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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Carson City District Office 5
1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300 '
Carson City, NV 89706-0638

IN REPLY REFER TO:

4400
(NV03580)

Dear Interested Party:

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation. Any comments should be
addressed to this office prior to July 26, 1993.

One of the objectives of the Bureau of Land Management’s Strategic Plan for Management of Wild Horses
and Burros on Public Lands is to establish initial Appropriate Management Levels (AMLs) for all herd areas
by 1995. In order to establish an AML for wild horses in the Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA),
it is necessary to evaluate resource management within all the allotments included within the HMA. One
of these is the Cedar Mountain Allotment, to which the enclosed evaluation is addressed.

Sincerely,

,%jzwf% AETING

John Watthiessen
Area Manager . D}L
Walker Resource Area v’

1 Enclosure: c}[\b
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I.

11,

CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT EVALUATION

Introduction

A.

m O Q W

Purpose

One of the objectives of the Bureau of Land Management's Strategic
Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public Lands is to
establish initial Appropriate Management Levels (AMLs) for all herd
areas by 1995. 1In order to establish an AML for wild horses in the
Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA), it is necessary to evaluate
resource management within all the allotments included within the HMA.
One of these is the Cedar Mountain Allotment, to which this evaluation
is addressed.

Specifically, the purpose of the allotment evaluation process is to
determine if the current grazing practices are consistent with the
attainment of the'Walker Resource Management Plan (RMP) and allotment
specific objectives for the Cedar Mountain Allotment. If current
grazing practices are not consistent with the attainment of these
objectives, then appropriate changes in management needed to meet
these objectives will ge identified, and appropriate change in
management implemented.

Allotment Name and Number: Cedar Mountain (03515)
Permittee: Tony and Jerrie Tipton i V@“&hf W

Evaluation Period: 1989 to 1992

Selective Management Category: “M"

Initial Stocking Rate

Livestock Use

1. Preference

Preference (AUMs)

Active | Suspended | Total

Kind of
Live-
stock

Period of Use

Percent
Federal
Range Use

925 0 925

Cattle

11/01 - 03/31

100%

2. Other Information
a. Historical Use

Prior to 1982, the permittees that grazed livestock in the
Cedar Mountain Allotment were licensed by the Battle Mountain
District, although Carson City District maintained all other
management responsibilities. 1In 1982 licensing responsibility
was returned to Carson City District.

Also prior to 1982, Cedar Mountain had been a sheep allotment.
A District Manager's decision was issued on November 18, 1983,
which converted sheep to cattle use and established the season
of use as November 1 to March 31. The Decision also stated

that use would be authorized as temporary and nonrenewable due

Date that the district boundary fences were completed in the Cedar Mountain

Allotment.




to the unfenced nature of much of the allotment. With the
construction of two boundary fences in 1988 and 1989, the
possibility of livestock drift was reduced and the permittee
was issued a long term permit.

b. Permittee's Current Operation

Mr. and Mrs. Tipton also graze livestock on BLM and Forest
Service lands near Austin,; Nevada where they have implemented
ane intensive grazing management system. This system
incorporates movable water troughs and mineral supplements in
order to control livestock distribution within the allotment.

This system was initiated in the Cedar Mountain Allotment in
December, 1992, Therefore all the monitoring data addressed in
Section IV was collected prior to the initiation of intensive
livestock management in Cedar Mountain Allotment.

B. Wild Horse and Burro Use

L.

Herd Management Areas (HMAs) in Allotment

Approximately 11,885 acres of the Pilot Mountain HMA overlaps the
Cedar Mountain Allotment. This acreage accounts for approximately
19% of the Cedar Mountain Allotment which comprises about 62,611
acres of public land. The boundary runs along the upper alluvial
fans of the Pilot Mountains and encompasses the southwestern
portion of the allotment (refer to Map Nos. 1 and 4).

£
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Appropriate ManagemenE%Level (AML)

The Walker RMP established an interim management level of 397 head
of wild horses in the entire Pilot Mountain Herd Area, The
management level for the Cedar Mountain Allotment will be
determined through the analysis of monitoring data in this
evaluation.

C. Wildlife Use

L.

Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus)
a. Existing Numbers

The existing number as published in the Walker RMP is 24 deer
yearlong in Cedar Mountain Allotment. This is derived from
information provided prior to 1986.

b. Key and Crucial Areas

No key or crucial habitat has been identified in the Cedar
Mountain Allotment. Approximately 8,616 acres of yearlong
habitat exist within in the Cedar Mountains and Pilot Mountains
(refer to Map 2). This is approximately 14% of total acreage
in the allotment.

Other Species
Although the RMP and Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) did not

identify an allocation for pronghorn, it is likely that small
numbers of pronghorn are occasionally making use of the allotment.
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This is the result of recent releases of pronghorn into Ione Valley
of Nye County and Calvada Flat of Mineral County.

Other wildlife species include chukar partridge (Alectoris chukar),
raptors, cottontails (Sylvilagus nuttallii), {ack rabbits (Lepus
californicus), and various small birds, mammals, and reptiles.

Allotment Profile
Description

Cedar Mountain Allotment is located totally within Mineral County,
Nevada, approximately 11 miles due east of Mina. The Esmeralda and
Nye Countg lines form the Eastern boundary of the allotment, which is
also the boundary between Carson City and Battle Mountain Districts
(refer also to Map Nos. 1 and 2).

Topography varies from gently sloping alluvial fans in Monte Cristo
Valley to rugged mountains slopes in the Pilot and Cedar Mountains.
Elevation varies from a low point of approximately 4,900 feet to a
high point of approximately 8,960 feet.

Approximately 86% of the allotment boundary is fenced.” The unfenced
portion is along the ridge of the Pilot Mountains, which incorporates
steep topography that acts to restrict cattle movement, but does not
restrict wild horse movement within the HMA. Range Improvement
Projects are shown below. Refer to Map No. 2 for locations.

Project Name Project | Year | Type of Maintenance

Number *1 Agreement Responsibility
Cedar Mtn. Fence 545077 1964 Cooperative | Jack Estill

: etal

Cedar Spring 546232 1986 Cooperative | T. & J. Tipton
Humdinger Spring 546235 1955 None None
Nye - Mineral Boundary 546348 1988 Cooperative | T. & J. Tipton
Fence
Kibby Flat Fence *2 594897 1989 Cooperative R.0. Ranch

*]1 Year project was constructed or last reconstructed.
*2 Battle Mountain District.

In addition to the water sources mentioned above, two developed water
sources are located in the Pilot Mountains. The source for Bettles
Ranch Spring is fenced and water is piped into the adjacent Pilot -
Table Mountain Allotment ( i.e., no troughs in Cedar Mountain). The
source for the neighboring Graham Spring is also fenced, however water
is allowed to flow outside the exclosure for use by wild horses.

