issue 
for the MFP was livestock grazing. In 1986, the boundary was eliminated by incorporat­
ing the relevant Reno MFP decisions into the Walker RMP. Regardless, the boundary 
had no effect on the determination of the appropriate management levels for wild horses. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 
PH: (702) 885-6100 

Memorandum 

To: Multiple Use Decision Appeal File, Pine Nut Herd Management Area 

From: Robert Mead, Walker Resource Area 

Subject: Appeal Files NV-030-95-05 and NV-030-95-06 

SEP29~ 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

4700 
(NV-03580) 

On July 26, 1995, Mr. Earl McKinney sent a letter to all the protesters' of the Proposed Decision; 
Nevada Division of Wildlife (Mr. Richard Heap), Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (Ms. 
Catherine Barcomb), Wild Horse Organized Assistance (Mrs. Dawn Lappin), Mr. Craig Downer, and 
Ms. Roberta Royle. The same letter was sent to the Animal Protection Institute (Ms. Nancy Whitaker) 
on July 28, 1995. It established a meeting date of Friday, August 4, 1995 at 2:00 p.m. The only 
attendee was Mr. Craig Downer. 

Subsequently, Mr. McKinney attempted to schedule additional meetings. Due to prior obligations or 
non-responsiveness of the other parties, no date could be established. 

After several discussion between the Carson City District and the Nevada Division of Wildlife, a 
meeting was held on August 17, 1995, at 9:00 a.m. The meeting lasted for approximately three and 
one-half hours. 

The Final Multiple Use Decision was issued on Friday, August 18, 1995. 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance and Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appellants 
attended a Bureau sponsored Upland Functionality Workshop held at our office from August 23 through 
August 24, 1995. On the afternoon of August 23, they met with Mr. Steep Weiss of the Walker 
Resource Area regarding an R&PP lease. On August 24, the day was spent in the field receiving on-the­
ground training for assessing upland functionality. 

On Monday, September 18, 1995, Ms. Catherine Barcomb of the Commission contacted Mr. James 
Gianola. She informed Mr. Gianola of her intention to file a Notice of Intent to Appeal the Final 
Decision. She contacted him again on September 19 reiterating her intent to file a appeal. 

Subsequently we have received Notice of Intent to Appeal letters from Wild Horse Organized 
Assistance and the Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses. All other protesters' did not 
Appeal the Final Decision. 
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Nevada Commission for the 
Preservation of Wild Horses 

-
4400 

{NV-03580) 

C/O Catherine Barcomb, Executive Director 
255 West Moana Lane, Suite 207A 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

Dear Ms. Barcomb: 

You and others have protested aspects of the Proposed 
Multiple Use Decision for the nine allotments which 
encompass the Pine Nut Herd Management Area. We are not 
sure we understand some of the points being raised. And 
possibly some points arise out of a misunderstanding of 
items within the proposed decision. 

Let's get together for a discussion on Friday, August 4, 
at 2pm in the BLM conference room. We'll provide 
.refreshments, maps, and any other material we have which 
will help you explain your points to us. our range, 
wildlife, and wild horse specialists will also be prepared 
to discuss items in the decision which appear to us to 
have been misinterpreted. We hope you can join us on 
Friday to help clarify the issues. 

sincerely yours, 

John Matthiessen 
Area Manager 
Walker Resource Area 
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COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
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Mr. John Matthiessen 
Walker Resource Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Manager 
1535 Hot Springs Road 
Carson City, Nevada 89701 

Subject: Protest to Pine Nut Herd Management Area Wild Horse 
Management Decision 

Dear Mr. Matthiessen: 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses formally 
protests the proposed decision for the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. 
Our detailed comments concerning the criteria and procedures to 
determine the appropriate management level were not answered to our 
satisfaction. We wish the following errors be fully addressed in 
the final decision: 

Procedures and data use did not establish an appropriate 
management level that will result in a thriving natural ecological 
balance as required by the Wild Horse and Burro Act. 

All allotment evaluations use one alternative of the Technical 
Manual 4400-7 that determined potential stocking rates for 
livestock and wild horses. Use of any alternative that allows for 
weight averaging use pattern mapping data assumes that even 
distribution of grazers will be accomplished throughout the 
allotment. Conclusions of these allotment evaluations found that 
even distribution cannot be achieved. 

Monitoring data failed to distinguish livestock, wildlife and 
wild horse use of forage species. Some allotment evaluations 
exhibited just domestic sheep and wild horse, others exhibited 
cattle and wild horse; while, others exhibited just wild horse use. 
The District selectively chose mixed data and arbitrarily applied 
this data to determine the appropriate management level. These 
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specific data points should have been used to present the best and 
most available data for the proposed decision. 

Federal regulations do not clearly define a wild horse animal 
unit month. A definition is available from another Nevad a land use 
plan that defines one AUM is equal to an adult horse for one month. 
No data was presented to explain the survey month, survivcl rat e or 
population estimates that included foals as wild horse use in 
computations. 

Implementing the necessary adjustments to livestock and wild 
horses will not achieve the area's carrying capacity. Out dated 
federal regulations and policies allowing for five year adjustments 
and phased reductions of wild horses will continue to degrade wild 
horse habitat. How will the District meet carrying capacity as 
required by Federal Regulation with the above phased in periods? 

RELIEF 

The Commission supports the management of wild horses to 
achieve healthy rangelands and ecosystems. As a fundamental of the 
Wild Horse and Burro Act, the Bureau must achieve a thriving 
natural ecological balance by adjusting uses to meet the needs of 
the natural resources of public lands. As stated in our comments 
to the allotment evaluations and this protest, the appropriate 
management level for the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd is flawed based 
upon unfounded assumptions regarding livestock. Cattle, domestic 
sheep and wild horses do not use the range in the same manner. 
Therefore, the use of wild horse use pattern mapping data cannot be 
made to determine a change in livestock classification or 
adjustment in season of use. In many situations the protection of 
riparian habitat cannot be assured without fencing. Assumptions 
that the continuation of current livestock management, changes in 
livestock classification or completing future fence projects to 
mitigate the adverse affects of grazing are incorrect, due to the 
monitoring data of the allotment evaluations and future agency 
funding for range projects. 

We encourage the District to revise its carrying capacity 
determinations and allocate forage to meet all allotment objectives 
to achieve a thriving natural ecological balance. 

Sincerely, 

c~~ ~U-<:-_c ~ \_ 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

July 20, 1995 

John Matthiessen, Area Manager 
Walker Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
Carson City District Office 
1535 Hot Springs Road, #300 
Carson City, NV 89706 

Re: SAi NV # 96300004 

. 

Dear Mr. Matthiessen: 

Capitol Complex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Fax (702) 687-3983 
(702) 687-4065 

Project: Proposed Multiple Use Decision for the 
Pine Nut Herd Management Area 

· ., Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced project . 

. The State Clearinghouse, as per Executive Order 12372, has processed the proposal and has 
no comment. Your proposal is not in conflict with state plans, goals or objectives . 

~• .. L~ 

Sincerely, 

Julie Butler, Coordinator 
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC 

JB/jbw 

'· 

L-11 
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United States Departmen t of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEN T .. - -Carson City District Office 
1535 H ot Sp 1·ings Rd., Ste . 300 

Carso u Cit-y, 1\1\' 8~70G-0638 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Dear Interested Party: 

- ■ 
1:,,: REl'l.Y REFER TO : 

4400 
(NV-03580) 

JUL. o 7 19g5 

Enclosed is a copy of the Proposed Multiple Use Decision 
for the nine allotments which encompass the Pin e Nut Herd 
Management Area. Accompanying the decision are Sections 
VII (Consultations) and VIII (Management Action Selected) 
of the allotment evaluations. Note that after the 15-day 
protest period a Final Multiple Use Decision will be 
issued. 

10 Enclosures: 

Sincerely yours, 

.\1t:vL _ 
on Matthiessen 
l? a Manager 

Walker Resource Area 

1 - 9. Sections VII and VIII of allotment evaluations 
for Buckeye, Churchill Canyon, Clifton, Eldorado, 
Hackett Canyon, Mill Canyon, Rawe Peak, Sand Canyon, 
and Sunrise allotments. 

10. Pine Nut Proposed Multiple Use Decision. 
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PINE NUT PROPOSED MULTIPLE lJSE DECISION 

The Record of Decision for the Reno Grazing Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) was issued on 
December 21, 1982. This document established the multiple use goals and objectives which guide man­
agement of public land in the allotments contained within the Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). 
The Reno Rangeland Program Summary (RPS), issued on May 30, 1984, identified allotment specific 
objectives. 

As identified in the Reno GEIS and Reno RPS , monitoring has been conducted on these allotments to 
determine if existing multiple uses for the allotments were consistent with the attainment of the objec­
tives. Monitoring data has been collected and analyzed through the allotment evaluation process to de­
termine what changes in existing management are required in order to meet specific multiple use objec­
tives for these allotments. 

Through the consultation , coordination. and cooperation process (CCC), input from the interested parties 
has been considered. Based on the evaluation of the monitoring data, technical recommendations con­
tained within the allotment evaluations , and input through the CCC process, my proposed decision is 
presented belov.1 • 

BUCKEYE ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Buckeye Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a) the active preference for sheep will be maintained at 
4973 AUMs. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), if cattle are grazed instead of sheep, the active prefer­
ence for cattle initially will not exceed 2200 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3 , this pref­
erence will remain in effect for five years. after which time a final active preference will be 
established based on additional monitoring data. 

C. In accordance with §4130.6-1 (a), if both sheep and cattle are grazed. the initial active 
preference will be proportioned in the direct ratio of 4973 sheep AUMs equalling 2200 cattle 
AUMs. For example, if the ranch uses half the preference for sheep grazing and half for 
cattle. this would result in 2486 sheep AUMs and 1100 cattle AUMs initial active preference. 

D. In accordance with §4130.6, §4130.6-l(a) and §4130.6-2. cattle will be authorized in the 
summer use portion of the allotment in conjunction with private lands. Livestock shall leave 
the riparian zones by mid-July. Cattle will be authorized in the west po1tion of the allotment 
only in the winter (November 1 through March 31 ). Grazing within the HMA will not be au­
thorized by livestock during the growing season (April 1 through July 15). 

RATIONALE 

Utilization studies detailed in the evaluation showed the allotment provided full preference sheep graz­
ing use (4973 AUMs) at light or moderate use levels. This can continue with application of good forage 
management techniques. 



-· 
Utilization studies also showed an estimated 2700 AUMs of grass forage within the entire allotment, 
which includes the portion within the HMA. Excluding the potential stocking level for wild horses, 
there is an estimated 2200 AUMs available for cattle. Five years of studies will provide adequate infor­
mation to determine a final active preference for cattle. 

The narrow band of public land in the summer use area (southeast portion of the allotment) is not practi­
cally grazed by itself by cattle (although herded sheep could use the area as a unit). But used in conjunc­
tion with the lower, primarily private, canyons, this area could comprise the high, steep portion of a 
three-pasture unit requiring minimal fencing to be effective. 

Cattle will tend to leave the west side of the allotment anytime the valley below is green; but in winter­
time the valley will be both brown and colder than the rangeland and cattle will remain on the allotment. 
The north end of the allotment which is within the HMA already receives growing season use by wild 
horses, so that additional growing season use would result in significant overgrazing which would di­
minish the grass vegetation. 

CHURCHILL CANYON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Churchill Canyon Allotment are as 
follows: 

A. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for livestock will be maintained at 
1074 AUMs. In accordance with §4410.3, continue to use standard Actual Use/Utilization 
study techniques over a three year period to refine this estimate and establish a preference for 
cattle which is sustainable and allows plenty of forage for wild horses and mule deer. 

RATIONALE 

The 1074 AUMs for livest0ck is a reasonable initial stocking level based upon the figures shown in the 
utilization study contained in Appendix IV of the evaluation. The Bureau will obtain funher data to re­
fine the estimate and establish an allocation which is sustainable. 

CLIFTON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Clifton Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for cattle will be 
adjusted from 772 AUMs to 613 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b). this reduc­
tion in active preference will be phased in over a five year period , beginning with the effec­
tive date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as 
follows: 

1995 From 772 AUMs to 719 AUMs 
1997 From 719 AUMs to 666 AUMs 
1999 From 666 AUMs to 613 AUMs 



In accordance with §4110.3-2(c). 159 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the authorized season of use will be changed from 4/1 -
5/31 to 1/1 - 5/31. 

RATIONALE 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 772 AUM s for livestock. The existing livestock authorized 
period of use occurs during a portion of the active growing season. Wild horse use occurs throughout 
the active growing season . This amount and concentration of use is resulting in the lo~s of grass plants 
at the mid and lower elevations of the allotment. Adjusting livestock numbers will , in pa,t. begin to al­
low these areas an opportunity to recover. By eliminating the compressed season of use for livestock 
and allowing more flexibility, use can be made during plant dormancy when they are least vulnerable. 
Snow, when available, will further help by providing the opportunity to distribute livestock over a larger 
portion of the allotment. These actions should provide adequate forage on a sustainable basis. 

ELDOR..\DO ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Eldorado Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §4130.4-2, livestock grazing will be authorized on a temporary non­
renewable basis to take pressure off of or supplement use from other allotments. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-1 (a), the authorized season of use will be from 11/1 to 2/28. 
The authorization will be limited to sheep. A mtal of 270 AUMs will be available for live­
stock use. 

RATIONALE 

Authorizing grazing use on a temporary non-renewable basis is at the discretion of the authorized of­
ficer. If the authorized officer determines that livestock grazing. as applied for. would not meet land 
use plan objectives. the application would not be authorized. If the authorized officer determines that a 
modification t0 the application would meet these objectives , use would be authorized accordingly. 

Authorizing sheep use during the winter is advantageous. Grass plants are in a dormant state. so are not 
susceptible to overgrazing. Harvesting the old growth from the grass plants will allow better access to 
sunlight for the spring growth and the plants can better remain vigorous. In addition, heavy browsing of 
the shrubs by sheep will favor the growth of the grasses which make up the bulk of the diet for wild 
horses. 
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HACKETTCANYONALLOTME~T 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Hackett Canyon Allotment are as 
follows: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6 - l(a), the active preference will be adjusted 
from 515 AUMs to 187 AUMs. No more than 146 AUMs of sheep use will be authorized in 
the North Pasture . No more than 41 AUMs oflivestock use will be allowed in the South Pas­
ture. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b), this reduction in active preference will be 
phased in over a five year period, beginning with the effective date of the Final Multiple Use 
Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as follows: 

1995 From 515 AUMs to 406 AUMs 
1997 From 406 AUMs to 297 AUMs 
1999 From 297 AUMs to 187AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c). 328 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6, the following terms and conditions will apply to the North 
and South Pastures. 

RATIONALE 

1. Specific areas within the allotment will be grazed for two weeks or less each year. 

2. During most years , these two week grazing authorizations will occur between 3/15 
and 6/30. 

3. At the discretion of the authorized officer, grazing use can occasionally be authorized 
after 6/30. 

4. In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow no more than 25% use 
on bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses before October. Yearlong use by all herbi­
vores will not exceed 45%. 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 515 AUMs for livestock. The influence of pinyon-juniper 
woodlands severely restricts the areas that produce forage and are usable by livestock. The ability of 
these woodlands to out-compete other vegetation and intercept/utilize precipitation has resulted in de­
clines of desirable forage for livestock . wild horses. and wildlife. In order to balance grazing with for­
age production. adjusting the livestock active preference was necessary. 

Without construction of more fencing in the north pasture, cattle will probably drift off the public lands 
to the developing private lands north of the allotment. The allotment is historically a sheep allotment, 
which provides a situati on where animals can be controlled through herding in the North pasture. Use in 
the South pasture can be made by either sheep and/or cattle since access to the developing private lands 
is blocked by the Eldorado Canyon Fence. 
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MILL CANYON ALLOTMENT 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Mill Canyon Allonnent are as fol­
lows: 

A. In accordance with §4130.6-1 (a), the active preference for sheep will be maintained at 
2049 AUMs. 

B. In accordance with §4110.3 and §4130.6-l(a), if cattle are grazed rather than sheep. the 
active preference for cattle initially will not exceed 776 AUMs. This preference will remain 
in effect for 5 years following such conversion , after which time a final active preference will 
be established based on additional monitoring data. 

C. In accordance with §4130.6-1 (a), the authorized season of use will be changed from 11/1 
-1/31 and 4/1 -5/31 to 11/1 - 3/31. 

D. In accordance with §4130.6-2, livestock use within the HMA portion of the allom1.ent will 
be made between 11/1 and 2/28. After 2/28, all livestock use will be shifted outside of the 
HMA. 

RATIONALE 

Sheep and horses have a limited dietary overlap. Sheep prefer browse species while horses prefer 
grasses. The exception to this is during spring green-up, when sheep will also use the gra<:ses. A large 
portion of the allotment is comprised of low sagebrush. By changing the grazing season of use for sheep 
from spring to fall/winter, the competition for grasses is eliminated and heavy shrub browsing J.y sheep 
will favor the grasses used by horses . Grazing occurs during plant dormancy when they are least vulner­
able. Due to these factors, maintaining the active preference for sheep is practical. 

Based on information provided in the evaluation it was determined that adequate forage is present to ini­
tially support 776 AUMs of cattle use in the event that a conversion is requested. Five years of studies 
will provide adequate information to determine a final active preference for cattle. 

A sage grouse use area is located within the HMA. By removing livestock prior to the initiation of 
growth (i.e., green shoots of grass. forb production). the competition for this forage between livestock 
and wild horses will be eliminated. The vegetation along with the associated insect population are im­
portant to the sage grouse. 

RA 'WE PEAK ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRi\ZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Rawe Peak Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §4110.3-2(b) and §4130.6-l(a). the active preferenc e for cattle will 
be adjusted from 552 AUMs to 54 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b), this reduc­
tion in active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the 
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effective date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented 
as follows: 

1995 From 552 AUMs to 386 AUMs 
1997 From 386 AUMs to 220 AUMs 
1999 From 220 AUMs to 54 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c), 498 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6-l(a), the authorized season of use will be changed from 5/16 
- 7/31 to 11/1 -3/31. 

C. In accordance with §4110.3 and §4130.6-l(a), if sheep are grazed rather than cattle, the 
active preference for sheep will be initially established at 301 AUMs. This preference will 
remain in effect for five years, after which time a final active preference will be established 
based on additional monitoring data. 

RATIONALE 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 552 AUMs for livestock. The influence of pinyon-juniper 
woodlands severely restricts the areas that produce forage and are usable by cattle. The ability of these 
woodlands to out-compete other vegetation and intercept/utilize precipitation has resulted in declines of 
desirable forage for livestock, wild horses, and wildlife. In order to balance grazing with forage produc­
tion, adjusting the livestock active preference was necessary. 

The existing livestock authorized period of use occurs during the active growing season. \'Vild horse use 
also occurs throughout the active growing season. This concentration of use, coupled with the problems 
associated with the influence of the pinyon-juniper woodlands, has resulted in the loss of desirable for­
age. 

Adjusting livestock numbers will, in part, begin to allow those areas that are usable an opportunity to re­
cover. Use can be made by livestock during plant donnancy when they are least vulnerable. Snow. 
when available, will further help by providing the opportunity to distribute livestock. 

SAND CANYON ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Sand Canyon Allotment are as fol­
lows: 

A. In accordance _with §4110.3, the active livestock preference is cancelled. 

B. In accordance with §4130.4-2, livestock grazing will be authorized on a temporary non­
renewable basis. 

C. In accordance with §4130.6-2, utilization shall not exceed the Allowable Use Level of 
55%. This applies to livestock and wild horses. 
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RATIO~ALE 

The area adjoining the allotment is a developing urban area. As Carson City continues to expand. the 
public lands will become valuable as open space for residents. It has become impractical as a cattle al­
lotment. 

However, it may be in the best interest of the public to use intensively managed livestock grazing as a 
tool in accomplishing specific environmental goals ( e.g., noxious weed control. trampling seed into the 
soil on barren areas. stimulating decadent vegetation, etc.). Authorizing grazing use on a temporary 
non-renewable basis is at the discretion of the authorized officer. If the authorized officer determines 
that livestock grazing. as applied for, would not meet an objective(s). the application would not be au­
thorized. If the authorized officer determines that a modification to the application would meet 
objective(s), use would be authorized accordingly. 

SUNRISE ALLOTMENT 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public lands in the Sunrise Allotment are as follows: 

A. In accordance with §411Q.3:.2(b) and §4130.6-l(a), the active preference for livestock 
will be adjusted from 1092 AUMs to 159 AUMs. In accordance with §4110.3-3(a) &(b). this 
reduction in active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the 
effective date of the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented 
as follows: 

1995 From 1092 AUMs to 781 AUMs 
1997 From 781 AUMs to 470 AUMs 
1999 From 470 AUMs to 159 AUMs 

In accordance with §4110.3-2(c), 933 AUMs will be suspended. 

B. In accordance with §4130.6, the following terms and conditions will apply: 

1. Specific areas within the allotment will be grazed for two weeks or less each year. 

2. During most years, these two week grazing authorizations will occur between 3/15 -
6/15. 

3. At the discretion of the authorized officer, grazing can occasionally be authorized after 
6/30. 

4. The allowable use level of 27 .5% is established for use on perennial grasses and 
22.5% on bitterbrush by livestock. 

5. No livestock grazing will be authorized until utilization levels by wild horses are be­
low the allowable use level for grasses and/or bitterbrush . 

.., 
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RATIONALE 

Insufficient forage is available to provide 1092 AUMs for livestock. This is a result of use by wild 
horses and the influence of pinyon-juniper woodlands. The terms and conditions set forth will provide 
plants the opportunity to regrow during their active growing season (spring and summer). 

AU'ffiORITY 

Authority for this decision is found in Title 43 of the Code of Federal Regulations, which states in perti­
nent parts: 

§4100.0-8: "The authorized officer shall manage livestock grazing on the public lands under 
the principle of multiple-use and sustained yield, and in accordance with applicable land use 
plans. Land use plans shall establish allowable resource uses (either singly or in combination), 
related levels of production or use to be maintained, areas of use and resource condition goals 
and objectives to be obtained. The plans also set forth program constraints and general manage­
ment practices needed to achieve management objectives. Livestock grazing activities and man­
agement actions approved by the authorized officer shall be in conformance with the land use 
plan as defined at 43 CFR §1601.0-5(b)." 

§4110.3: "The authorized officer shall periodically review the grazing preference specified 
in a grazing permit or grazing lease and may make changes in the grazing preference status. 
These changes shall be supported by monitoring, as evidenced by rangeland studies conducted 
over time, unless the change is either specified in an applicable land use plan or necessary to 
manage, maintain, or improve rangeland productivity." 

§4110.3-2(a): "Active use may be suspended in whole or in part on a temporary basis due to 
drought, fire, or other natural causes, or to facilitate installation, maintenance, or modification of 
range improvements." 

§4110.3-2 (b): "When monitoring shows active use is causing an unacceptable level or pattern of 
utilization or exceeds the livestock carrying capacity as determined through monitoring, the au­
thorized officer shall reduce the active use if necessary to maintain or improve rangeland produc­
tivity, unless the authorized officer determines a change in management practices would achieve 
the management objectives." 

§4110.3-2(c): "Where active use is reduced it shall be held in suspension or in nonuse for 
conservation/protection purposes, until the authorized officer determines that active use may re­
sume." 

§4110.3-3(a): "Changes in active use in excess of 10 percent shall be implemented over a 5-year 
period, unless after consultation with the affected permittees or lessees and other affected inter­
ests, an agreement is reached to implement the increase or decrease in less than 5 years." 

§4110.3-3(b): "After consultation, coordination and cooperation, suspensions of preference shall 
be implemented through a documented agreement or by decision. If data acceptable to the au­
thorized officer are available, an initial reduction shall be taken on the effective date of the 

Q 
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agreement or decision and the balance taken in the third and fifth years following that effective 
date, except as provided in paragraph (a) of this section." 

§4120.2 (a): States in part that "The allotment management plan shall include tenns and condi­
tions under§§ 4130.6, 4130.6-1, 4130.6-2 and 4130.6-3 of this title. and shall prescribe the live­
stock grazing practices necessary to meet specific multiple-use management objectives." 

§4120.2 (c): "Completed allotment management plans shall be incorporated into the tenns and 
conditions of the affected grazing pennits and leases." 

§4120.3-1 (a): "Range improvements shall be installed, used, maintained, and/or modified on the 
public lands, or removed from these lands, in a manner consistent with multiple-use manage­
ment." 

§4130.4-2: "Nonrenewable grazing permits or leases may be issued on an annual basis to 
qualified applicants when forage is temporarily available, provided this use is consistent with 
multiple-use objectives and does not interfere with existing livestock operations on public lands." 

§4130.6: "Livestock grazing permits and leases shall contain tenns and conditions neces-
sary to achieve the management objectives for the public lands and other lands under Bureau of 
Land Management administration :" 

§4130.6-1 (a): "The authorized officer shall specify the kind and number of livestock, the 
period(s) of use, the allotment(s) to be used, and the amount of use, in animal unit months for ev­
ery grazing pennit or lease. The authorized livestock grazing use shall not exceed the livestock 
carrying capacity as detennined through monitoring and adjusted under §§4110.3, 4110.3-1 and 
4110.3-2." 

§4130.6-2: "The authorized officer may specify in grazing permits and leases other tenns and 
conditions which will assist in achieving management objectives, provide for proper range man­
agement or assist in the orderly administration of the public rangelands ... " 

§4130.6-3 "Following careful and considered consultation, cooperation and coordination 
with the lessees , permittees , and other affected interests, the authorized officer may modify tenns 
and conditions of the pennit or lease if monitoring data show that present grazing use is not 
meeting the land use plan or management objectives." 

PROTEST 

In accordance with 43 CFR §4160.2, if you wish to protest this proposed decision, you are allowed 15 
days from receipt of this decision to file such protest with the Walker Resource Area Manager, 1535 Hot 
Springs Rd., Suite 300. Carson City, NV 89706-0638. The protest should state the reasons, clearly and 
concisely, why you thin..\: the decision in error (4160.2). 
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PINE NUT HERD MANAGEMENT AREA 

WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT DECISION 

Decisions relating to wild horses managed within the Pine Nut HMA are as follows: 

A. In accordance with § 4700.0-6(a), the potential stocking level for wild horses in the por­
tions of the HMA located within each allotment is as follows: 

Buckeye 
Churchill Canyon 
Clifton 
Eldorado 
Hackett Canyon 
Mill Canyon 
Rawe Peak 
Sand Canyon 
Sunrise 

Total 

493 AUMs 
154AUMs 
444AUMs 
270AUMs 
187 AUMs 
296AUMs 
54AUMs 
95AUMs 
159 AUMs 

2152 AUMs 

B. The management of wild horses within the HMA will be in accordance with the Strategic 
Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public Lands (June 1992). 

C. In accordance with §4710.3-1 and §4710.4, the maximum Appropriate Management 
Level for the HMA will be 179 head of wild horses. The population will be adjusted to 34% 
below this maximum level and allowed to increase to the AML of 179. 

D. In accordance with §4710.3-1, the following allotment specific objectives will apply: 

Hackett Canyon Allotment: In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow 
no more than 25% use on bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses before October. Yearlong 
use by all herbivores will not exceed 45%. 

Sand Canyon Allotment: Wild horses should be allowed to graze in the allotment under the 
following constraints: 

1. Utilization shall not exceed the Allowable Use Level of 55%. This applies to livestock 
and wild horses. 

2. No damage attributable to wild horses shall occur on riparian habitat along the Carson 
River. 

3. Wild horses will be removed upon request in writing from private land owners in ac­
cordance to Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations, §4720.2-1. 
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Sunrise Allarmem: An allowable use level of 27 .5'7c for yearlong use on perennial grasses 
and 22.5% on bitterbrush shall be managed for by wild horses. 

RATIONALE 

Generally, in observing these horses over the last three years, the Range Conservationists and Wild 
Horse and Burro Specialist considered many of the bands to be showing stress from inadequate forage 
supplies. Many areas show evidence of a constant search for forage. Utilization is occurring several 
miles outside of the historic HMA. In certain portions of the HMA. ecological sites are declining. In 
other areas the ecological sites appear to be stable but they have stabilized at the low end of their pro­
ductive potential. 

The analysis of available monitoring datr presented in the allotment evaluations for those allotments in 
the Pine Nut HMA indicate that a thriving natural ecological balance will be achieved at a level of 2152 
AUMs of wild horse use. 

In order to minimize the disruption of band structure and the stress to individual animals, the population 
of wild horses would be reduced 34% below the AML. This would allow the population to increase at a 
projected recruitment rate of 15% per year for three years. This would further allow a three or four year 
interval between removals. Managing the population to maximize the intervals between removals would 
minimize the stress associated with removals. Reducing the wild horse numbers to a point below the 
maximum and then allowing them to increase to AML would have several benefits. First. allowable use 
levels will not be exceeded therefore allowing the forage base to remain healthy. This. in tum. results in 
a healthier, more viable, population of wild horses that will have less competition for forage, water and 
space. 

AUTHORIIT 

The authority for this decision is contained in Sec. 3(a) and (b) of the 'Wild-Free Roaming Horse and 
Burro Act (P.L. 92-195) as amended and Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which states in 
pertinent parts: 

§4700.0-6 (a): "Wild horses and burros shall be managed as self-sustaining population~ of 
healthy animals in balance with other uses and the productive capacity of their habitat." 

§4710.3-1: "Herd management areas shall be established for the maintenance of wild horse 
and burro herds. In delineating each herd management area. the authorized officer shall consider the ap­
propriate management level of the herd. the habitat requirements of the animals, the relationship with 
other uses of the public land and adjacent private lands, and the constraints contained in §4 710.4 ..... " 

§4710.4 "Management of wild horse and burros shall be undertaken with the objective of 
limiting the animals' distribution to herd areas. Management shall be at the minimum level necessary to 
attain the objectives identified in approved land use plans and herd management area plans." 