Acreage

Cedar Mountain Allotment contains 62,611 acres of public land and
approximately 80 acres of deeded land (62,691 acres total). The
deeded land is derived from patented mining claims and is not
controlled by the permittee.




C.

Allotment Specific Objectives

1. Walker Resource Management Plan (RMP) - Record of Decision issued
June 6, 1986

a. Short Term

1) Initially authorize livestock use at the three year use
level [0 AUMs as per the Walker RMP and EIS)?. "There will
be no initial change of active preference.

2) Initially manage wild horses and burros in current herd
areas at present estimated population levels.

b. Long Term

1) Develop and implement four Herd Management Area Plans
(HMAPs) for wild horses and burros [one of these as shown
on HMAP map is Pilot Mountain HMA].

2) Manage wildlife habitat for a long term goal of providing
forage for reasonable numbers of big game [30 mule deer, 0
antelope and bighorn sheep as per Walker RMP and EIS].

2. Walker Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) - released November, 1989
a. Short Term

1) Maintain existing frequency of key species on key areas.
Initially provide 925 AUMs of livestock forage. Maintain
an acceptable use level of key species on key areas
[initially 60%].

2) Initially provide approximately 240 AUMs of forage for wild
horses which is prorated demand based on an estimate of 5%
of the herd area being in the Cedar Mountain allotment.

b. Long Term

1) Maintain habitat in fair to good condition to support a
population of 30 mule deer yearlong (90 AUMs).

2) Maintain or improve upland riparian ecological sites to
late seral stage.

3) Maintain or improve wild horse habitat consistent with
wildlife and livestock objectives. Maintain or improve
free-roaming behavior of wild horses by protecting or
enhancing the Herd Area. Maintain or improve wild horse
habitat by assuring that all waters remain open to use by
wild horses.

3. Mina Habitat Management Plan (1988)

a. Short Term

None relating to Cedar Mountain Allotment.

AWalker Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, submitted for public review in January, 1985,

&




b. Long Term

1) Maintain a good habitat condition class rating, as outlined
in Manual 6630, in key use areas to support a reasonable
population level of 30 mule deer in Cedar Mountain
Allotment.

4. Threatened and Endangered Species

No threatened or endangered plants or animals have been documented
within the Cedar Mountain Allotment. Candidate animal species
that may occur in the allotment include the loggerhead shrike
(Lanius ludovicianus) and Fletcher dark kangaroo mouse
(Microdipodops megacephalus nasutus). Since the loggerhead shrike
is fairly common throughout the Resource Area and occurs in a
variety of habitats, the possibility that it occurs in the Cedar
Mountain Allotment is high.

The nearest known location for the Fletcher dark kangaroo mouse is
in the Lucky Boy Pass area of the Wassuk Range, approximately 60
miles to the west of the allotment. In general, the vegetative
communities are similar in that they are dominated by sagebrush and
utah juniper (although there is no pinyon in Cedar Mountain
Allotment). The distance and disjunct nature of the two habitats
however, significantly lessens the likelihood that this species
occurs in the allotment. This belief is supported by the lack of
documented observations spreading out from the known sites for the
Fletcher dark kangaroo mouse.

No candidate plant species have been documented in the allotment or
vicinity. The possibility of such occurrences is slight.

D. Key Species Identification
1. Uplands

Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) and galleta (Hilaria
Jjamesii).

2. Riparian

Coyote willow (Salix exigua), yellow willow (Salix lutea), meadow
grasses and grass-like: including Nevada bluegrass (Poa
nevadensis), sedges (Carex sp.), rushes (Juncus sp.), tufted
hairgrass (Deschampsia caespitosa), spikerush (Eleocharis sp.).

IV. Management Evaluation
A. Actual Use

Authorized livestock use is shown below. All use is from cattle.
Prior to the construction of fences along the Mineral County Line
(1988 and 1989), a considerable amount of livestock drift probably
occurred from the adjacent allotments. In May, 1992, due to the
inability to identify unauthorized cattle, impoundment notices were
posted and permittees in the vicinity were contacted of pending
impoundment of the unauthorized livestock. The cattle were removed
shortly thereafter. Also shown is the wild horse use in Cedar

3Candidate, Category 2 species: species in which the currently existing information indicates that listing may be warranted,
but for which substantial biological information to support a listing is lacking.
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Mountain Allotment. This is based on the actual number of head
counted during BLM censuses.

Year, or Cattle Grazing Wild Horses
gzizigg Permittee =é£§$ Use Period _ Number | AUMs
1988 William Card 0 N/A
1989 William Card 927 10/01/89 - 03/31/90 26 312
1990 William Card 0 N/A
1991 William Card 0 N/A 39 468
1992 T.& J.Tipton 905 12/01/92 - 01/31/93 78 936
Precipitation

The annual precipitation shown below is from Mina, Nevada, which is
the closest station with consistent and reliable data. It is located
approximately eleven miles west of Cedar Mountain Allotment at 4550
feet elevation. The fifty-five year mean and median annual
precipitation is calculated as 4.78 inches and 4.54 inches
respectively.

ANNUAL PRECIPITATION

Mina, Nevade

‘1

10 -

Preacipitation (Inches)

1940 | 1950 | 1980 1570 1ge0 | 1990
1945 1855 1965 1975 1885

O Annual Frecip, + 35 Year Mean

Note that the Mina Station is at a lower elevation than the major
ecological sites in the allotment (refer to Appendix I). Due to the
effects of orographic lifting‘, the Cedar Mountain Allotment will have
a higher annual precipitation than Mina. This effect was documented

“Orographic liting: changes associated with the increase in elevation due to the presence of mountains.
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throughout the state in the Nevada Watershed Studies (1963 to 1980)3.
The closest recording site is north of Eastgate, Nevada. Although
this site is over 60 miles north of Cedar Mountain Allotment, weather
patterns are similar. The graph shown below is an estimate based on
linear regression calculations of Eastgate data applied to the 55-year
mean annual precipitation for Mina, Nevada. As an example, the long
term average precipitation at 6,600 feet elevation will be
approximately 9 inches per year. Consequently, vegetation found in
the 9 inch precipitation zone should be present at that elevation.

Also note that precipitation may vary between Mina and the Cedar
Mountain Allotment during any year due to slight differences in storm
patterns. An example of this would be a summer convection storm that
rains on the east slope of the Pilot Mountain (thus, Cedar Mountain
Allotment), but misses Mina completely.

MINA, NEVADA

Orographically Adjusted Precip.

12

1

10

Z k4
I

'

4000 | 4400 | 4800 | 5200 | 5600 | 6000 | 6400 | €800 | 7200 | 7600
4200 4500 S000 S400 SBO0 65200 ©B600 7000 7400 7800

Precipitation (Inches)

Elevation (feet)
O Mean Annual Prept.