§4720.1 States in part that. "Upon examination of current information and a determin, 1tion 
by the authorized officer that an excess of wild horses or bun-os exist the authorized officer shall remove 
the excess animals immediately .... " 
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§4720.2-1 States in part that, "Upon written request from the private landowner to any repre-
sentative of the Bureau of Land Management. the authorized officer shall remove stray wild horses and 
burrns from private lands as soon as practicable. 

PROTEST 

Although 43 CFR §4770.3 allows for an appeal with no mention of a protest, for the purpose of consis­
tency the multiple use decision will be initially sent as a "Proposed" decision. 

If you wish to protest this proposed decision, you are allowed 15 days from receipt of this decision to 
file such protest with the Walker Resource Area Manager, 1535 Hot Springs Rd., Suite 300. Carson 
City, NV 89706-0638. The protest should state the reasons, clearly and concisely, why you think the de­
cision is in error. 

GUIDANCE 

Strategic Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public Lands, J 992 
Technical Reference 4400-7, Rangeland Monitoring Analysis, Interpretation. and Evaluation, 1985 

°"rILDLIFE MANAGEMENT DECISION 

In order to improve habitat for wildlife, the following actions will be taken: 

A. Pinyon-Juniper woodlands will be identified for treatments that will improve conditions 
for wildlife. Treatment areas will be designed to increase "edge effect" and promote in­
creased production of palatable understory plant species. The long term management will be 
directed toward achieving an ecosystem containing a natural balance of pinyon -juniper 
woodlands, and other ecological sites. It will be necessary to develop a Pine Nut MoumJ.in 
"desired landscape" description which uses the Potential Natural Community information as 
a general guide for meeting Land Use Plan objectives. This will be developed through the 
consultation. cooperation. and coordination with interested parties. 

B. If monitoring shows that a critical riparian area is not making satisfactory progress toward 
proper functioning condition, after changes/modifications in management have been in ef­
fect, fencing will be initiated. Fences will be constructed to wildlife standards. Water will be 
provided outside the source for livestock and wild horses. 

C. In order to provide forage for over-wintering mule deer, allow no more than 25% use on 
bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses in the deer winter range before October. Yearlong 
use by all herbivores should not exceed 45%. 

D. Following a reduction of the wild horse population to a level which allows the horses to 
live within their HMA at moderate forage utilization levels. work with the Nevada Division 
of Wildlife to introduce pronghorn antelope into Churchill Canyon and Mill Canyon allot­
ments. 
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RATIONALE 

Removal of pinyon-juniper trees will provide increased edge effect for mule deer and also expand the 
forage base. The amount of moisture that is intercepted and the amount of groundwater used on an an­
nual basis would be available to re-charge underground aquifers. This could potentially rehabilitate 
springs that are currently dry or have reduced water flows. 

Riparian areas are used year-round by a combination of wild horses and wildlife. Livestock use occurs 
during varying portions of the year. The cumulative effect can be detrimental and can result in dimin­
ished or total loss of flow. 

Cattle and sheep browse more than horses and so should be monitored to insure that forage is available 
for mule deer. Limiting use on bitterbrush by livestock and wild horses to 259c will allow for adequate 
forage (unbrowsed leaders) to remain for mule deer after completion of the grazing season and the 
plants need a good number of leaders remaining unbrowsed at the end of the season, as these new lead­
ers will be the primary seed producers for the next year. 

Pronghorn antelope are an important big-game species. The introduction of a population has not been 
possible prior to management changes made primarily in the Churchill Canyon Allotment. With a 
light/moderate level of cattle grazing instead of heavy sheep grazing, and the wild horses not forced to 
constantly search the entire area for forage, the forbs and palatable grasses needed by pronghorn should 
achieve adequate abundance. 

GUIDANCE 

Reno Grazing Environmental Impact Statement, 1982 
Pine Nut Habitat Management Plan, Revised 1987 
Management Framework Plan, 1975 
Bureau of Land Management, Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990's 
Technical Reference 1737-9, Riparian Area Management, Process for Assessing Proper Functioning 
Condition, 1993 

PROTEST 

If you wish to protest this proposed multiple use decision, you are allowed 15 days from receipt of this 
decision to file your reasons with the authorized officer at the Walker Resource Area Manager, 1535 Hot 
Springs Rd., Suite 300, Carson City, NV 89706-0638. The protest should state the reasons, clearly and 
oncisely, why you think the decision in error. 
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SUNRISE ALLOTMENT EVALUATION 
ERRATA AND A IT ACHMENTS 

Insert the attached Sections VII and VIII after page 17. In the Table of Contents, insert the following 
under Section VI: 

VII. CONSULTATIONS . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . . . .. .. . . . . .. . . . .. .. .. . 18 

vm. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS SELECTED ............................ 18 
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VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Sunrise was among these 
allotments . 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on February 11, 1994. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clear­
inghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the following were sent copies of 
this evaluation. 

Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse Center 
of Law and Justice 

Washoe Tribe 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Joe Ricci Estate 

Borda Brothers Company 
Natural Resource Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing Advisory 

Board 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Reno Field Office 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Nevada 
Agency 

Craig C. Downer 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
Paul Clifford 
Wild Horse Organize Assistance 
F. M. Fulstone, Inc. 
Sierra Club , Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada W oolgrowers Association 
Animal Protection Institute 

Grace Ricci (representing the Joe Ricci Estate) was the only person to respond. Ms. Ricci sup­
ported the removal of pinyon and juniper trees to increase forage for livestock, wild horses and 
wildlife. This issue is addressed in the next section. 

VIII. Management Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one PMUD will be issued for all nine allotment in the Pine Nut HMA. 

All short term technical recommendations except Technical Recommendation No. 6 will be in­
cluded within the Proposed Multiple Use Decision (PMUD). Recommendation No. 6 related to 
off highway vehicle (OHV) management, which will be addressed in the upcoming land use plan 
amendment. It was decided by the Carson City District staff that , because of the potential eco­
nomic, aesthetic, cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon - juniper woodlands, the 
long term management of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should also be addressed in 
the land use plan amendment. At the time of this writing, an amendment team had been formed 
and letters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 
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ELDORADO ALLOTMENT EVALUATION 
ERRATA AND ATTACHMENTS 

Insert the attached Sections VII and VIII after page 23. In the Table of Contents, insert the following 
under Section VI: 

VII. CONSULTATIONS ............................................. 24 

vm. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS SELECTED ............................ 29 
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VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Eldorado was among these 
allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on November 30, 1994. Since a considerable amount of time had elapsed 
since the original scoping letter had been sent out, the evaluation was sent to all persons and or­
ganizations who had expressed interested in wildlife, wild horse and livestock grazing on public 
lands within the Walker Resource Area. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clearing­
house for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the following were sent copies of this 
evaluation. 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
The Nature Conservancy 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada W oolgrowers Association 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse Center 

of Law and Justice 
Washoe Tribe 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
American Horse Protection Association 
Craig C. Downer 
Dan Keiserman 
Fund for Animals 
International Society for the Protection 

of Mustangs and Burros 
Ann Earle 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno 

Field Office 
Paula S. Askew 
Steven Fulstone 
U.S. Humane Society 

Animal Protection Institute 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Carson City District Grazing Advisory 

Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Nevada 

Agency 
U.S. Wild Horse and Burro Foundation 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
American Bashkir Curley Register 
Bobby Royal 

American Mustang and Burro Association 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
Kathey McCovey 
L.I.F.E Fou.ndation 
National Mustang Association, Inc. 
Nevada Humane Society 
Paul Clifford 
Rebecca Kunow 
The Mule Deer Foundation 

Comments were received from the Association of Conservation Districts, the Nevada Division 
of Wildlife (hence forth referred to as NDOW, or simply "the Division"), Commission for the 
Preservation of Wild Horses (hence forth referred to as "the Commission"), Wild Horse Orga­
nized Assistance (WHOA) and Craig Downer. Most of the comments showed a general opposi­
tion to livestock grazing. The BLM, however, is mandated to support a multiple-use concept 
while managing for a healthy ecosystem. It is therefore important to seek management goals 
that are fair to the majority of interests while maintaining or improving the health of the range. 
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There also appeared to be some confusion related to the potential stocking level calculated in Ap­
pendix II. The potential stocking level represents the amount of forage available to wild horses 
and livestock. "Potential stocking level" should not be confused with uneven distribution, which 
in tum should not be confused with resource damage. The use mapping data showed that there 
was an uneven distribution of wild horses and livestock use. The trend data indicated that the ar­
eas of heavy and severe utilization have resulted in resource deterioration over portions of the al­
lotment. Therefore, it was proposed that the 600 AUM objective for livestock should no longer 
be applicable and that the stocking level for wild horses should be maintained at half the calcu­
lated potential stocking level. 

The fact that animal impacts are occurring on the range does not automatically equate to resource 
deterioration. Craig Downer made the following observation relating to large ungulates and 
their environments: "Little is said about the positive affects which these animals [ wild horses] 
have upon the desert ecosystem, nor about the impact which their low population levels can have 
upon their own long-term survival." Such positive effects result from properly timed impacts. 
If timing and duration cannot be controlled, either through natural relationships or through in­
tense management, then it becomes necessary to adjust use levels. 

Other questions and comments that relate to the health of the land or address the evaluation of 
this health are discussed below. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Are population estimates made using census data? Do census observe all horses? 
Does one adult/foal equal one cow/calf? (Commission) 

These questions were in reference to the table on page 9. The numbers in the 
"Total" column are all wild horses counted during aerial census. At the time of 
aerial censuses, wild horses counted as "foals" are usually old enough, or soon 
will be old enough to be consumming substantial amounts of forage. Therefore, 
foals are counted as an animal unit. In calculating AUMs for use in analysis, a 
calf may also be counted as an animal unit if it developes to a stage where it will 
be consuming substantial amounts of forage. 

The years 1988 and 1990 are the only data representing joint use by livestock and 
wild horses. These years best represent data for a carrying capacity to sustain any 
livestock use on the allotment. (NDOW) 

Again we have an allotment with constant wild horse use and infreguent domestic 
sheep use. Your data shows that when livestock were authorized in 1988 and 
1990 that the amounts of heavy and severe use increased on the allotment. These 
years of use should provide significant data in the determination of stocking rates 
and appropriate management levels. (WHOA) 

Page 11. we strongly recommend that all available data from those years be used. 
(WHOA) 
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Response: It is assumed that the commenters were making an indirect reference to the stock­

ing level calculations used in Appendix II, which used data collected in 1993. The 
data collected in 1988 and 1990 were collected in spring, immediately after sheep 
were taken off the range. Therefore, the data for these years did not show all the 
use by wild horses, who continued grazing after the livestock were removed. This 
is one reason that the 1993 data was used, since it was collected later in the year 
(note the larger area showing use by horses). Also, due to the mandate to establish 
AMLs by 1995, more effort was spent in 1993 in documenting use patterns 
throughout the HMA, rather than on an individual allotment basis. This resulted in 
detailed use pattern maps for all nine allotment within the HMA made during the 
same year of a wild horse census. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

However, just because the other mappings were not used in the stocking rate cal­
culations, this does not mean that the data was not analyzed during the evaluation 
process. The heavy and severe use levels recorded during the 1988 and 1990 
mappings, along with 1993 data, helped explain the downward trend observed in 
areas of the allotment. This showed that damage was actually occurring from the 
uneven distribution of both livestock and horses. This resulted in the elimination 
of the objective to provide 600 AUMs for livestock and establishing a potential 
stocking level of 270 AUMs for wild horses instead of 541 AUMs. In addition to 
these actions, it may be necessary to incorporate terms and conditions addressing 
animal distribution (depending on the specific operation) if temporary and nonre­
newable grazing is authorized in the Eldorado Allotment. 

p. 7: I think that 600 AUM's for livestock is unreasonable and that this propor­
tion should be reduced to accommodate more wildlife. including wild horses. 
(Craig Downer) 

p. 14. Conclusions: I object to increasing livestock use to 600 AUMs. This con­
firms my fears that the wild horses are being overmagnified as to their impacts 
and squeezed out. as they have been in so many other places where they have le­
gal right. (Craig Downer) 

These comments are in reference to the old allotment objective to provide 600 
AUMs oflivestock use. Mr. Downer's concerns reflect the conclusions made by 
the authors of this evaluation, which resulted in Technical Recommendation 1, 
page 21 ("The objective identifying 600 AUMs of use by livestock will no longer 
be applicable"). It is further recommended that only temporary and nonrenewable 
livestock grazing be allowed in winter (dormancy period of key plant species). 
Therefore, wild horses were not "singled out" while increasing livestock use. 

p. 12: Evaluations for all grazer categories should be made, not just one or the 
other. This wi11 establish unbias information by which to base future conclusions. 
(Craig Downer) 
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Response: It is assumed that Mr. Downer is referring to the actual use table on page 12. 

1988 and 1990 data was collected in spring immediately after the sheep were re­
moved, therefore reflecting primarily livestock use with some wild horse use. No 
grazing occurred in 1992 and 1993, therefore the use was by wild horses. Once 
the AML has been established and livestock are authorized, it may be necessary to 
take more than one reading per year. 

Comment: Much of the resource decline is due to drought which should be alleviated this 
year by unusually heavy precipitation receive d to date. (Craig Downer) 

Response: It is important to prevent resource degradation, even during years of reduced an­
nual precipitation. Properly managed rangelands should provide adequate 
amounts of forage to grazing animals, even during times of reduced annual pre­
cipitation. The actions defined in this evaluation will accomplish this. 

Comment: I note that bitterbrush is not effected by wild horses and that they may be guite 
compatible with mule deer. (Craig Downer) 

Response: Bitterbrush is not the only component in the ecosystem that is important to mule 
deer. As an example, horses directly compete with mule deer in the spring when 
green grass is important to both animals. Cured grass is also important in the win­
ter diets of both mule deer and wild horses. Indirect effects may result from dis­
rupted water, energy and nutrient cycles due to improper grazing by wild horses. 
Any example of this could be a reduction of water sources, decrease in forage 
plant seedlings, and decrease of riparian vegetation. 

Comment: I recommend developing a variety of water sources and making accessible 
sources that have been restricted so that the horses do not have to concentrate too 
much upon any one source. (Craig Downer) 

Response: It must be remembered that, in the absence of large predators, wild horses will 
concentrate in riparian areas. In lieu of an intensive grazing system to control the 
timing and duration of impacts, the only two options open in some areas may be 
the fencing of riparian areas or the total elimination of wild horses. Where the ex­
pense of fence construction and maintenance is justified, the projects can be con­
structed in order to provide water while protecting riparian vegetation. 

Comment: p. 19: Also give consideration to what is a healthy viable population of wild 
horses. for too small population numbers can cause serious problems for the long 
term survival of the horses. I recommend a considerably larger wild horse herd 
size than the current one. (Craig Downer) 

p.20: VI. A. "Self sustaining populations ... " means adeguate population numbers 
to prevent inbreeding. not mere token numbers which are themselves placed in 
jeopardy of extinction by a variety of causes. (Craig Downer) 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response : 

-
Recom. 5: As usual the tiny minority of wild horses are being targeted . 22 horses 
year round is much too few. I strenuously object to your reducing wild horse 
population here to this level, and rather favor an increase in their numbers, re­
source permitting . (Craig Downer) 

p.22: top: This fails to account for the fact that the wild horse has been largely 
eliminated throughout the West. Ipso facto, where meager numbers persist, such 
as here in the Pine Nut Range, their numbers should be allowed to increase to at 
least minimally viable population levels, estimate at 1,000 breeding adults. (Craig 
Downer) 

The AML will be established for the entire HMA, not for individual allotments. 
Therefore the 22 horses is meaningless since Eldorado Allotment represents only 
ten percent of the HMA. Based on the analysis of monitoring data presented in 
all nine allotment evaluations, a population of 179 wild horses can be supported 
within the HMA. 