C. Utilization

1. Key Area (CMOl, refer to Map 2)

Date Key Species $ Utilization | Kind of
& Class Animal

04/18/90 | Indian ricegrass | 27.5% - Light Wild Horses
& Cattle

10/15/92 | Indian ricegrass 84% - Severe Wild Horses

galleta 21.5% - Light

03/10/93 | Indian ricegrass | 86% - Severe Wild Horses

galleta 30.15% - Light | & Cattle

sr-loung-Ming Joung, John H. Trimmer, Richard Jewell (1983). BLM Nevada State Office Technical Publication
BLMNVPT830014340.




2. Use Pattern Mapping

Use pattern mapping was completed for two years during the
evaluation period (1990 and 1992). This data is summarized below.
"$" refers to percentage of allotment in the specific utilization
class. The results are also shown on Map Nos. 3 to 6.

Utilization Classes %
) Heavy
Year No Use Slight Light Moderate Heavy Severe and
Severe
Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % Use
1990 2,134 3 o] 26,780 43 | 15610 25 12,274 20 5,893 9 29
1992 23,579 38 4278 7 | 8143 13 o] 16,960 27 9,731 15 42

Additional field observations are presented below.

a)

b)

c)

d).

Trend

The 1990 data included both authorized cattle and wild horse
use. Based on the presence or absence of animal sign®, use
inside the HMA was exclusively from wild horses (refer to Map
No. 4). Heavy and severe use in Monte Cristo Valley, which
lies outside the HMA, was from both authorized livestock and
wild horses.

The 1992 data was completed prior to the authorized cattle
entering the allotment. Based the presence or absence of
animal sign, light use in the northern portion of the allotment
is attributed mostly to unauthorized cattle, probably from Nye
County (discussed on page 5). Also based on the presence or
absence of animal sign, the heavy and sevewe use 'in Monte
Cristo Valley from Key Area CMOl south (including the HMA) was
exclusively from wild horses. The heavy and severe use north
of the key area was from both wild horses and unauthorized
cattles This is shown on Map No. 6 and compared in the
following table.

Kind of Acres Percent of Total

Animal(s) Heavy & Heavy and Severe
Severe Use use

Wild Horses 24,282 91 %

only

Wild Horses and 2,409 9 %

Unauthorized

Cattle.

Based on above, most of the increase of heavy and severe use
between 1990 and 1992 was attributed to wild horses.

Substantial nonuse recorded in 1992 was due to the mapping
occurring prior to livestock being authorized to graze.

One key area (CMOl) has been established in the allotment. Results
are shown below. "*" indicates plant is a key species. Plant codes
are identified as follows (refer also to Appendix I): ORHY¥* = Indian
ricegrass (a key species), HIJA* = galleta grass (a key species),

CAnimal sign incudes hoof prints, fecal droppings, and the animals themselves.
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SIHY = bottlebrush squirreltail, SAVEB = Bailey greasewood, ARARN =
black sagebrush, ARSP5 = bud sagebrush.

CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT

Key Ares CMO1

20

80 |- ~———**‘___~*'ﬂ~*ﬁﬁh““‘~‘h‘\\ﬁhs

40 |-

30 -

s

10 - ~&

Percent Frequency

0
09/03/ 85 08/ 18/ 88 07/23/91

O ORHY= + HlJa= © SIHY A SAVEB X ARARN v ARSPS

In analyzing the effects of grazing to trend, it is important to know
the relation of the plants’ growth cycles and the current grazing
schedules. This is shown in Appendix III.

E. Range Survey Data

At the time of the range survey (1952), the area that would eventually
become the Cedar Mountain Allotment was included in the old Finger
Rock Grazing Unit. The range survey for the Cedar Mountain portion of
the Fingerrock Unit showed 2,944 AUMs were available for winter sheep
grazing. Note that this information is for historical interest only.

F. Ecological Status

An Order 3 soil survey has been performed throughout the allotment.
——Ecological sites were identified, however ecological status was not
determined. A summary of this data is presented in Appendix I. The
ecological status on the key area was recorded as late seral (65%
Potential Native Community). Observations by the interdisciplinary
team indicate that most of the allotment is also in late seral stage.

The exception is in the vicinity of Humdinger and Cedar Springs,
which, due to the lack of perennial grasses, is probably in mid-seral
stage. A distinct fence-line contrast has formed in this area between
Cedar Mountain and Pilot Mountain Allotments (the area immediately
west of Cedar Mountain has received very little historical use). This
probably was the result of drift livestock from the east (Nye and
Esmeralda Counties) concentrating in the Cedar Mountains prior to the
construction of the district boundary fences in 1988 and 1989.




Wildlife Habitat

Because of the small number of deer, the lack of critical deer summer
and winter range, and the fact that deer yearlong range only comprises
14% of the allotment, neither the Bureau nor the Nevada Department of
Wildlife has attempted to determine the population status of specific
changes in habitat suitability for deer. the basic rangeland habitat
data, which has been previously discussed, 1is being used to monitor
gross changes that may affect the deer population.

Riparian Habitat

Riparian vegetation associated with permanent and ephemeral springs
can be divided into two major categories based on geographic location,
values, and major impacts. Locations of the sites mentioned below are
shown on Map No. 2.

Cedar Mountains. Springs include Cedar Spring (perennial), Humdinger
Spring (perennial), and Douglas Spring (ephemeral). Cedar Springs
source is fenced and a willow stand near Humdinger Spring is fenced.
All these sources are important to wildlife and as a hauling source
for livestock. Observations in 1991 and 1992 indicated that the
riparian habitat outside the fenced sources had received severe use
and hoof damage from unauthorized livestock and, to a lesser extent,
wild horses.

Pilot Mountains. Graham and Bettles Ranch Springs are sources for a
pipeline supplying water to the adjacent Pilot-Table Mountain
Allotment. The source of both springs are protected. Other water
sources include Gunmetal Mine Spring (perennial), Desert Sheeite Mine
Spring (perennial), and Good Hope Mine Spring (low producing, probably
ephemeral). All these sources are important to wild horses and
wildlife.

Observations in 1991 indicate that all unprotected springs and
riparian habitat outside the fenced springs are receiving severe
grazing use and hoof damage from wild horses. Note that habitat
associated with the three "Mine" springs has been severely altered by
historical mining excavations. However, there is a distinct
possibility that the surface water may be the result of this mining
activity. Therefore, the ori%inal potential native community (PNC)
may not be attainable nor applicable to the "Mine" springs. Although
the spring source for Desert Sheeite has been altered, stands of
yellow willows located farther up the drainages have not (no perennial
water though).

Wild Horse Habitat

The ecological status within the Pilot 'Motintain HMA is estimated as
late seral in that portion that overlaps the Cedar Mountain Allotment.
As shown in the use pattern mapping, utilization levels by wild horses
are heavg and severe in this area. The heavy and severe utilization
by wild horses is also occurring outside the HMA! If this continues,
the ecological status will probably move toward an earlier
successional stage.

10




IV. Conclusions

The accomplishment of the objectives shown in Section III C (Page 4) are
discussed below. Objectives have been grouped due to similarities.

A. Authorizing Livestock Use

Initially authorize livestock use at the three vear use level [0 AUMs

as per the Walker RMP and EIS]. There will be no initial change of
active preference. RMP Objective a. 1.

Since nonuse was initially authorized in 1986, 1987, and 1988, this
objective has been met. At the time of the RMP (1986), the unfenced
nature of the district boundary made grazing cattle difficult without
excessive drift into adjacent allotments. The two district boundary
fences constructed in 1987 and 1988 resolved this. In addition, the
burden of hauling water made the allotment unattractive to some
permittees. However this is not a problem to the Tiptons’, whose
grazing scheme is based on water hauling to control livestock s
movement. Therefore, due to the elimination of the factors
restricting livestock grazing, it is not appropriate that the three
year average during the time of the grazing EIS continue to be used as
a measure of authorization.

B. Utilization, Trend and Condition

RPS Objective a. 1. can be analyzed in three parts.

1) Maintain existing frequency of key species on key areas.

Since the frequency of Indian ricegrass and galleta shows a static to
slight increase between 1985 and 1991, the first portion of this
objective has been met. Note that the last reading of frequency was
in 1991 as per Resource Area scheduling, which means that the effects
of severe use levels recorded in 1992 have not been documented. Also
note that since livestock grazing occurs during the dormant periods of
the key species (refer to Appendix III), it is anticipated that
livestock utilization will not have a negative impact to trend.

2)Initiall rovide 925 AUMs of livestock forage.

As addressed in A, above, the limiting factors for grazing have
previously been a lack of fences and perennial water, not available
forage. The availability of livestock forage will be determined
through monitoring as the permittees initiate their system in the
Cedar Mountain Allotment.

3) Maintain an acceptable use level on key areas on key species
[initially 60%].

Utilization levels in 1992 exceeded 60% (i.e. were greater than the
"moderate" utilization class), therefore the above objective was not
met. Although some of this use was from trespass livestock, the
majority of the heavy and severe use was from wild horses "(refer to
the table and accompanying explanation on page 8).

Wild horse utilization occurs yearlong, causing stress to key plant
species during their critical growth stages (refer to Appendix III).
Since livestock are authorized to graze during the dormant stages,

cattle grazing will not have as negative an impact to the health of
the plants. Because of this, the use levels suggested in the Nevada

11




Rangeland Monitoring Handbook’ varied based on grazing season. The
allowable use level (AUL) in the above objective is based on fall and
winter grazing of perennial grasses (NRMH, page 23), which is
appropriate for livestock. However, the AUL for wild horses should be
based on yearlong use (55% as per NRMH guidelines).

As shown in the 1992 use pattern mapping (page 8), utilization by wild
horses exceed the 60% AUL prior to livestock entering the allotment
(i.e., no allowable forage for livestock in the HMA and vicinity).

The stocking rate necessary to achieve the desired utilization as
calculated in Appendix II is 283 AUMs for the HMA portion of the Cedar
Mountain Allotment and 1,320 AUMs for the portion outside the HMA,

A~ ,

C. Wild Horses:

Develop and implement four Herd Management Area Plans (HMAPs) for wild

horses and burros [one of these as shown on HMAP map is Pilot Mountain
HMA]. RMP Objective b. 1).

rt

This evaluation is one of the first steps in developing an HMAP for
the Pilot Mountain HMA.

Initially manage wild horses and burros in current herd areas at
present estimated population levels. RMP Objective a. 2).

§f Initial rovide approximate 240 AUMs of forage for wild horses
(ﬁj which is prorated demand based on an estimate of 5% of the herd area
\S§ being i ar Mountain otment. RPS Objective a. 2).
. The numbers presented in the RPS (240 AUMs, which equates to 20 horses

yearlong) are based on the estimated percentage of the HMA that occurs
in the Cedar Mountain Allotment, not on monitoring and inventory
data.® The potential stocking level based on use pattern mapping data
is calculated in Appendix II. An assumption presented in these
calculations is that by preventing the placement of water troughs and
mineral supplements within the HMA, the HMA would be grazed primarily
by wild horses and the area outside would be grazed primarily by
cattle. This resulted in 283 AUMs for wild horses inside the HMA and
1,320 AUMs for cattle outside the HMA:Y Note that the calculated
stocking level for outside the HMA is §reater than the active
preference for the entire allotment (925 AUMs).

Maintain or improve wild horse habitat consistent with wildlife and
livestock objectives. Maintain or improve free-roaming behavior of
wild horses by protecting or enhancing the Herd Area. Maintain or

improve wild horse habitat by assuring that all waters remain open_ to
use by wild horses. RPS Objective b. 3).

In order to maintain or improve wild horse habitat, it is necessary to
maintain utilization in the HMA at or below the AUL. Therefore, this
portion of the objective has not been met. This point is addressed in
the previous sections. No fences have been constructed to impede the
free roaming nature of the wild horses (the allotment boundary fence
constructed in 1988 ends at the HMA boundary), therefore the second
portion of the objective has been met. The only spring source
protection constructed in the HMA after the RMP was at Graham Spring.
Although the source is protected, water is allowed to flow outside the

’Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook (September, 1984), hence forth referred to as NRMH.

®rhe Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) has ruled that these numbers are not valid unless they are based on resource
data (re., consolidated IBLA 89-285and 89-286).
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exclosure. Therefore the last portion of the above objective has been
met.

Wildlife Habitat

Manage wildlife habitat for a long term goal of providing forage for
reasonable numbers of big game [30 mule deer, O antelope and bighorn
sheep as per Walker RMP and EIS]. RMP Objective b. 2).

Maintain a good habitat condition class rating, as outlined in Manual

6630, in key use areas to support a reasonable population level of 30

mule deer in Cedar Mountain Allotment. Mina HMP Objective b. 1)

Maintain habitat in fair to good condition to support a population of
30 mule deer yearlong (90 AUMs). RPS Objective 1).

Adequate data does not exist to document whether sufficient forage is
available to support reasonable numbers of mule deer. Therefore, the
status of the objective is unknown. Considering the size of the
allotment, the type of habitat selected by mule deer (significant
topographic relief), and the small AUM demand for mule deer (90 AUMs)
it is reasonable to assume that the forage is available. It must be
remembered though that the mule deer range in the Cedar Mountain
Allotment occurs in two distinct units. The portion in the Cedar
Mountains can be assumed to have more available forage for mule deer
than that portion associated with the Pilot Mountains. This is true
because of the absence of wild horses and significant non-use by the
permittees. Competition for available forage and water is much more
significant in the Pilot Mountain portion, due primarily to year round
use by wild horses.