Why is there the big fluctuation in wild horse numbers: gatherings, migration for 
adjoining areas? (Craig Downer) 

The fluctuation of horse numbers shown on page 19 of this evaluation is mostly 
due from movement of wild horses throughout the HMA. A few have been gath­
ered by BLM when they moved onto private lands near Dayton. 
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VIII. Management Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one PMUD will be issued for all nine allotment in the Pine Nut HMA. 

All short term technical recommendations will be included within the Proposed Multiple Use De­
cision (PMUD). It was decided by the Carson City District staff that, because of the potential 
economic, aesthetic, cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon - juniper woodlands, 
the long term management of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in 
the upcoming land use plan amendment. At the time of this writing, an amendment team had 
been formed and letters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 

29 



-
CLIFTON ALLOTMENT EVALUATION 

ATTACHMENTS AND ERRATA 

Please add the attached sections VII and VIII to your copy of the Clifton Allotment Evaluation. Place 
these sections immediately after Technical Recommendation ( page 17). In addition, the following cor­
rections and/or additions should be made: 

Section IV. Management Evaluation 

A. Actual Use 

2. Wild Horses 

Number 

91 
59 
22 

1992 
1990 · 
1989 
1986 (entire unit counted, map not avail­

able to determine allotment specific 
number). 

Section VI. Technical Recommendations A. Potential Stocking Level - Wild Horses 

In the original calculations for determining the potential stocking level, the use by wild horses 
outside of the HMA was not factored into the decision. This procedure was used in the other al­
lotments that had use occurring outside the HMA boundary. Acreages shown for the slight and 
light use levels were reversed in the table (see attahced revised Appendix II). Therefore, instead 
of 414 AUMs shown, the correct figure is 444 AUMs. 

Section VI. Technical Recommendations B. Potential Stocking Level - Livestock 

For the reasons stated above, the potential stocking level for livestock within the HMA boundary 
is corrected from 414 AUMs to 444 AUMs. The recommendation, "The active preference for 
livestock be adjusted from 772 AUMs to 583 AUMs" is changed to read, "The active preference 
for livestock be adjusted from 772 AUMs to 613 AUMs. 

Appendix II - Potential Stocking Level Calculations 

Replace this with the attached, corrected Appendix: 
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VII. Consultation 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional infonnation and to detennine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Clifton was among these 
allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on January 13, 1995. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clear­
inghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the following were sent copies of 
this evaluation. 

Rolling A Ranch 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Rebecca Kunow 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
Kathey McCovey 
Nevada Humane Society 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Reno Field Office 

Nevada Division of Wildlife 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada Woolgrower's Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 

Western Nevada Agency 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
American Horse Protection Association 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro Association 
L.I.F.E. Foundation 
Nevada Commission for the Preservation of 

Wild Horses 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 

Comments concerning Clifton were received from the Nevada I?ivision of Wildlife (NDOW), the 
Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (Commission), Wild Horse Organized As­
sistance (WHOA), and Craig Downer. Most of the comments showed a general opposition to 
livestock grazing. The BLM, however, is mandated to support a multiple-use concept while 
managing for a healthy ecosystem. It is therefore important to seek management goals that are 
fair to the majority of interests while maintaining or improving the health of the range. 

There also appeared to be some confusion related to the potential stocking level calculated in Ap­
pendix II. The potential stocking level represents the amount of forage available to wild horses 
and livestock. "Potential stocking level" should not be confused with uneven distribution, which 
in tum should not be confused with resource damage. The use mapping data showed that there 
was an uneven distribution of wild horses and livestock use. The trend data indicated that the ar­
eas of heavy and severe utilization that occurred during the growing season had resulted in re­
source deterioration over portions of the allotment. Therefore, it was proposed that the active 
preference for livestock be reduced and the season of use adjusted. It was also proposed that the 
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potential stocking level for wild horses should be maintained at 444 AUMsl, which is signifi­
cantly lower than the actual use observed in 1993. 

The fact that animal impacts are occurring on the range does not automatically equate to resource 
deterioration. Craig Downer made the following observation relating to large ungulates and 
their environments: "Little is said about the positive affects which these animals [ wild horses] 
have upon the desert ecosystem, nor about the impact which their low population levels can have 
upon their own long-term survival." Such positive effects result from properly timed impacts. 
If timing and duration cannot be controlled, either through natural relationships or through in­
tense management, then it becomes necessary to adjust use levels. 

Other questions and comments that relate to the health of the land or address the evaluation of 
this health are discussed below. 

Comment: Wild horse census were conducted for five years of this evaluation. The actual 
use data were not presented in the document (NDOW). 

Response: The data is1992 (91 horses), 1990 (59 horses), 1989 (22 horses), and for 1986 no 
map was available to determine allotment specific numbers. 

Comment: Page 9 shows that use pattern mapping are available for years when the allotment 
was jointly used by livestock and wild horses, yet, Appendix II shows only 1993 
wild horse actual use and use pattern mapping were used for determining the al­
lotments livestock stocking rate and AML Monitoring was designed to avoid the 
pitfalls of "one point in time" inventory, and the process was to use all available 
data to determine a carrying capacity. (WHOA: the points addressed in this com­
ments were also addressed by NDOW and the Commission). 

Response: It was the professional opinion of the BLM specialists who worked on all the 
evaluations that census data and use pattern mapping data used to calculate stock­
ing levels should be collected throughout the entire HMA during the same year. 
The forage production was well within the normal range in 1993. Therefore 
Walker Resource Area staff made a concerted effort to collect use mapping data 
over the HMA as a whole, rather than in just individual allotments. This informa­
tion provides the most accurate information to determine potential stocking level 
for all grazing animals in the allotments that are located within the boundaries of 
the HMA. 

Although the other mappings were not used in the stocking rate calculations, this 
does not mean that the data was not analyzed during the evaluation process. The 
heavy and severe use levels during the growing season as observed in the other 
mappings helped explain the downward trend in areas of the allotment. This 

1Refer to Section VIII on page 21 for explanation of difference in this figure and Technical Recom­
mendation A. 
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resulted in the proposal to adjust of livestock AUMs downward and modify the 
season of use. 

Comment: Was actual use by wild horses determined by the assumption of one adult/foal 
equals an animal unit month? (Commission) 

Was the actual use of cow/calve versus mare/foal equivalent to one AUM used? 
(WHOA) 

Response: At the time of aerial censuses, wild horses counted as "foals" are usually old 
enough, or soon will be old enough to be consuming substantial amounts of for­
age. Therefore, foals are counted as an animal unit. In calculating AUMs for use 
in analysis, a calf may also be counted as an animal unit if it develops to a stage 
where it will be consuming substantial amounts of forage. 

Comment: Page 15, VI., A: What else do you expect for a wild species, such as the wild 
horse, whose whole habitat and whole year needs should be accommodated at 
truly viable population levels? The potential stocking level for wild horses at 414, 
or 34 wild horses year round, is much too low. (Craig Downer) 

Response: Allotment-based horse numbers are immaterial since the allotment boundaries 
within the HMA are unfenced and groups of wild horses are free to come and go 
at will. Therefore it becomes more important to establish wild horse numbers 
(i.e., the AML) for the entire HMA. Instead of proposing numbers for individual 
allotments, the allotment evaluations proposed stocking levels based on the avail­
ability of forage for wild horses and other considerations such as trend and condi­
tion. Based on the combined stocking levels for all nine allotments, no more than 
179 wild horses can be supported within the HMA. 



VIII. Management Action Selected 

An error was noted in the potential stocking level calculations contained in Appendix II of the 
evaluation. Inadvertently, the use being made outside of the HMA boundary, by wild horses, 
was excluded in the calculations. In order to be consistent with the proper procedures applied to 
other allotments within the HMA, this error has been corrected. The Technical Recommenda­
tion covering the potential stocking levels for wild horses and livestock are modified as follows: 

The potential stocking level for wild horses within the allotment will be changed from 414 
AUMs to 444 AUMs. 

The potential stocking level for livestock will be changed from 583 AUMs to 6 13 AUMs. 

The active preference for cattle will be adjusted from 772 AUMs to 613 AUMs. This reduction 
in active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the effective date of 
the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as follows: 

1995 From 772 AUMs to 719 AUMs 
1997 From 719 AUMs to 666 AUMs 
1999 From 666 AUMs to 613 AUMs 

A total of 159 AUMs will be suspended. 

The authorized season of use will be changed from 4/1-5/31 to 1/1- 5/31. 

It was decided by the Carson City District staff that, because of the potential economic, aesthetic, 
cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon-juniper woodlands, the longer term man­
agement of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in the upcoming land 
use plan amendment At the time of this writing, an amendment team had been formed and let­
ters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 
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APPENDIX II 

CLIFTON ALLOTMENT 
STOCKING LEVEL CALCULATIONS 

s hown below are the series of calculations used to derive the potential stocking level for wild horses in 
the Clifton Allotment. Stocking levels are determined using the Potential Actual Use formula from 
B LM Technical Reference (TR) 4400-7, Rangeland Monitoring Analysis, Interpretation, and Evaluation 
( November, 1985), Appendix 2, pages 54-56: 

A 
u 
u 
f 

creages shown below are taken from the 1993 use pattern mapping. The "No Use" category was not 
sed in calculations relating to wild horses. Being free-roaming creatures of habit, the wild horses don't 
se these portions of the allotment due to topographical restrictions, fear of predation, and/or lack of 
orage due to dense pinyon-juniper overstory. Therefore, these areas are considered to be ungrazable by 

w w~~- . 

N o livestock were grazed in the Clifton Allotment in 1993, therefore all use is by wild horses. Use 
ccurred outside of the HMA, on public and private lands, as well as on private lands within the HMA. 
stablishing a potential stocking level considers use made only within the HMA (public land) and 
xcludes private lands. 

0 

E 
e 

TABLE! 
UTILIZATION DATA 

Utilization Class Acres inside HMA bv class Acres outside HMA b class 
Slie:ht 3530 2830 
Li ht 635 0 
Moderate 0 0 
Hea 4974 0 
Severe 958 0 
Total 10097 2830 

; 

1 nf? 
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Utilization 
Class 

Sli.!!ht 
Light 

Moderate 
Heavy 

Severe 

Totals 

Desired 
Utilization 

Present Horse 
Numbers 

68 

TABLE II 
UTILIZATION SUMMARY 

(xl) Acres in (x2) Acres 
HMAby outside HMA 
Class 

3530 
635 

0 
4974 

958 

10097 

10097 

by Class 

2830 

0 

0 
0 
0 

2830 

0 

"PRESENT 
MULTIPLE" 
Present Sums of 
Acres X Utilization 
(1) 

517050 

(y) Class xl *.Y Within x2 * y 
Midpoint HMAAcres Outside 

X Utilization HMAAcres 

10 35300 

30 19050 

50 0 

70 348180 

90 86220 

488750 

27.5 277668 

"DESIRED 
MULTIPLE" 
Desired Sums of 
Acres X Utilization 
(2) 

277668 

X Utilization 
28300 

0 ' 

0 

0 

0 \ 

28300 

0 

Number of horses 
needed to achieve 
desired utilization (3) 

36.52 = 37 horses 

(1) Includes the sum of both inside (546650) and outside (84900) the HMA. 
(2) The sum 27 .5% desired utilization multiplied by the number of acres of HMA being grazed by these 
horses. . 
(3) Solving for "x" in the ratio equation : illQ5Q 21266a 

68 horses x(number of horses to achieve desire utilization levels 

AUMs provided for the desired number of horses (37) is 444 in the Clifton Allotment. 
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VII. Consultation 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organization that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Res9urce Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be iriterested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Mill Canyon was among 
these allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on January 13, 1995. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clear­
inghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the following were sent copies of 
this evaluation. 

Borda Brothers 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Rebecca Kunow 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
Kathey McCovey 
Nevada Commission for the 

Preservation of Wild Horses 

Nevada Division of Wildlife 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada W oolgrowers Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Western Nevada Agency 

The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
Steven Fulstone 
American Horse Protection Association 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro Association 
L.I.F.E. Foundation 
Nevada Humane Society 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Reno Field Office 

Comments concerning Mill Canyon were received from the Nevada Division of Wildlife 
(NDOW), The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses . (Commission), Wild Horse Or­
ganized Assistance (WHOA), and Craig Downer. Most of the comments showed a general op­
position to livestock grazing. The BLM, however, is mandated to support a multiple-use con­
cept while managing for a healthy ecosystem. It is therefore important to seek management 
goals that are fair to the majority of interests while maintaining or improving the health of the 
range. 

There also appeared to be some confusion related to the potential stocking level calculated in Ap­
pendix II. The potential stocking level represents the amount of forage available to wild horses 
and livestock. "Potential stocking level" should not be confused with uneven distribution, which 
in tum should not be confused with resource damage. The use mapping data showed that there 
was an uneven distribution of wild horse use. The trend data indicated that the areas of heavy 
and severe utilization may have resulted in resource deterioration over portions of the allotment. 
Therefore, it was proposed that the stocking level for wild horses should be maintained at half 
the calculated potential stocking level, and the season of use, whether by sheep or cattle, should 
be during the fall and/or winter when the plants are dormant. 

--- --- ~ lQ--,.~,, - -- -------------
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The fact that animal impacts are occurring on the range does not automatically equate to resource 
deterioration. Craig Downer made the following observation relating to large ungulates and 
their environments: "Little is said about the positive affects which these animals [wild horses] 
have upon the desert ecosystem, nor about the impact which their low population levels can have 
upon their own long-term survival." Such positive effects result from properly timed impacts. 
If timing and duration cannot be controlled, either through natural relationships or through in­
tense management, then it becomes necessary to adjust use levels. 

Other comments that relate to the health of the public land within the Mill Canyon Allotment or 
address the evaluation of this health are discussed below. 

Comment: In order for sheep to be converted to cattle on this allotment, we suggest the Dis­
trict conduct a suitability study with available monitoring data. The only ratio­
nale given on page 15 is that "wool subsidies are being eliminated." This rational 
is not based upon the allotment's resources or its suitability for cattle. (NDOW) 

Response: 

If this evaluation is to justify a livestock conversion, then suitability and a "graz­
ing pattern that will allow for protection of riparian and also reduce competition 
for forage" must be presented. (NDOW)° 

We suggest the allotment be evaluated for cattle suitability and a carrying capac­
ity be determined only for wild horses. (Commission) 

The range survey (forage inventory) rated the allotment for both sheep and cattle 
use, therefore the allotment has already been determined to be suitable for use by 
cattle. The potential stocking level calculation (Appendix II) established an AUM 
figure for the HMA portion of the allotment and refined the AUM availability for 
cattle within what could be a dual use area for cattle and horses. This was based 
on monitoring data (utilization levels, use pattern mapping, wild horse census). 