A benefit to mule deer and all wildlife species, is that some of the
springs, and a portion of their associated riparian areas, are
protected by exclosures. Wildlife is capable of accessing these areas
to drink and feed. Essentially all of the springs occur within mule
deer habitat or nearby. The degraded nature of the riparian areas
lying outside of the exclosures results in a negative impact to
wildlife, particularly prey species which may become more vulnerable
to predators as they attempt to cross the barren areas.

It is clear that a decline in condition would be harmful in terms of
pronghorn establishing themselves in the allotment. A continued heavy
and severe use by wild horses in the black sagebrush dominated
ecological sites of Monte Cristo Valley could pose a conflict to
future pronghorn habitat. As the number of pronghorn observations
increase in the Cedar Mountain Allotment, both the Nevada Department
of Wildlife and the BIM will be able to gain an understanding of how
the pronghorn choose to use the allotment.

Riparian Areas

Maintain or improve upland riparian ecological sites to late seral
stage. RPS Objective, b. 2).

Based on the degradation to unprotected sites by wild horses and
unauthorized livestock, this objective is not being met. The
unauthorized livestock were removed after impoundment notices were
issued. The overuse by wild horses in the Pilot Mountains is part of
a larger problem addressed in B and C, above.

The permittees have proposed fencing the springs and associated

riparian areas. These would become riparian pastures and be managed
separately in accordance to specific riparian objectives established
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for each area. Otherwise, these springs are more "attractive
nuisances" to their grazing management (i.e., the perennial waters
will attract the cattle away from the moveable troughs and make
control more difficult), and fencing them out should help control
livestock distribution. This may be acceptable in the Cedar
Mountains, however the allotment objectives require that all waters be
left open to wild horse access in tﬂe Pilot Mountain HMA (refer to C,
above).

Note that this objective may not be applicable to the "Mine" springs
in the Pilot Mountains (see page 10). Due to the soil disturbance of
these areas by historic mining activities, late seral ecological
status may not be obtainable in a human lifetime. Also, there is a
distinct possibility that these springs may be the result of the
mining activities (eg, there may not be surface water at the Desert
Sheeite Spring if someone had not dug a pit down to the water table).
However, it is appropriate to maintain a sufficient quality and
quantitK of water for wild horses and wildlife no matter what seral
stage the associated vegetation may be in.

Threatened and Endangered Species

As stated in Section III C 4 (see page 5), it is likely that the
loggerhead shrike occurs in the Cedar Mountain Allotment, although the
possibility of the Fletcher dark footed kangaroo mouse occurring is
very slight. Presumably, impacts that cause a move toward earlier
successional stages will result in a negative impact to the species.
The major negative impacts during the period of this evaluation have
been overutilization by wild horses and trespass livestock as
discussed in previous sections. Resolution of these problems, as
described, should eliminate any significant negative impacts to these
species. The new, intensive grazing program is not expected to result
in a significant negative impacts to candidate species, and may, in
fact, benefit habitat conditions for such species.

Technical Recommendations

In order to meet the allotment objectives for the Cedar Mountain
Allotment, the following recommendations are presented.

A,

The maximum allowable use by wild horses in the Cedar Mountain
Allotment portion of the Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA)
will not exceed 283 AUMs.

Incorporate as a stipulation to the permittees’ permit and license
that no water troughs and mineral supplements will be placed in the
Pilot Mountain HMA.

Maintain the current active preference for livestock. Maintain the
current season of use for livestock (11/01 to 03/31l) since it does not
fall within the growth period of key plant species.

Establish an Allowable Use Level (AUL) of 55% on key species in the
Pilot Mountain HMA, which sustains yearlong use.

Retain the 60% AUL for cattle grazing in fall and winter in the
remainder of the Cedar Mountain Allotment.
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APPENDIX |
Ecological Sites in the Cedar Mountain Allotment y

1 2 3 4 5 6 ¥ 8
Ecological % Ground %
Site Cover(Basal| Elevation| AcresIn | of
Number Site Name Habitat Type Yield (Ib/ac) & Crown) (feet) | Allotment | Allot.
Fav. Nor. Unf.| Min. Max.
QZ?XYOMNV Shlw.Calcareous Slope8 12‘P7 ARARN/ORHY-STCO4 350 20& 7“1 15 20 5200 7500 15,275.08 | 24.40

A’I‘CO-—ARSPS/RI»IY

029X 081NV

ey B

'ozgxyo«;mv

027XY043NV

027XY00 NV

629XY012NV

BADLANDS | Badlands

'029XY022NV Sodic Hill 5—-8' PZ

'027XY018NV Gravelly Loam 4—8" PZ ATCO-SAVEB/ORHY 450 250 34005000

TOTAL_ = 62,611.00 Acres




Explanation of Data in Appendix |

Column
Number Description
1 Ecological Site Number. This number can be used to reference a site to the Soil Conservation Service Site Descriptions for Major Land Resource Area
(MLRA) numbers 027, 028 and 029. All data used in this appendix except columns 7 and 8 are derived from these descriptions.
2 Ecological Site Name. "PZ" means Precipitation Zone and is measure in inches.
3 Habitat Type. These are the major plant species found in the Potential Natural Community (PNC). Plant codes are identified below.
Plant Code  Scientific Name Common Name
AR*QRN _ Artemzsla arbuswh nova black sa ebrush
4 Yield, measured in pounds per acre. ThlS is lhc amount live matter thal will be produced durmg a growing season. The three figures are for
favorable, normal and unfavorable years.
S Estimated percent ground cover; minimum and maximum.
6 Elevation range where the specific ecological site may be found
7 ‘Total acres in the Cedar Mountain Allotment covered by the specific ecological site.
8

Percentage of the Cedar Mountain Allotment covered by the specific ecological site.
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Appendix II
Cedar Mountain Allotment
Wild Horse AUM Calculations

Shown below are the series of calculations used to derive the potential AUMs for
horses in the Pilot Mountain HMA portion of the Cedar Mountain Allotment. An
assumption presented in these calculations is that by preventing the placement
of water troughs and mineral supplements within the HMA, the HMA would be grazed
primarily by wild horses and the area outside would be grazed primarily by

cattle,

A, Use Pattern Mapping Data. Acreages shown below are taken from the
10/15/92 to 10/28/92 use pattern mapping. Although the "No Use” category
is shown to account for the total acreage in the allotment, this acreage
was not used in calculations relating to wild horses. Being free-roaming
creatures of habit, the wild horses did not use these portions of the
allotment due to topographical and/or environmental restrictions.
Therefore, these areas are considered to be ungrazable by wild horses.

This data was collected prior to authorized livestock entering the
allotment. Based on the presence or absence of animal sign’, the use
inside the HMA was exclusively from wild horses. The use in the northern
portion of the allotment was from both wild horses and unauthorized
livestock (refer to Map No. 6). Only the portion of each utilization
class that can be attributed exclusively to wild horses is used in
calculating the Weighted Acres, which will be used later in this Appendix.

The Utilization Class Midpoint values (y) are from the six utilization
classes for herbaceous vegetation as described in BLM Technical Reference

TR 4400-32,
y) A. Cedar Mountain Allotment B. Inside HMA
Utiliz= Class Acres in (x) Acres (x*y) (x) (x*y)
ation Mid- Aliot. by Exclusively Weighted Acres in Allot. | Weighted
Class Point Class from Horses Acres by Class Acres
e — =
Slight 13% 4,278 3177 413 0 0
Light 30% 8,143 0 (] 239 72
Moderate 50% 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy 70% 16,960 16,960 11,872 5,091 3,564
Severe 90% 9,731 7,322 6,590 5,088 4,579
TOTALs 39,112 27,459 18,875 10,418 8,215
No Use ' 23,579 1,467
Totals 62,691 11,885

*Animal sign includes hoof prints, fecal droppings, and the animals.

2tilization Studies (1984). Pages 12 & 59.
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Average Utilization Inside the HMA. The source for the welghted average
formula used below is from the BLM Technical Reference TR 4400-7°

Average Utilization = ¥ (Acres per Util, Class X Class Mid-Point)

L Acres
Average Utilization = X (x*y) = 8,214.6 = 78.85%
(%) 10,418

Wild Horse Actual Use in HMA. 78 head of wild horses were counted in the
Cedar Mountain Allotment in 1992. Based on yearlong grazing, w11d horse
actual use for the allotment is calculated as follows:

78 Head of wild horses X 12 months = 936 AUMs

Although at the time of the census the horses were inside the HMA, the use
pattern mapping data showed that a significant amount of wild horse use
had previously been made outside the HMA. As evidenced on Map No. 5, the
utilization levels by wild horses inside the HMA is different from levels
recorded outside the HMA. Therefore the Weighted Acres from the table on
page II-1 is used to determine the proportion of actual use made inside
the HMA (i.e., acres weighted by use pattern mapping data).

Allotment Actual Use X Weighted Acres in HMA = AUMs Inside HMA
Weighted Acres in Allotment

936 AUMs X 8.215 Acres - 407 AUMs Inside HMA
18,875 Acres

Desired Utilization in HMA. The Walker RPS showed 60% as acceptable use
level on key areas, which is consistent with the fall and winter allowable
use level (AUL) suggested for perennial grasses in the Nevada Rangeland
Monitoring Handbook (September, 1984), page 23. This figure was used in
the RPS in relation to cattle, which grazes during the dormancy period of
key plant species. However, since the calculations contained in this
appendix are based on yearlong use of the allotment (i.e., during critical
growth stages of plant species), it is more appropriate to use the
yearlong AUL for perennial grasses (55%).

Potential Actual Use (AUMs) Calculation for HMA. The potential actual use
(i.e., potential stocking level) ‘of wild horses necessary to bring the
average utilization down to 55% is calculated below. The source of this
formula is TR 4400-7, Appendix 2, pages 54 - 56.

Potential
Actual Use (AUMs) = Actual Use (AUMs
Average Utilization (%) Desired Average
Utilization (%)
407 AUMs (from.C. above) = Potential Actual Use
79% (from B, above) 55% (from D, above)
283 AUMs - Potential Actual Use

*Rangeland Monitoring Analysis. Interpretation, and Evaluation (November, 1985) Appendix 1, page 52 & 53.
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Potential Number of Head. The potential stocking level as calculated
above for the Pilot Mountain HMA portion of the Cedar Mountain Allotment
is 283 AUMs. Since this is for yearlong use, the potential number of head
needed to bring the utilization level down to 55% 1is calculated as
follows:

283 AUMs = Potential Number of Head
12 Months
24 Head of Wild Horses = Potential Number of Head

Estimated Potential Stocking level Outside HMA. The calculation below
assumes that the remainder of the allotment will be grazed by cattle.

Therefore, areas of "no use" as shown in the use pattern mapping data'can
be grazed through water hauling, mineral block placement, electric
fencing, and other forms of livestock management not allowed in the HMA.

283 AUMs inside HMA - Potential Use Qutside HMA
11,885 Acres inside HMA 50,806 Acres outside HMA
1,210 AUMs = Potential Use Outside HMA

Since cattle are authorized during the dormant stages of key plant
species, it is appropriate to apply the 60% AUL from the Walker RPS (refer
to Section D., above). Since the AUMs from inside the HMA are based on a
55% AUL, the following conversion is necessary.

1,210 AUMs X 60% AUL - Potential Use Outside HMA
55% AUL
1,320 AUMs - Potential Use Outside HMA

II - 3




APFRENDTY TT7
Growth Staees of Kev Flant. Foecies

shown below is the plant phenology data for the keyv spvecies in the Cadar Mountain
Allotment. The current livestock season of use is also shown for comparison.
Note that wild horses graze the allotment vearlong. The source of the vepetation
data is Nevada Rangeland FPhenologv (BLM, 1879). Data is from the Tonowpah
Resource Area. which is the closest source with representative vegetation tvoes.
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STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE
1100 Valley Road
P.Q. Box 10678
Reno, Nevada 89520-0022

: (702) 688-1500
BOB MILLER
Governr Fax (702) 686-1595 WIS S SN

July 22, 1993

Mr, Jovn Matthiessen

.esource Area Manager
sureau of Land ‘Management
1535 Hot Springs Road, Suite 300
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Re: Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation

Dear John:

Our agency has received and reviewed the Cedar Mountain
Allotment Evaluation. This allotment was not allocated forage for
livestock in the land use plan and is not an "I" allotment of the
Walker Resource Area. We feel that the purpose of the evaluation
is well described by the author and significantly differs from the
stated purpose of the Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment Evaluation.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 1, Tivestock Use

Livestock season of use may conflict with the phenologica’
»:quirements of the key species, The permittee’s use and intention
t  use the allotment as a winter range has potential to meet land

.- plan objectives. We encourage the District to take the
necessary measures to re-authorize grazing and list the terms and
conditions in the multiple use decision for livestock.

Page 2, Appropriate Management Levels for Wild Horses

We agree that wild horse numbers must be determined by
monitoring data collected on this allotment.




Mr. John Matthiessen
July 22, 1993
Page 2

Page S e ecles
We agree that riparian species must be included.
age se e

Data indicate that 42 percent of the monitored acres of the
allotment received heavy to severe utilization of key species.
These data show that forage production and ungulate use are not
uniform on the Cedar Mountain Allotment; therefore, Technical
Manual 4400-3 does not allow for weight averaging utilization data
for "actual utilization", Appendix II computations for wild horse
animal unit months are in error.

e 11 onclusions

Monitoring data indicated that wild horses exceeded the land
use plan allowable use limit or utilization rate of 55 percent
prior to livestock. We are confused how the District authorized
livestock use on an allotment without allocated AUMs and when the
annual available forage had been exhausted by wild horses, It is
also our understanding that AUMs cannot be retired unless
specifically identified in the land use plan. Activation of these
AUMs would require a land use amendment.