The season of use for cattle recommended in the range survey (forage inventory) 
was primarily the spring. However, the season of use in the evaluation recom­
mended that the allotment be used, whether by sheep or cattle, during the 
fall/winter when the plants are dormant. Forage is most desirable and most sus­
ceptible to harmful grazing (refer to General Response section for explanation) 
during the spring. By adjusting the season of use for livestock, this potential dan­
ger has been averted. Livestock use, if managed intensively, could take place dur­
ing the spring and harmful grazing could be minimized, but in the presence of 
horses continually occupying the area, could not be averted. 

In addition, to protect the riparian areas, which are located more or less exclu­
sively in the western portion of the allotment, after 2/28 (before the onset of plant 
growth), livestock must be removed outside the HMA. 
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Comment: Are population estimates made using census data? Do census observe all 
horses? Does one adult/foal equal one cow/calf AUM? 

Response: Population estimates presented within this evaluation are based on aerial census 
data. At the time of aerial censuses, wild horses counted as "foals" are usually old 
enough, or soon will be old enough to be consuming substantial amounts of for­
age. Therefore, foals are counted as an animal unit. In calculating AUMs for use 
in analysis, a calf may also be counted as an animal unit if it develops to a stage 
where it will be consuming substantial amounts of forage. 

Comment: Are you sure there are no threatened, endangered, or candidate plant or animal 
species in the allotment. I believe the Peregrine Falcon has been spotted in 
former years in cliffs (Craig Downer). 

Response: We are not aware of any such sightings. If you can provide information confirm­
ing their existence in the allotment, it will be appreciated. 

i 

')() 



-
VIIL Management Action Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one Proposed Multiple Use Decision will be issued for all nine allotments in the Pine Nut 
Herd Management Area. 

The active preference for sheep will be maintained at 2049 AUMs. 

If a conversion is made from sheep to cattle, the active preference for cattle initially will not ex­
ceed 776 AUMs. This preference will remain in effect for 5 years following such conversion, 
after which time a final active preference will be established based on additional monitoring data. 

The authorized season of use will be changed from 11/1 -1/31 and 4/1 -5/31 to 11/1 - 3/31."' 

Livestock use within the HMA portion of the allotment will be made between 11/1 and 2/28. Af­
ter 2/28, all livestock use will be shifted outside of the HMA 

The potential stocking level for wild horses in the portion of the HMA located within the allot­
ment is 296 AUMs. 

It was decided by the Carson City District staff that, because of the potential economic, aesthetic, 
cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon-juniper woodlands, the longer term man­
agement of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in the upcoming land 
use plan amendment At the time of this writing, an amendment team had been formed and let­
ters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 
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VII. Consultation 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organization that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Rawe Peak was among 
these allotments . 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on January 13, 1995. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clear­
inghouse for distribution among state agencies . In addition, the following were sent copies of 
this evaluation. 

Rolling A Ranch 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Rebecca Kunow 
American Mustang and Burro 

Association 
Nevada Commission for the 

Preservation of Wild Horses 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , 

Reno Field Station 

Nevada Division of Wildlife 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada W oolgrower' s Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Western Nevada Agency 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
American Horse Protection Association 
Craig C. Downer 
Steven Fulstone 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
L.I.F.E. Foundation 
Kathey McCovey 
Nevada Humane Society 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 

Comments concerning Rawe Peak were received from the Nevada Division of Wildlife 
(NDOW), The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (Commission), Wild Horse Or­
ganiz ed Assistance (WHOA) , and Craig Downer. Some of the comments showed a general op­
position to livestock grazing. The BLM, however, is mandated to support a multiple-use con­
cept while managing for a healthy ecosystem. It is therefore important to seek management 
goals that are fair to the majority of interests while maintaining or improving the health of the 
range. 

Other questions and comments that relate to the health of the land or address the evaluation of 
this health are discussed below. 

1 fi 
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Comment: We.find it surprising that 16 percent of the allotment suffered heavy utilization 

without livestock or wild horse use. Without verified actual use, it will be difficult 
to establish a carrying capacity for the allotment. (NDOW: similar comments 
were received from the Commission and WHOA) 

Response: 

It may be conceivable that the allotment is used by wild horse each year; how­
ever, are there livestock that could have been on the allotment in 1993? The ad­
jacent Churchill Canyon Allotment had livestock use during 1993. (Commission) 

Use pattern mapping data shown on page 8 actually reflects 13% of the total acre­
age receiving heavy utilization. On page 10 of the evaluation, it was noted that 
"sporadic use is occurring in the open areas that provide grazing opportunities. 
Forage production is severely lacking. Horses apparently move in and out from 
Mill and Churchill Canyon allotments." 

The bands of the northern Pine Nut Horses ranging upon the Churchill Canyon 
Allotment also graze the Rawe Peak and Mill Canyon allotments so census and 
utilization data for these three allotments were combined for analysis. The allot­
ments are not physically separated. 

During the collection of utilization data in the Rawe Peak allotment in 1993, it 
was noted on the utilization forms that horse sign was present (fresh tracks and 
dung). Although no physical observations were made during this study and the 
aerial census conducted in 1993, it was evident that horses were using the allot­
ment There was no livestock sign observed during the data collection. 

Based upon the utilization data and mapping of use patterns, the calculations con­
tained in Appendix IIA, established the potential stocking level for cattle and 
horses in the allotment. Regardless of actually seeing animals, identifying and 
classifying grazed areas provides adequate information to establish a carrying ca­
pacity. 

Comment: We cannot.find the procedure used in this evaluation in the Technical Manual 
4400-7. (WHOA) 

Response: 

We cannot find the procedure used in this evaluation in the Technical Manual 
4400-7. (Commission) 

Appendix IIA We could not determine how procedures within Technical Manual 
4400-7 were applied. We would appreciate a better explanation on how the car­
rying capacity for this allotment was determined. (NDOW) 

The potential stocking level calculation found in Appendix II is based on a for­
mula found on page 55 of Technical Reference (TR) 4400-7 (Rangeland Monitor­
ing Analysis, lnte1pretation, and Evaluation). One of the parameters required in 
this formula is "AVERAGE/WEIGHTED AVERAGE UTILIZATION". 
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Weighted Average Utilization is determined based on procedures found on page 
52 of TR 4400- 7. 

Comment: There are 379 AUM, or ca. 31 wild horses, and 552 AUMs, or ca. 46 cattle, in 
this "Category C" early seral area of low production and potential. You state that 
you will manage for the status quo in the short term but that in the long term you 
will except the wild horses in this provision. It is important that the Pinenut herd 
be increased as a whole to a more substantial, viable herd size, which I suggest to 
be 1000 breeding adults, though 500 at a minimum, for the long term survival and 
given the size of contiguous public lands in the Pine Nut Range. ( Craig Downer) 

Response: 

Appendix IIB: I object to these low levels of wild horses and encourage a higher 
number through an effort on the part of the government authorities to provide a 
productive and suitable habitat for these animals here in their legal Herd Man­
agement Area. (Craig Downer) 

The long term objective mentioned in the first comment, above, dealt with check­
erboard land patterns. This allotment doesn't meet the criteria and the objective 
was inadvertently included. 

Allotment-based horse numbers are immaterial since the allotment boundaries 
within the HMA are unfenced and groups of wild horses are free to come and go 
at will. Therefore it becomes more important to establish wild horse numbers 
(i.e., the AML) for the entire HMA. Instead of proposing numbers for individual 
allotments, the allotment evaluations proposed stocking levels based on the avail­
ability of forage for wild horses and other considerations such as trend and condi­
tion. Based on the combined stocking levels for all nine allotments, no more than 
179 wild horses can be supported within the HMA. 
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VIII. Management Action Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one Proposed Multiple Use Decision will be issued for all nine allotments in the Pine Nut 
Herd Management Area. 

The potential stocking level for wild horses in the portion of the Pine Nut Herd Management 
Area (HMA) located within the allotment is 54 AUMs. 

The active preference for cattle will be adjusted from 552 AUMs to 54 AUMs. This reduction in 
active preference will be phased in over a five year period, beginning with the effective date of 
the Final Multiple Use Decision (1995). The reduction will be implemented as follows: 

1995 From 552 AUMs to 386 AUMs 
1997 From 386 AUMs to 220 AUMs 
1999 From 220 AUMs to 54 AUMs 

A total of 498 AUMs will be suspended. 

The authorized season of use will be changed from 5/16 - 7/31 to 11/1 -3/31. 

If a conversion is made from cattle to sheep , the active preference for sheep will be initially es­
tablished at 301 AUMs. This preference will remain in effect for 5 years, after which time a fi­
nal active preference will be established based on additional monitoring data. 

It was decided by the Carson City District staff that, because of the potential economic, aesthetic, 
cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon-juniper woodlands, the longer term man­
agement of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in the upcoming land 
use plan amendment At the time of this writing, an amendment team had been formed and let­
ters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 
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VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown 
interest in resource management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the 
letter was to gather additional information and to determine who would be interested 
in participating in the evaluation process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut 
Mountain Range. Churchill Canyon was among these allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation 
were sent out for public review on January 12, 1995. Fifteen copies were sent to the 
Nevada State Clearinghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the 
following were sent copies of this evaluation. 

Richard Huntsberger 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro 
Association 
Nevada Commission for the 

Preservation of Wild Horses 
Sario Livestock Co. c/o Beatrice Presto 

Nevada Division of Wildlife 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toyaibe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada Woolgrowers Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 

Western Nevada Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
American Horse Protection Association 
Steven Fulstone 
Rebecca Kunow 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
L.I.F.E Foundation 
Kathey McCovey 
Nevada Humane Society 

Comments concerning Churchill Canyon were received from the Nevada Division of 
Water Resources, the Nevada Division of Wildlife (NDOW), The Commission for the 
Preservation of Wild Horses (Commission), Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
(WHOA), and Craig Downer. Comments which pertain to pertain to the health of the 
land or to evaluating this health are presented and discussed below. 

Comment: Weight averaging for determining carrying capacity assumes uniform 
production and discounts the ponions of the allotments suffering heavy 
use, so is not in the best interests of the vegetative resource. 
(Commission) (NDOW) (WHOA) 
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Response: The "Weighted Average Utilization" technique is a standard Bureau 

method and is detailed on page 52 of TR 4400-7 (BLM, 1985). We 
have further refined the method by using only the grazed areas in the 
averaging process, which keeps unfavorable areas from artificially 
lowering the calculated utilization. This produces results which 
correlate quite well with professional observations of the adequacy of 
forage in a number of different areas. 

Comment: The allocation of forage is a simple 50:50 ratio. Data indicates that 
wild horses only contributed 35 % of the overall use of the allotment. 
The assumptions are not relative to the monitoring data collected on the 
allotment. (NDOW) 

Response: The 50:50 forage allocation applies only to forage within the Herd 
Management Area. Map 2 shows that the Herd Management Area 
comprises less than 20 % of the allotment. Appendix IV shows that the 
wild horses were consuming approximately 749 AUMs (40% of the 
total forage) while cattle were consuming 1057 AUMs. This 
summarizes the situation we find on the land: the wild horse population 
has outstripped the ability of the land within the Herd Management 
Area to supply its forage needs and so is forced to go considerably 
outside the Herd Management Area to find forage. The cattle are not 
having difficulty in finding adequate forage in the 80 % of the allotment 
outside the Herd Management Area. 

Comment: Allocation of forage to wild horses and livestock are fair. We suggest 
that percentage of use be applied to the necessary reduction to achieve 
carrying capacity. Computations presented in this appendix clearly 
indicate that forage from wild horses are awarded to livestock. 
(Commission) (WHOA) 

Response: Use within the portion of the allotment in the Herd Management Area, 
which would normally be expected to be shared fairly between wild 
horses and livestock, is now being made entirely by wild horses, with 
additional use considerably outside the herd area. That is why the 
reductions are needed in horse numbers in that area to bring the wild 
horse population into balance with their portion of the forage. 

Comment: You note that wild horses utilize the HMA at a heavy level. If this is the 
case does it not argue for their being able to shift their occupied home 
range about a larger area over time so as to provide for the 
recuperation of the formerly occupied areas. (Craig Downer) 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

There is no physical barrier preventing these horses from shifting their 
use areas, and yet we are not seeing the bands of horses in this area 
move until apparently forced by lack of forage. Possibly the absence of 
an effective large predator allows these horses to establish such small 
and habitual ranges. 

I protest leaving only 154 AUM's, or around 13 wild horses, or 2 
average sized bands, in the Churchill Canyon Allotment. This is too low 
a population level, even when added to the others to be at a minimally 
viable level. I suggest the expansion of the HMA to the south to include 
the Pine Nut wild horse herd's fomzer range. It is unfair to maintain 
6 -7 times as much livestock use as wild horse use! This puts the wild 
horses at a distinct disadvantage, even within its legal HMA, where 
they should be given fair consideration and proponion of resources. 
(Craig Downer) 

Map 2 shows the situation: only a small portion of the Herd 
Management Area is within the Churchill Canyon Allotment, and this 
portion of the HMA occupies only a portion of one pasture (the High 
Elevation North Pasture) of the allotment. Within the Herd 
Management Area the horses are given fully equal treatment in forage 
allocation. A major point of the Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971 is 
that the Bureau is to manage horses within the HMA boundaries, and 
not allow expansion outside the boundaries. 

Also note that since the Herd Management Area occupies less than 20 % 
of the allotment, and even within the HMA the horses are to share the 
forage fairly with livestock, livestock would necessarily be expected to 
harvest several times as much forage within the entire allotment than 
would the wild horses. 

I strenuously object to this reduction of the wild horses in order to 
introduce pronghorn. (Craig Downer) 

The proposed reduction in wild horses in this area was not intended to 
be done in order to make room for pronghorn, but rather because the 
horse population has grown beyond the ability of the area to produce 
forage. However, the point that pronghorn should not be allowed to 
increase to the detriment of the horse population does seem to be an 
important issue to be addressed in any pronghorn release plan. 
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VIII. Mana~ement Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd 
management area basis, only one Multiple Use Decision will be issued for all 
nine allotments in the Pine Nut Herd Management Area. 

Short term technical recommendations 1 and 2 (setting stocking levels for wild 
horses and cattle) and 3 (limiting use levels on bitterbrush) will be included in 
the Proposed Multiple Use Decision. Long term technical recommendation 6 
for continuing to classify Churchill Canyon as an Improve category allotment 
is currently implemented. The other technical recommendations are good ideas 
but are not appropriately implemented through this decision: if these are to be 
implemented further planning is needed in the form of a pronghorn release 
plan or a Pine Nut ecosystem plan. At the time of this writing a team has been 
formed to amend the land use plan to address long term management of Pine 
Nut Mountain woodlands. 

21 



- -
SAND CANYON ALLOTMENT EVALUATION 

ERRATA AND ATT ACHMEt\1TS 

Insert the attached Sections VII and VIII after page 14. In the Table of Contents, insert the following 
under Section VI: 

VII. CONSULTATIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 

VIII. MANAGEMENT ACTIONS SELECTED . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 



- -
VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Sand Canyon was among 
these allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of the Sand Canyon Allot­
ment evaluation were sent out for public review on December 15, 1994. Fifteen copies were 
sent to the Nevada State Clearinghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the 
following were sent copies of this evaluation. 