It would appear that the permittee’s intention is to use this
allotment within the constraints of the land use plan objectives.
Water hauls and limited winter use has potential to meet the land
use plan objectives. Data found in the Pilot-Table Mountain and
Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluations indicate that Indian ricegrass
is declining and increasing in frequency on these allotments,
respectively. The observed fence line contrast is the difference
between livestock grazing practices. As suggested in our comments
on Pilot~Table Mountain Allotment Evaluation, the season of use for
livestock may in conflict with the phenology of key species.
Livestock grazing in March on the Cedar Mountain Allotment could
reverse the upward trend in Indian ricegrass.

a 2, W orses
As previously discussed, we disagree with the District’s

assumptions concerning weight averaging for determining carrying
capacity for wild horses.
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Mr. John Matthiessen - :
July 22, 1993
Page 3

adgqe 13, W y A

We agree that riparian habitat conclusions. Bureau of Land
Ma?agement policies reinforce the District’s conclusion regarding
priority. :

Pa 4 echnic ecomme tions

We suggest that livestock use or reclassification of livestock
be better addressed, A land use amendment may be necessary to re-
activate retired AUMs,

Season of use for livestock may require an adjustment to avoid
grazing Indian ricegrass during March.

Allowable use levels were established in the land use plan and
implemented by the Walker Resource Area Range Program Summary at 55
percent overall utilization.

Please consider our comments and concerns in the final
allotment evaluation and multiple use decision for Cedar Mountain
Allotment.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM A. MOLINI, DIRECTOR

Row Jeach : i
Acting Region I Manager
Region I

REL:rl/

CC: Habitat, R<no
Craig Mortimore
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ATTACHMENTS AND ERRATA TO CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT EVALUATION
Please add the attached Sections Vil and VIIl to your copy of the Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation.
Place these sections immediately after Technical Recommendations (page 14). In addition, the following
corrections should be made:

Table of Contents, page ii. Conclusions should be section "V* instead of section "IV".

Table of Contents, paqe iii. Technical Recommendations should be section "VI" instead of section
I'VII-

Table of Contents, page iii. Add the following after Technical Recommendations:

VII.  CONSURALIONS ...covevererreriremeiisisissessmssssnsssssesesnsnssssssnsasasensssssnsssnsass 15
VIIl. Management Action Selected ..........oeveneninniiinnmieiennnnniiiiine 21

Page 11. Conclusions should be section "V* instead of section "IV".

Page 14. Technical Recommendations should be section "VI" instead of section "V".

Note that these corrections do not change the context of this evaluation.




PROPOSED MULTIPLE USE DECISION
CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT

The Record of Decision for the Walker Environmental Impact Statement and the Resource Management Plan
(RMP) was issued on June 6, 1986. These documents established the multiple use goals and objectives
which guide management of public land in the Cedar Mountain Allotment. The Mina Habitat Management
Plan (HMP), issued in 1988, established objectives and goals that encompassed an area including the Cedar
Mountain Allotment. The Walker Rangeland Program Summary (RPS), issued in November, 1989, identified
allotment objectives specific to the Cedar Mountain Allotment.

As identified in the Walker RMP, Mina HMP, and Walker RPS, monitoring has been conducted on the Cedar
Mountain Allotment to determine if existing multiple uses for the allotment were consistent with the
attainment of the objectives established by the RMP. Since 1985, monitoring data has been collected and
during the past year, this data has been analyzed through the allotment evaluation process to determine
what changes in existing management are required in order to meet specific multiple use objectives for this
allotment. -

Through the consultation, coordination and cooperation (CCC) process, input from the permittee and other
interested parties has been considered. Based on the evaluation of the monitoring data, technical
recommendations contained within the allotment evaluation, and input through the CCC process, my
proposed decision is presented below.

CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public land in the Cedar Mountain Allotment are as follows:
A. In accordance with 43 CFR §4130.6-1(a), maintain the current active preference for cattle

(925 AUMs) and the current season of use for livestock (11/01 to 03/31).
B. In accordance with 43 CFR §4130.6-2, the following stipulation will be included on the

grazing permit and grazing authorization:

No water troughs or feed supplements will be placed in the Pilot Mountain
Herd Management Area.

RATIONALE

The analysis of monitoring data presented in the Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation resulted in an
estimated stocking level, outside the Pilot Mountain HMA, of 1,320 AUMs (Appendix I, Section G, page II-3).
The intensive management system adopted by the permittee incorporating moveable water troughs and feed
supplements will allow for proper livestock distribution. Therefore, the current preference of 925 AUMs will
not exceed the carrying capacity of the allotment. The current season of use for livestock grazing does not
fall within the growth period of key species and therefore should not be changed.

In order to reduce conflict between livestock and wild horses, no water troughs or feed supplements for
cattle will be allowed inside the Pilot Mountain HMA.




Authority:

The authority for these decisions is contained in Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subpart 4100,
which states in pertinent part:

§4100.0-8

§4130.6-1(a)

§4130.6-2

Protest

"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 management practices needed to achieve management objectives.
Livestock grazing activities and management actions approved by the authorized officer
shall be in conformance with the land use plan as defined at 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b)."

"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 every grazing
permit or lease. The authorized livestock grazing use shall not exceed the livestock
carrying capacity as determined through monitoring and adjusted as necessary under
§§4110.3, 4110.3-1 and 4110.3-2."

"The authorized officer may specify in grazing permits or leases other terms and conditions
which will assist in achieving management objectives, provide for proper rangeland
management or assist in the orderly administration of the public rangelands. These may
include but are not limited to:

(c) Authorization to use, and directions for placement of supplemental feed, including salt,
for improved livestock and rangeland management on the public lands;..."

In accordance with 43 CFR §4160.2, if you wish to protest this proposed decision, you are allowed 15 days
from the 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 decision is in error.




CEDAR MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT
WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT DECISION

Decisions relating to wild horses managed within the Cedar Mountain Allotment are as follows:

A. In accordance to 43 CFR §4700.0-6(a), the potential stocking level for wild horses in the
portion of the Pilot Mountain Herd Management (HMA) Area located within the Cedar
Mountain Allotment is 283 AUMs.

B. The Appropriate Management Level (AML) for the entire Pilot Mountain HMA is 346 head
of wild horses.

C. In accordance with 43 CFR §4700.0-6(a), the allowable use level (AUL) will be 55% on key
species in the portion of the Pilot Mountain HMA located within the Cedar Mountain
Allotment, which sustains yearlong use by wild horses.

Rationale

The analysis of available monitoring data presented in the Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation indicates
that a thriving natural ecological balance will be achieved by allowing no more than 283 AUMs of use by
wild horses in this portion of the HMA (Conclusions section, pages 11 to 14, and Appendix Il). Therefore,
the potential stocking level for wild horses is 283 AUMs.