Buckeye Ranch 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro Assoc. 
Animal Protection Institute 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 

Reno Field Office 

Nevada Humane Societ 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada Woolgrowers Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Nevada Agency 
L.I.F.E Foundation 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
Nevada Humane Society 
Steven Folstone 
Edie Wilson 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
D.A. Anderson Estate 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 

Comments were received by the Nevada Division of Wildlife (hence forth referred to as NDOW, 
or simply "the Division"), Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (hence forth referred 
to as "the Commission") and Wild Horse Organized Assistance (WHOA). Other comments that 
relate to the health of the land or address the evaluation of this health are discussed below. 

Comment: 

Response: 

This allotment is obviously a low priority and received considerable non-use by 
livestock in recent years. It is interesting to note the condition of bitterbrush dur­
ing the summer and fall months. This may explain the better condition and vigor 
of bitterbrush on Sand Canyon Allotment compared to the adjacent Buckeye Al­
lotment. (NDOW) 

It was noted on page 8 of this evaluation in reference to Photo Plot No. 1 that an­
telope bitterbrush had vigorous leader growth in 1993. Many annual plants were 
also observed in 1993, which would tend to show that site specific climatological 
factors were favorable in 1993. This may be the reason for the vigorous leader 
growth in 1993 (i.e., not necessarily non-use by livestock). An effect that can be 
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Comment: 

Response: 

-
disappearance of needle grass due to a buildup of dead material in the crowns. 
This may also be the reason for a lack of reproduction by perennial grasses and 
forbs. In order to prevent surf ace erosion, it may be necessary in the future to 
promote an increase of perennial grasses and forbs through the use of controlled 
livestock impacts. 

Data presented in this document suggest that wild horses are not having any ad­
verse impacts to public land. We do not agree with the procedures. assumptions 
and data that determined the appropriate management level in the Buckeye and 
Sand Canyon Allottnent Evaluation . However, we do support the retirement of 
the grazing permit to avoid any potential conflict or over allocation of the avail­
able forage on this allotment. (Commission) 

The comments from WHOA were essentially the same as the Commission's. 

The recommendation to cancel active preference was not based on a lack of for­
age. As Carson City continues to expand, the public lands will become much 
more valuable as open space for residents. Therefore it was recommended that 
the Sand Canyon Allotment be managed primarily for recreation and wildlife. Al­
though the permit may be cancelled, this does not preclude the authorization of 
livestock on public lands . As illustrated in the previous response and as stated on 
page 13 of this evaluation, it may be necessary to graze livestock in order to ac­
complish environmental goals. 

Similarly, forage may not be the limiting factor for wild horses in this portion of 
the HMA. Conflict between wild horses and private land owners will probably 
occur before the wild horse population has exceeded the thriving ecological bal­
ance. If these conflicts result in written complaints from the land owners, we are 
required to take action under the BLM regulations. 
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VIIL Management Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one PMUD will be issued for all nine allotment in the Pine Nut HMA. 

All short term technical recommendations will be included within the Proposed Multiple Use De­
cision (PMUD). It was decided by the Carson City District staff that, because of the potential 
economic, aesthetic, cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon - juniper woodlands, 
the long term management of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in 
the upcoming land use plan amendment. At the time of this writing, an amendment team had 
been formed and letters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 
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VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest in re­
source management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to gather ad­
ditional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in the evaluation 
process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. Hackett Canyon was 
among these allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation were sent 
out for public review on November 30, 1995. Since a considerable amount of time had elapsed 
since the original scoping letter had been sent out, the evaluation was sent to all persons and or­
ganizations who had expressed interested in wildlife, wild horse and livestock grazing on public 
lands within the Walker Resource Area. Fifteen copies were sent to the Nevada State Clearing­
house for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the following were sent copies of this 
evaluation. 

Joe Ricci Estate 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
The Nature Conservancy 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada W oolgrowers Association 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse Center 

of Law and Justice 
Washoe Tribe 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
American Horse Protection Association 
Bobby Royal 
Dan Keiserman 
Fund for Animals 
International Society for the Protection 

of Mustangs and Burro 
Ann Earle 
Nevada Humane Society 
Paula S. Askew 
Steven Fulstone 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno 

Field Office 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Carson City District Grazing Advisory 

Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western Nevada 

Agency 
U.S. Humane Society 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
American Bashkir Curley Register 
Animal Protection Institute 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro Association 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
Kathey McCovey 
L.I.F.E Foundation 
National Mustang Association, Inc. 
Paul Clifford 
Rebecca Kunow 
The Mule Deer Foundation 
U.S. Wild Horse and Burro Foundation 

Comments were received by the Nevada Division of Wildlife (hence forth referred to as NDOW, 
or simply "the Division"), Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (hence forth referred 
to as "the Commission"), Wild Horse Organized Assistance (WHOA) and Craig Downer. Most 
of the comments showed a general opposition to livestock grazing. The BLM, however, is man­
dated to support a multiple-use concept while managing for a healthy ecosystem. It is therefore 
important to seek management goals that are fair to the majority of interests while maintaining or 
improving the health of the range. · 
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There also appeared to be some confusion related to the potential stocking level calculated in Ap­
pendix II. The potential stocking level represents the amount of forage available to wild horses 
and livestock. "Potential stocking level" should not be confused with uneven distribution, which 
in tum should not be confused with resource damage. The use mapping data showed that there 
was an uneven distribution of wild horse use. The trend data indicated that the areas of heavy 
and severe utilization may have resulted in resource deterioration over portions of the allotment. 
Therefore, it was proposed that the stocking level for wild horses should be maintained at half 

the calculated potential stocking level, and livestock grazing should be authorized under strict 
timing and duration constraints. 

The fact that animal impacts are occurring on the range does not automatically equate to resource 
deterioration. Craig Downer made the following observation relating to large ungulates and 
their environments: "Little is said about the positive affects which these animals [wild horses] 
have upon the desert ecosystem, nor about the impact which their low population levels can have 
upon their own long-term survival." Such positive effects result from properly timed impacts. 
If timing and duration cannot be controlled, either through natural relationships or through in­
tense management, then it becomes necessary to adjust use levels. 

Other comments that relate to the health of the land or address the evaluation of this health are 
discussed below. 

Comments: The allotment has not been used by cattle for the past seven years and not used by 
sheep for at least 11 years. The evaluation has no data to support a carryin!!: ca­
pacity and allocation of forage between uses. (NDOW) 

Since the allotment has not had domestic sheep use for over 11 years and no cattle 
use for the past seven years, the procedures to establish carryin!!: capacity and al­
locate forage to wild horses and livestock cannot be supported. (Commission) 

Since the allotment has not had domestic sheep licensed for over 11 years. the pro­
cedures to establish carryin£? capacity and allocate forage to wild horses and live­
stock cannot be supported. (WHOA) 

Response: Based on the calculations in Appendix II, approximately 374 AUM's can be used 
by wild horses and other herbivores with similar forage preferences. Based on the 
source cited in the footnote on page 15 of this evaluation, cattle and horses have 
similar forage preferences over most of the year. As explained on page 15, there 
is some dietary overlap between wild horses and sheep in spring (the proposed 
livestock season of use) when both will compete for grass. Therefore, the calcu­
lations in Appendix II will apply to all three kinds of herbivores (horses, sheep, 
and cattle) during the recommended season of use for livestock in the Hackett 
Canyon Allotment. 

Comment: It should be noted that the bitterbrush component has shown recruitment during 
drought years. In order to protect this component in the vegetation communities. 
livestock use should be curtailed. (NDOW) 
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Response: This point was addressed in detail on page 16. Based on potential problems re­
sulting in stress and carbohydrate storage in the roots of key plant species (includ­
ing bitterbrush), it was recommended that grazing between 03/15 to 06/30 be re­
stricted to two weeks or less on specific areas. It was also recognized that animal 
impact later than 06/30 may be beneficial for seedling establishment and therefore 
should occasionally be allowed at the discretion of the Area Manager. Since most 
of Hackett Canyon Allotment is key mule deer winter range, it will be necessary 
to restrict use on bitterbrush by livestock to 23% (approximately half the recom­
mended yearlong use levels on bitterbrush). This last restriction will ensure that 
adequate forage will be left for overwintering mule deer. Yearlong use by all her­
bivores (wild horses, livestock and wildlife) should not exceed 45% on bitterbrush 
in order to maintain its health and vigor. 

Comment: The documented damage to riparian areas by as few as six horses in 1992 suggest 
the area cannot be managed for wild horses. (NDOW) 

Response: 

We encourage the District to develop fencin& projects to protect the riparian area 
[sic] until those areas are functioning properly. (Commission) 

We encourage the protection of riparian and the District to develop fencing 
projects that will allow those areas to recover. (WHOA) 

This point is addressed on pages 12 and 17 of this evaluation. Three of the ripar­
ian areas where heavy to severe utilization was observed in 1993 are north of the 
Eldorado Canyon Fence, which means they are currently excluded from grazing 
by wild horses. Although a riparian area south of the fence was identified as not 
functional, this area had received only slight use and had no punching, which 
would tend to show that the observed erosion was not caused by wild horse over­
utilization (e.g .. , it could be a natural occurrence and/or be due to lack of animal 
impacts). 

If further monitoring indicates that degradation to riparian areas is occurring due 
to wild horses, then mangement will be developed to address specific problems. 
Fencing is one of these management actions. 

Comment: pg. 13: 12 wild horses seems guite inadeguate for this area. I support more wild 
horses. (Craig Downer) 

[p.17] bottom: 168 AUMs for wild horses is a very small allocation. I favor a 
laree allocation. (Craig Downer) 

Response: The number on page 13 was based on an aerial census of the Pine Nut Mountains 
made in 1993. The 168 AUM's shown under Technical Recommendation 1 on 
page 17 is a typographical error (the correct number is 187 AUMs). Hackett 
Canyon Allotment represents only six percent of the area within the Pine Nut 
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HMA. Based on the analysis of monitoring data presented in all nine allotment 
evaluations, 2152 AUMs of forage is available for wild horses within the HMA. 

Comment: p. 14: You lump wild horses and livestock together. later to describe the season 
of use. Since the overuse "probably occurred during the growing season of 
plants" and livestock are grazed during spring and summer. I would suggest that 
you consider livestock reduction for improving the situation. (Craig Downer) 

Response: Mr. Downer's comment is correct in reference to long duration grazing by both 
wild horses and livestock during the growing season of perennial plant species (as 
may have caused the downward trend at Photo Plot No. 1). The reasons for keep­
ing the spring use for livestock is described under "Authorizing Livestock Use" 
on pages 15 and 16. In addition to the stocking rate of livestock being reduced 
from 515 AUMs to 187 AUMs, a two week timing restriction on specific areas is 
being recommended to mitigate stress on plants during the active growing season. 

Comments: I am also concerned by the El Dorado Canyon Fence. Will it impose any crip­
pling hardship upon the wild horses. by limiting their seasonalmigrations or im­
peding access to important watering areas? Such fences have caused serious suf­
fering and death in other areas where the wild horses have legal right, especially 
during critical periods of the winter or the summer, when cold or water limit." 
(Craig Downer) 

p. 15: You state that the fence will reduce competition between wild horses and 
livestock, but has the overall effect it will have upon the wild horses population 
been evaluated? (Craig Downer) 

p.16: top: Yes, I favor your not fencing the south boundazy so as to impede the 
free movement of wild horses throughout the Pine Nut HMA. (Craig Downer) 

Response: As stated on page 2 of this evaluation, the Eldorado Canyon Fence was con­
structed to prevent wild horses from drifting onto the solid block of private lands 
lying to the north, which would necessitate their removal when the residents of 
Dayton complained. The wild horses have complete access to the remainder of 
the HMA, which is the reason why the southern boundary of the allotment will 
remain unfenced. Wild horses have more than enough water sources south of the 
fence. It was recommended that only sheep (a herded animal) be allowed to graze 
on the public lands remaining north of the fence. 

Comment: -- Again your stress on "direct competition for grass during the spring" causes me 
to recommend that you change the season of use of livestock or reduce livestock 
competition." (Craig Downer) 

Response: Much of the competition between wild horses and livestock is being eliminated by 
restricting most of the livestock grazing to the North Pasture (currently not grazed 
by horses). 
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vm. Management Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd management area basis, 
only one PMUD will be issued for all nine allotment in the Pine !"lut HMA. 

All short term technical recommendations will be included within the Proposed Multiple Use De­
cision (PMUD). Technical Recommendation 2a("This pasture will be grazed for two weeks or 
less each year") should be modified to read " Specific areas within the allotment will be grazed 
for two weeks or less each year." Under an intensive management system, sheep could be con­
tinuously moved from one area to another without staying very long in one spot. The recom­
mended modification of the technical recommendation would allow a permittee to adopt an in­
tensive management system, and, as long as the sheep do not stay in one spot, graze throughout 
the grazing season. If they "camp" on one area for more than two weeks during the growing sea­
son, they will be told to remove their livestock. In either case, the purpose preventing resource 
damage is fulfilled. 

It was decided by the Carso11 City District staff that, because of the potential economic, aesthetic, 
cultural and recreational values associated with pinyon - juniper woodlands, the long term man­
agement of the woodlands in the Pine Nut Mountains should be addressed in the upcoming land 
use plan amendment. At the time of this writing, an amendment team had been formed and let­
ters had been sent out to the public soliciting comments. 

?? 
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VII. Consultations 

On July 19, 1993, a letter was sent to persons and organizations that have shown interest 
in resource management in the Walker Resource Area. The purpose of the letter was to 
gather additional information and to determine who would be interested in participating in 
the evaluation process on nine allotments in the northern Pine Nut Mountain Range. 
Buckeye was among these allotments. 

Sections I (Introduction) through VI (Technical Recommendations) of this evaluation 
were sent out for public review on December 15, 1994. Fifteen copies were sent to the 
Nevada State Clearinghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition, the 
following were sent copies of this evaluation. 

Buckeye Ranch 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Carson City District Grazing 

Advisory Board 
Resource Concepts Inc. 
Rutgers University, S.I. Newhouse 

Center of Law and Justice 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
The Honorable Barbara Vucanovich 
The Honorable Richard Bryan 
Paul Clifford 
Craig C. Downer 
American Mustang and Burro Assoc. 
D .A. Anderson Estate 
Nevada Commission for the 

Preservation of Wild Horses 

Nevada Division of Wildlife 
The Wildlife Society 
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter 
Nevada Cattlemen I s Association 
Nevada Woolgrowers Association 
Washoe Tribe 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Western Nevada Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The Honorable Harry M. Reid 
Nevada Humane Society 
Steven Fulstone 
Ms. Edie Wilson 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
L.1.F.E Foundation 
Animal Protection Institute 
Nevada Humane Society 

Comments were received from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the Nevada State 
Historic Preservation Officer, the Nevada Division of Water Resources, the Nevada 
Division of Wildlife (NDOW), The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses 
(Commission), and Wild Horse Organized Assistance (WHOA). Comments which pertain 
to the health of the land or to assessment of health are presented and discussed below. 

Comment: The appropriate management level for the wild horse herd was determined by 
weight averaging use pattern mapping data. This procedure assumes even 
production and utilization of the allotment. Computations will show that over 
use of key or critical habitats is compromised by the massive acres of slight and 
light use on the allotment. (NDOW) 
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The appendix /IA, page II-1, presents a potential stocki.ng rate computation 
that assumes uniform production and uniform utilization. Use pattern mapping 
for all years were not considered. Data collected in 1993 for horses, and other 
data in this document, failed the criteria for use of weight averaging use 
pattern mapping data. Weight averaging discredits the smaller portions of the 
allotment suffering heavy use. (Commission)(WHOA) 

Response: The "Weighted Average Utilization" technique is a standard Bureau method 
and is detailed on page 52 of TR 4400-7 (BLM, 1985). We have further refined 
the method by using only the grazed areas in the averaging process, which 
keeps unfavorable areas from artificialJy lowering the calculated utilization. 
This produces results which correlate quite well with professional observations 
of the adequacy of forage in a number of different areas. 

Comment: Wild horse numbers and animal unit months are illustrated in the table. Did the 
numbers of horses include foals? If a cow and calf are equivalent to an AUM, 
is a horse and foal equivalent to an AUM? (Commission) 

Page 13, The wild horse animal unit months are depicted, but there is no 
explanation of whether those numbers include foals. Your cow/calf are 
equivalent to an AUM, is a mare/foal equivalent to an AUM? (WHOA) 

Response: At the time of the aerial census wild horses counted as "foals" are usualJy old 
enough, or soon will be old enough to be consuming substantial amounts of 
forage. Therefore foals are counted as an animal unit. In calculating livestock 
AUMs for use in analysis, a calf may also be counted as an animal unit if it 
develops to a stage where it wilJ be consuming substantial amounts of forage. 

Comment: Wild horse management on this allotment has · been basically for the protection 
of private lands. Major gathers in the 1980 's resulted in the removal of 803 
horses outside of the herd management area. These reductions in combination 
with domestic sheep and cattle use in 1984 and 1985 should clearly define the 
carrying capacity for this allotment. However, Appendix !IA only uses data 
collected in 1993 when the allotment was only used by wild 
horses. (Commission) 

Actual use data indicates the allotment was used by wild horses, sheep, cattle 
and wildlife during 1984 and 1985. These data could more accurately 
determine the allotment 's carrying capacity and suitability for cattle. Use of 
only 1993 actual use for wild horses defeats the purpose of monitoring versus a 
one time inventory process. (NDOW) 
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Response: Data on use and utilization from several different years are analyz.ed on pages 7 

and 8 and summariz.ed in Appendices II and III. Appendix IIA presents the best 
data we have on utilization within the herd management area; this data was 
recorded using careful use pattern mapping during a year in which forage 
production was approximately average, and was collected for all allotments 
containing portions of the Herd Management Area. Appendix IIIA summarizes 
the utilization data from 1980, 1981, and 1984. As noted in the discussion on 
page 8, 1984 was an unusually high production year and so use of this data in 
estimating stocking rates would result in overallocating the forage during more 
normal years (see Table IIIA). No use pattern mapping was done in 1985, so 
this year cannot be used in the calculations. 

Comment: Mahogany is a key species for mule deer. (NDOW) 

Response: Mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) is certainly a mule deer forage 
plant, but has not been identified as a key species on the Buckeye allotment. 

Comment: Data have not been presented to support maintenance of the active use for 
sheep and addition of cattle AUMs. (NDOW) 

Recommendations to curtail the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd at the present level, 
maintain active preference for sheep and initiate 2200 AUMs for cattle is 
arbitrary. (Commission) 

Your recommendations to curtail the wild horses, maintain active preference for 
sheep and initiate 2200 AUMs for cattle, are arbitrary. (WHOA) 

Response: The reviewers seem to have misinterpreted a very important point in the 
evaluation: any grazing by cattle would not be in addition to the sheep use, but 
rather would be instead of the sheep use. And considerable data was presented 
showing that although the allotment produces 5000 AUMs of sheep forage, our 
best estimate for cattle forage is 2200 AUMs because of the difference in diet 
of the two types of livestock. 

Comment: Stopping "hot season" grazing of cattle on riparian areas will mitigate the 
adverse impacts. This action must assure only 55 percent utilization annually by 
combined use of cattle, sheep and wild horses.(NDOW) 

Response: The commentors seem to be mixing two very different riparian management 
techniques into one recommendation. The 55% utilization standard is a sensible 
technique for managing a season-long riparian pasture, such as a large meadow 
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which forms a single management unit. The maximum 55% utilization takes 
care of the health of herbaceous species (the recommendation is to drop to 40% 
utilization if woody species are important in the pasture). But on the typical 
rangeland situation the riparian zones comprise a tiny fraction of the land (and 
forage) base and the utilization standard becomes meaningless. Here the timing 
technique, the avoidance of August - September "hot season" grazing works 
well and is an excellent recommendation. 

Comment: 'Winter use must avoid bitterbrush communities important to wildlife. (NDOW) 

Response: Since wildlife make only slight (under 20%) use of bitterbrush in this 
allotment, demanding absolute avoidance of bitterbrush by livestock seems to 
have little basis. The evaluation recommendation to limit livestock utilization to 
25% should quite adequately provide for all present and future wildlife 
requirements. Health of the bitterbrush plants is more effectively addressed 
through tree removal in those areas (widespread in this allotment) where the 
trees are beginning to choke out brush needed by wintering deer. 

Comment: A number of sites are cited that should have water rights established pursuant 
to Chapters 533 and 534 of the NRS if they are to be developed. Additionally, 
one well has been identified as needing to be properly plugged and abandoned . 
This well is identified on USGS Quad sheets as "Rhuenstroth Well". (List of 
projects and water rights status attached showing Fish Spring We11 with no 
water rights and other wells with documented non-use) (Nevada Division of 
Water Resources) 

Response: Thanks! That is good information, some of which we did not have in our files. 
We'll need to pursue additional water rights in the allotment. 

Comment: How will it be determined when horses need to be removed? (from the southern 
Pine Nut) Given the transitory nature of horses and that they cannot distinguish 
boundary lines, how will the BLM determine a resident band of horses, on the 
southern Pine Nut HMA? How much monitoring of the southern Pine Nut HMA 
will be done by the BLM to ensure no resident bands of horse establish 
themselves? (U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs) 

Response: The Bureau Wild Horse Specialist, Range Specialists, and Wildlife Biologists 
note where horse bands are seen, especially when outside their normal area. 
The Wild Horse Specialist makes a census flight by helicopter, usually 
annually. With this information from a variety of sources the Wild Horse 
Specialist is able to determine when a band has established itself outside the 
Herd Area, and at this time would begin the process leading to removal. 
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Additionally, when notified that wild horses have moved onto private lands 
where they are not wanted, the Bureau will remove the horses. Unless we 
receive a written complaint, however, we will not remove horses without 
periodic observations which show the horses are establishing outside their Herd 
Area: the best (most vigorous, healthiest) bands of horses are the most likely to 
occasionally wander far from their accustomed home range. 

Comment: The allottees do not wish to have any livestock graze on their allotments. If the 
grazing permit is converted to cattle, how will the permittee prevent the cattle 
from grazing on the allotments? As you know sheep are herded and control of 
where they graze can be accomplished much more effectively than cattle. (U.S. 
Bureau of Indian Affairs) 

Response: The Indian allotments are somewhat intermingled with public land, but they are 
totally intermingled with the private land of the permittee. These permittee­
owned lands contain most of the forage base inside the allotment boundary and 
the ranch has graz.ed these with cattle for the past 10 years. If the Washoe 
allottees are firm in their desire to have no livestock, then the BLM 's decision 
that the public lands are suitable for a limited degree of cattle grazing will have 
little impact on Bentley Ranch's problems. The BLM permittee has always 
been responsible for dealing satisfactorily with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 
that will not change with type of livestock being graz.ed. 
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VIII. Management Actions Selected 

Due to the necessity of implementing the wild horse decisions on a herd 
management area basis, only one Multiple Use Decision will be issued for all 
nine allotments in the Pine Nut Herd Management Area. 

For the Buckeye allotment short term technical recommendations 1, 2, and 4, 
which set stocking levels and grazing strategies will be included in the 
Proposed Multiple Use Decision. Implementing recommendation 4 causes 
technical recommendation 3 on livestock use of bitterbrush to become 
irrelevant (livestock would not be in the deer winter range until after October). 

Long term technical recommendation 6 for improving watershed conditions 
above subdivision areas will be included in the Proposed Multiple Use 
Decision. Technical recommendation 7 (continue classifying as an Improve 
category allotment) is currently implemented. The other long term 
recommendations are good ideas, but are not appropriately implemented 
through this decision: implementing these will require further planning in the 
form of a Pine Nut land use plan amendment. 
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-BOB MILLER 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

@z}'lf5 
COMMISSION FOR THE 

PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 
255 W. Moana Lane 

IJ)M­
,t£'5 _ _ 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson City District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
Febf-J¼f2fist362/995 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Clifton Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The Clifton 
Allotment is alike many of the allotments of the Pine Nut Range 
with constant wild horse use and infrequent livestock use. Data 
collected on this allotment shows five years of actual use and use 
pattern mapping data which would allow for an accurate 
determination of appropriate management level for this allotment. 

Page 7, Actual Use 

Wild horse and livestock actual use data is available from 1986 to 
1990. This joint actual use data can be used to determine a 
carrying capacity to be split between users. 

Was actual use by wild horses determined by the assumption of one 
adult/foal equal an animal unit month? 

Page 9, Use Pattern Mapping 

Use pattern mapping data are available for years when the allotment 
was jointly used by livestock and wild horses. These data with 
actual use data could be use in carrying capacity computations. 

Appendix II 

Only 1993 wild horse actual use and use pattern mapping data were 
used for determining the allotments livestock stocking rate and 
appropriate management level for wild horses. Monitoring was to 

L-J09 



Mr. John Singlaub 
February 10, 1995 
Page 2 

- -

replace a one time inventory process and use all available data to 
determine a carrying capacity. 

Weight averaging utilization data discounts the adverse impacts to 
riparian and other portions of this allotment suffering over 
utilization. 

Allocation of available forage should be based upon the percentage 
of the necessary reduction to achieve a carrying capacity for the 
allotment. 

□. cerely, 0 C I 
• ✓ ~Q~ 

~Barcomb 
Director 
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BOB MILLER 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson city District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
(1o~refi-~61'6 10 , 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

1995 

Subject: Eldorado Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executiv e Director 

©01//r;-
wM­us_ . 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The Eldorado 
Canyon Allotment is alike many of the allotments of the Pine Nut 
Range with constant wild horse use and infrequent domestic sheep 
use. It is obvious that when livestock were authorized in 1988 and 
1990 that the amounts of heavy and severe use increased on the 
allotment. These years of wild horse and livestock use should 
provide insight for the determination of stocking rates and 
appropriate management levels. 

Page 9, Wild Horses 

Are population estimates made using census data? Do census observe 
all horses? Does one adult/foal equal one cow/calf AUM? 

Page 11, Use Pattern Mapping 

We recommend that all available data be use to determine the 
appropriate management level for this allotment. We recommend that 
years of livestock authorization be used to determine livestock 
stocking rates and the appropriate managment level for horses. 



Mr. John Singlaub 
February 10, 1995 
Page 2 

Appendix IIV 

- -

Weight averaging use pattern mapping data discounted the 30 percent 
of this allotment that was heavily used by livestock and wild 
horses. These computations indicate a needed increase in livestock 
above numbers known to cause overgrazing of this allotment. 

Allocation of forage to wild horses and livestock are fair. We 
suggest that percentage of use be applied to the necessary 
reduction to achieve carrying capacity. Computations presented in 
this appendix clearly indicate that forage from wild horses are 
i ntended to be awarded to livestock. 

In summary, we encourage better application of Bureau land use 
planning, procedures and policy would have produced better 
recommendations. We hope that our comments will assist in 
correcting the errors and supporting rationale for a multiple use 
decision for this allotment. 

Sincerely, 

CG n _ n 0/" 
~~ IJ 0 ~_QN\_/'/ 

Catherine Barcomb 
Director 



-BOB MILLER 
Go11ernor 

STATE OF NEVADA CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Mr. John singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson City District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
F eb11J8-2)Y6s\~2'62! 9 9 5 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Mill Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. singlaub: 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The Mill 
Canyon Allotment is alike many of the allotments of the Pine Nut 
Range with constant wild horse use and infrequent domestic sheep 
use. While it may be easily established the appropriate management 
level for wild horses, it is difficult to determine the type and 
amount of livestock use in the future. 

Page 7, Wild Horses 

Are population estimates made using census data? Do census observe 
all horses? Does one adult/foal equal one cow/calf AUM? 

Page 10, Use Pattern Mapping 

We recommend that all available data be use to determine the 
appropriate management level for this allotment. Monitoring was 
intended to replace the one time inventory that established 
stocking rates in the 1970's. 

Appendix IIB 

We cannot find the procedure used in this evaluation in the 
Technical Mannual 4400-7. We cannot agree that a carrying capacity 
based solely on wild horse use can be allocated to livestock since 
the allotment is a winter use area of sheep and not cattle. 

L-309 
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Mr. John Singlaub 
February 10, 1995 
Page 2 

- -

We suggest the allotment be evaluated for cattle suitability and a 
carrying capacity be determined only for wild horses. In the 
interest of the resource, we recommend that computations not 
include weight averaging utilization data. 

Data presented in this document suggest that wild horses are not 
having any adverse impacts to public land. We do not agree with 
the procedures, assumptions and data that determined the 
appropriate management level in the Buckeye and Sand Canyon 
Allotment Evaluation. However, we do support the retirement of the 
grazing permit to avoid any potential conflict or over allocation 
of the available forage on this allotment. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Barcomb 
Director 
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Governor 

STATE O~ NEVADA 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson city District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 

(1<12r1li~-it26 10 , 

Carson city, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Rawe Peak Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

1995 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

@zjc;JK 
IA)t/t __ 

~~5--

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The Rawe 
Peak Allotment is alike many of the allotments of the Pine Nut 
Range with constant wild horse use and infrequent livestock use. 
Data collected on this allotment is difficult to assess and 
impossible to use to determine the appropriate management level for 
this allotment. 

Page 6, Actual Use 

No data are available to determine a carrying capacity based on 
1993 use pattern mapping data. 

Page 8, Use Pattern Mapping 

It may be conceivable that the allotment is used by wild horses 
each year; however, are there livestock that could have been on the 
allotment in 1993? The adjacent Churchill Canyon Allotment had 
livestock use during 1993. 

Appendix II 

We cannot find the procedure used in this evaluation in the 
Technical Manual 4400-7. 

~ . • , C / bn~e
1
ely, Qp 

, . Q..A.- , .ILC ...9- I 
atherine Barcomb ~ 

Director 



BOB MILLER 
Governor 

STATE OF NEVADA CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executl"e Dlreclor 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson City District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 
Reno, Nevada 89509 

(702)eJsls~1ii 10, 1995 

Carson city, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Churchill Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

@0'1/9~ 
LAJM-­
jc£s 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The 
Churchill Canyon Allotment is alike many of the allotments of the 
Pine Nut Range with constant wild horse use and infrequent domestic 
sheep use. The recent decision to convert the allotment to 
livestock appears to have increase conflicts and competition with 
wild horses. It would appear that the stocking rate determinations 
are not in the best interest of the natural resources of this 
allotment and we request that the final allotment evaluation 
address our following concerns: 

Page 11, Wild Horses 

Are population estimates made using census data? Do census observe 
all horses? Does one adult/foal equal one cow/calf AUM? 

Page 7, Use Pattern Mapping 

We recommend that all available data be use to determine the 
appropriate management level for this allotment. Monitoring was 
intended to replace the one time inventory that established 
stocking rates in the 1970's. If use pattern mapping data were 
collected prior to authorization of cattle, we recommend it be 
presented and assessed in this document. 

l.- ~'N 



Mr. John Singlaub 
February 10, 1995 
Page 2 

Appendix IIV 

Weight averaging use pattern mapping data discounted the 30 to 40 
percent of this allotment that was heavily used by livestock and 
wild horses. These computations indicate you intend an increase in 
livestock above numbers known to cause overgrazing of this 
allotment. 

Allocation of forage to wild horses and livestock are fair. We 
suggest that percentage of use be applied to the necessary 
reduction to achieve carrying capacity. Computations presented in 
this appendix clearly indicate that forage from wild horses are 
awarded to livestock. 

In summary, we are disappointed that better application of Bureau 
land use planning, procedures and policy would have produced better 
recommendations. We hope that our comments will assist in 
correcting the errors and supporting rationale for a multiple use 
decision for this allotment. 

r;;;;_: 1~J~ 
Catherine Barcomb 
Director 



BOB MILLER 
Governor 

• STATE OF NEVADA 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson city District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
Fe~ 7lif,r 688~ 26 1995 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Sand Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

©z/Y?c 
wM­
/1-s ___./ 

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. To avoid 
duplication, we refer you to previous comments concerning the 
Buckeye Allotment Evaluation and Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd Gather 
Plan. 

Data presented in this document suggest that wild horses are not 
having any adverse impacts to public land. We do not agree with 
the procedures, assumptions and data that determined the 
appropriate management level in the Buckeye and Sand Canyon 
Allotment Evaluation. However, we do support the retirement of the 
grazing permit to avoid any potential conflict or over allocation 
of the available forage on this allotment. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Barcomb 
Director 



BOB MILLER 
Go.,ernor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

255 W. Moana Lane 

Suite 207A 

Reno, Nevada 89509 
(702) l&if.f6WY 10, 1995 

Mr. John Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson City District 
Bureau of Land Management 
1535 Hot Springs Road 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Hackett Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executla,e Dlrecror 

{52)t1/q~ 
u)~.4---
~-

The Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses appreciates your 
consultation concerning the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. The Hackett 
canyon Allotment addresses only six percent of the herd management 
area with less than 12 wild horses. since the allotment has not 
had domestic sheep use for over 11 years and no cattle use for the 
past seven years, the procedures to establish carrying capacity and 
allocate forage to wild horses and livestock cannot be supported. 

We encourage the District to develop fencing projects to protect 
the riparian area until those areas are functioning properly. At 
that time, we would welcome a new allotment evaluation to determine 
an appropriate management level for this allotment. 

Sincerely, 

c~~,_~,Jr 
Catherine Barcomb 
Executive Director 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

I-. . ' 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
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255 W. Moana Lane 
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Reno, Nevada :§435\f~ary 10, 1995 

Mr. John O. Singlaub 
District Manager 
Carson city District 
1535 Hot Springs Road 

(702) 688-2626 

Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Subject: Buckeye Allotment Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Singlaub: 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Esecuth ,,: OlrecJor 

We wish to provide specific comment to this allotment evaluation 
that presents data and analysis to establish an appropriate 
management level for the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd. Providing the 
public with all the allotment evaluations and multiple use 
decisions affecting this herd is an excellent approach for 
consultation. It is disturbing that the Draft Pine Nut Herd 
Removal Plan and Environmental Assessment presented prior to the 
deadline for the comments of this allotment evaluation. It would 
appear that the gather and re-structuring of this herd would be 
completed prior to full consultation of the supportive documents 
and decisions affecting the numbers and composition of the Pine Nut 
Wild Horse Herd. 

Wild horse management on this allotment has ·been basically for the 
protection of private lands. Major gathers in the 1980's resulted 
in the removal of 803 horses outside of the herd management area. 
These reductions in combination with domestic sheep and cattle use 
in 1984 and 1985 should clearly define the carrying capacity for 
this allotment. However, Appendix IIA only uses data collected in 
1993 when the allotment was only used by wild horses. 

The purpose and need for this evaluation was to determine an 
appropriate management level for the horse herd and determine the 
allotment's suitability for cattle. Failure to use all av a ilable 
data defeats the purpose of the evaluation and the technical 
recommendations simply replaces the removed horses with cattle. 



Mr. John Singlaub 
January 31, 1995 
Page 2 

-

COMMENTS 

Page 11, Riparian Habitat 

Bureau of Land Management land use plans, regulations and policy 
establishes riparian habitat as a limiting factor to livestock and 
wild horse grazing on public lands. Implementation of the 
"Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 199 O's" complements the Walker 
Resource Area Record of Decision. We assume these sites represent 
the riparian resource of the allotment. We support the use of 
these data to determine proper stocking rates and wild horse 
appropriate management level for this allot. ent. 

Page 13, Census 

Wild horse numbers and animal unit months are illustrated in the 
table. Did the numbers of horse include foals? If a cow and calf 
are equivalent to an AUM, is a horse and foal equivalent to an AUM? 

Page 15, Wild Horses 

We recognize the amount of private and Bureau of Indian lands 
within the boundaries of this allotment. Since wild horses and 
domestic sheep have little diet overlap or competition, ·-/Je are 
confused about the degree of complaints by landowners. Please 
provide us copies of all the complaints that required the previous 
and present need for gathers through and including this evaluation 
period. 

Page 16, Livestock 

The decision to abandon domestic sheep grazing was a financial 
determination by the ranch. Si nce the evaluation determined that 
no reduction in grazing is required, did the District accept non­
use for conservation purposes or will the permit be retired after 
three years of non-use? 

Page 16 and 17, Technical Recommendations 

Recommendations to curtail the Pine Nut Wild Horse Herd at the 
present level, maintain active preference for ~heep and initiate 
2200 AUMs for cattle is arbitrary. As pointed out in our c cmments 
the District did not use available data, did not determine 
suitability for cattle on the allotment and did not estab l ish a 
carrying capacity for the allotment. 



Mr. John singlaub 
January 31, 1995 
Page 3 

Page II-1, Appendix IIA 

This appendix presents a potential stocking rate computation that 
assumes uniform production and uniform utilization. Use pattern 
mapping for all years were not considered. Data collected in 1993 
for horses, and other data in this document, failed the criteria 
for use of weight averaging use pattern mapping data. As found in 
this computation, weight averaging discredits the smaller portions 
of the allotment suffering heavy use. Since livestock data was 
excluded from the computations, there is no rationale to support 
either sheep or cattle in the carrying capacity. 

In summary, we hope our concerns and issues will be considered 
prior to your intent to enforce the premature gather plan in full 
force and effect. We encourage the District to consider our input 
prior to issuing a multiple use decision regarding this allotment. 

su· erely, ~ I u . - ~ 
__ C~y_,,. J ~ 

Catherine Barcomb 
Director 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 

1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

IN Rl!PL Y R1!FE1t 10: 

4130 
(NV-03580) 

Dear Interested Party: 
JAN I 3 1995 

Enclosed for your review are the Churchill Canyon, Mill Canyon, Rawe Peak, and Clifton Allotment 
Evaluations. These evaluations address the remaining four allotments contained in the northern 
Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). You should have received the other five evaluations some 
time between February 11, 1994 and the end of December, 1994. 

As you may recall from my earlier cover letters, the Walker Resource Area has been working on the 
evaluation of monitoring data for grazing allotments in the Pine Nut HM.A. During the develop­
ment of earlier evaluations, a key question asked by the Walker Resource Area Staff was how to 
meet the requirements of the allotment evaluation process while still recognizing the mandate to 
manage wild horses within the HMA, not within each allotment. It was decided that the evaluations 
should not set an Appropriate Management Level (AML) for each allotment but should, instead, set 
a potential stocking level for each segment of the HMA based on monitoring data and then defme an 
AML for the combined potential stocking levels of all the allotments. 

By defining a potential stocking level for each portion of the HMA in lieu of an "AML" for each allot­
ment, provision is made for the movement of horses within the HMA since utilization by wild horses 
is based on the availability of forage, not on a predetermined number of horses for an allotment. 
This is the basis for providing nine allotment evaluations before establishing a "due date" for com­
ments. Comments on these and the other five allotment evaluations are due no later than 
February 27. 1995. 

4 Enclosures: 
1. Churchill Canyon Allotment Evaluation 
2. Mill Canyon Allotment Evaluation 
3. Rawe Peak Allotment Evaluation 
4. Clifton Allotment Evaluation 

Sincerely, 

ohn Matthiessen 
ea Manager 

Walker Resource Area 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 

1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

Dear Interested Party: 

IN RB'LY REFER TO: 

4130 
(NV-03580) 

Enclosed for your review are the Buckeye and Sand Canyon Allotment Evaluations. These are two 
of the nine allotments contained in the northern Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). In order 
to allow adequate time for review and comment, the issuance of the remaining allotment evaluations 
will be spread out over the month of December. Comments on any of the evaluations will not be due 
until thirty days after the issuance of the last evaluation. 

As you may recall from my letter dated February 11, 1994, the Walker Resource Area has been 
working on the evaluation of monitoring data for grazing allotments in the Pine Nut HMA. During 
the development of earlier evaluations, a key question asked by the Walker Resource Area Staff was 
how to meet the requirements of the allotment evaluation process while still recognizing the man­
date to manage wild horses within the HMA, not within each allotment. It was decided that the 
evaluations should not set an Appropriate Management Level (AML) for each allotment but should, 
instead, set a potential stocking level for each segment of the HMA based on monitoring data and 
then define an AML for the combined potential stocking levels of all the allotments . 

By defining a potential stocking level for each portion of the HMAin lieu of an "AML" for each allot­
ment , provision is made for the movement of horses within the HMA since utilization by wild horses 
is based on the availability of forage, not on a predetermined number of horses for an allotment. 
This is the basis for providing nine allotment evaluations before establishing a "due date" for com­
ments. A specific date will be identified in the cover letter which transmits the last evaluation(s). 

2 Enclosures: 
1. Buckeye Allotment Evaluation 
2. Sand Canyon Allotment Evaluation 

Sincerely, 

ea Manager 
Walker Resource Area 
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United States Departn1ent of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Carson City District Office 

1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-0638 

DEC I 1994 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

4130 
(NV-03580) 

November 30, 1994 

Dear Interested Party: 

Enclosed for your review are the Eldorado and Hackett Canyon Allotment Evaluations. These are two of 
the nine allotments contained in the northern Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). In order to allow 
adequate time for review and comment, the issuance of the remaining allotment evaluations will be spread 
out over the month of December . Comments on any of the evaluations will not be due until thirty days after 
the issuance of the last evaluation. 

As you may recall from my letter dated February 11, 1994, the Walker Resource Area has been working on 
the evaluation of monitoring data for grazing allotments in the Pine Nut HMA. During the development of 
earlier evaluations, a key question asked by the Walker Resource Area Staff was how to meet the require­
ments of the allotment evaluation process while still recognizing the mandate to manage wild horses within 
the HMA, not within each allotment . It was decided that the evaluations should not set an Appropriate 
Management Level (AML) for each allotment but should, instead, set a potential stocking level for each seg­
ment of the HMA based on monitoring data and then define an AML for the combined potential stocking lev­
els of all the allotments. 

By defining a potential stocking level for each portion of the HMA in lieu of an "AML" for each allotment , 
provision is made for the movement of horses within the HMA since utilization by wild horses is based on 
the availability of forage, not on a predetermined number of horses for an allotment. This is the basis for 
providing nine allotment evaluations before establishing a "due date" for comments. A specific date will be 
identified in the cover letter which transmits the last evaluation(s). 

Sincerely, 

___ ·vv _ _ IJ . 
,,,,..., : l i \ e--<...~-f '\...U:: J..-<'..;LQ--v----

( 
John Matthiessen 
Area Manager 

· 
1 

Walker Resource Area 

2 Enclosures: 
1. Eldorado Allotment Evalua1ion 
2. Hackett Canyon Allounent Evaluation 
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United States Department of the Interior ~fl,!~ 

Dear Interested Party: 

BUREAU O F LA.ND MANAGE MEN T 
Carson City Distri ct Office 

1535 Hot Sp1-ings Rd .. Ste. 300 
Carson City, NV 89706-0638 

®- -- ■ 
IN RFl' I.Y REFER TO , 

4130 
(NV-03580) 

February 11, 1994 

The Walker Resource Area has been working on the evaluation of monitoring data for grazing allotments 
in the Pine Nut Herd Management Area (HMA). Enclosed for your review is the Sunrise Allotment 
Evaluation, which is the first to be completed. Please send all comments to the above address before March 
14, 1994. Also include any additional information relating to the northern Pine Nut Mountains or the Pine 
Nut HMA. 

During the development of earlier evaluations, a key question asked by the Walker Resource Area Staff was 
how to meet the requirements of the allotment evaluation process while still recognizing the mandate to 
manage wild horses within the HMA, not within each allotment. To avoid "mini management" of separate 
Appropriate Management Levels (AMLs) within unfenced portions of a HMA, it was decided that the 
evaluations should not set an "AML" for each allotment but should, instead, set forth a potential stocking 
level for each segment of the HMA based on monitoring data and then define an AML for the combined 
potential stocking levels of the allotments. 

By defining a potential stocking level for each portion of the HMA in lieu of an "AML" for each allotment, 
provision is made for the movement of horses within the HMA since utilization by wild horses is based on 
the availability of forage, not on a predetermined number of horses for an allotment. For example, a 
potential stocking level of 159 AUMs in the Sunrise Allotment will provide for 13 wild horses for 12 months 
or 26 horses for 6 months or a number of combinations. 

Since Sunrise Allotment contains only a portion of the Pine Nut HMA (refer to attached map), I have included 
three tables showing the preliminary analysis of monitoring data and estimated stocking levels in other 
allotments within the Pine Nut HMA. As my staff was collecting and reviewing this data, it became evident 
that individual bands of wild horses tended to establish their own individual ranges. To reflect this situation, 
some of the allotments are grouped on the enclosed tables. 

Please note that the information in these tables relating to allotments other than Sunrise is based on 
preliminary results and may change slightly as the other evaluations are finalized. 

Sincerely, 

:t>.rea Manager 
Walker Resource Area 

3 Enclosures: 
1. Map of HMA 
2. Tables 1 to 3 
3. Sunrise Allotment Evaluation 
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