Portions of this allotment and two other allotments constitute the Pilot Mountain HMA. The totals of the
potential stocking levels for the three allotments is as follows:

Cedar Mountain Allotment 283 AUMs
Gillis Mountain Allotment 240 AUMs

Pilot Table Mountain Allotment 3,630 AUMs
TOTAL 4,153 AUMs

Based on yearlong (i.e. 12 months) use of the HMA by wild horses, 346 head of wild horses will use 4,153
AUMs. Therefore the AML for the entire HMA is 346 head.

The current AUL for the Cedar Mountain Allotment as shown in the Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) was
established based on fall and winter grazing by livestock. Since wild horses graze yearlong, including the
growth stages of key species, it is appropriate that the AUL be changed to reflect the yearlong allowable
use levels (i.e., 55%).

Authority

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

§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 "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
appropriate management level for the herd, the habitat requirements of the animals, the
relationship with other uses of the public and adjacent private lands, and the constraints
contained in§4710.4..."

PROTEST

Although 43 CFR §4770.3 allows for an appeal with no mention of a protest, for the purpose of consistency
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 the 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 decision is in error.

Matthiessen, Area Manager
er Resource Area




VIL.

Consultations

The Cedar Mountain Evaluation was sent out for public review on June 30, 1993. Fifteen copies
were sent to the Nevada State Clearinghouse for distribution among state agencies. In addition,
the following were sent copies of the evaluation:

Tony and Jerrie Tipton Natural Resources Defence Council
Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter = The Nature Conservancy

Nevada Cattlemen’s Assoc. Nevada Woolgrowers Assoc.
Resource Concepts Inc. The Wildlife Society-Nevada Chapter
Nevada Wildlife Federation Wild Horse Organized Assistance
Animal Protection Institute Claudia J. Richards

Susan Alden Anne Earle

The Mule Deer Foundation Vanessa Kelling

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Senator Richard Bryan

Senator Harry Reid Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich

International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros
Carson City District Grazing Advisory Board

Comments were received from Tony Tipton, the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), and the
Commission for the Preservation of Wild Horses (Commission). Mr. Tipton complimented the quality
of the work that went into the evaluation. He also included information on wild horse numbers and
their activities based on observations during the winter. This information did not affect any of the
conclusions made in the evaluation.

NDOW and Commission comments are addressed below. Some comments have been grouped
due to their similarities.

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE

Comment:

Response:

This allotment was not allocated forage for livestock in the land use plan and is not
an "I" allotment of the Walker Resource Area.

"We suggest that livestock use or reclassification of livestock be better addressed.
A land use amendment may be necessary to reactivate retired AUMs."

As stated in the Introduction (page 1) of the evaluation, Cedar Mountain is an "M"
allotment. It is being evaluated because it includes a portion of the Pilot Mountain
HMA. The Strategic Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public
Lands requires that AMLs be established for all herd areas by 1995. In response
to this, all allotments containing wild horses were scheduled for evaluation prior to
1995.

The Walker Resource Management Plan (RMP) did not allocate forage. The RMP
and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) showed that Cedar Mountain Allotment
had an Active Grazing Preference of 925 AUMs (RMP & EIS, table 3-3). The
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Walker RMP neither cancelled nor adjusted these
AUMs. The ROD also stated:
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Initially, authorize livestock use at the three year average licensed use
level of 36,962 AUMs'. There will be no initial change in active
preference.

The three year average licensed use for the Cedar Mountain Allotment as shown
in the RMP and EIS was 0 AUMs, which was a result of voluntary nonuse. As
stated under the Conclusion section of the evaluation, licensed use was initially
authorized at the three year average level in accordance with the Walker RMP.

Comments: Livestock season of use may conflict with the phenological requirements of the key

species .
"As suggested in our comments on Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment Evaluation, the

ason of use for livestock may in [sic] conflict with the phenolo f key species.
Livestock grazing in March could reverse the upward trend in Indian ricegrass.”

"Season of use for livestock may require an adjustment to avoid grazing Indian
ricegrass during March".

Response: Appendix lll (Growth Stages of Key Species) of the evaluation which is referenced
at least three times explains that livestock graze during the dormant season for key
plant species and therefore pose no conflict during the critical growth stages.

Note that although phenology data has been collected in the Walker Resource
Area, this data was from an area with significantly different ecological sites than
those found in Cedar Mountain Allotment. Therefore, data was used from the
adjacent Tonopah Resource Area, which had similar sites.

Comment: "Data indicate that 42 percent of the monitored acres of the allotment received
heavy to severe utilization of key species. These data show that forage production
and ungulate use are not uniform on the Cedar Mountain Allotment; therefore,
Technical Manual 4400-3 does not allow for weight averaging [sic] utilization data
for "actual utilization". Appendix || computations for wild horse animal unit months

"As stated previously, we disagree with the District's assumptions concerning

weight averaqing for determining carrying capacity of wild horses."

Response: As cited in the evaluation, the formula for the weighted average calculations used
in Appendix Il, section B was derived from BLM Technical Reference TR 4400-7
(Rangeland Monitoring Analysis, Interpretation and Evaluation), not from TR 4400-3.
TR 4400-3 (Utilization Studies) was cited as the source for the Utilization Class
Midpoint values used in the weighted average calculations. Nowhere in Appendix
Il was an "actual utilization" figure either calculated or required. The reviewer may
have meant "Average Utilization", which was calculated in section B (page II-2) and

1This is the total three year average licensed use for all the allotments in the Walker and Mina Planning Units. Cedar
Mountain Allotment is in the Mina Planning Unit.
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used in the Potential Actual Use calculation (section E, page II-2). Assuming this,
TR 4400-7 states in relation to data uniformity in weighted average calculations
(emphasis added):

Where production levels are fairly uniform (or if production levels are
unknown) and utilization patterns have been mapped, the weighted
average utilization may be calculated on the basis of acreages found
in each utilization zone.

Although ecological sites were identified during the soil survey, ecological status
and current forage production were not determined. Since the production levels
are unknown, the use of the weighted average formula is appropriate in accordance
with TR 4400-7. Therefore, the Potential Actual Use (i.e., potential stocking level)
as calculated in Appendix Il is the best approximation using the most current data
available and as determined in accordance with Bureau approved procedures.

Comment: "Monitoring data_indicated thaf wild horses exceeded the land use plan allowable
use limit or utilization rate of 55 percent prior to livestock. We are confused how
the District authorized livestock use on an allotment without allocated AUMs and

when the annual forage had been exhaust wild horses. It is also our

understanding that AUMs cannot be retired unless specifically identified in the land

lan. Activation of these AUMs require a land use amendment.”

Response: As stated in the response to NDOW's first comment (Page 15), the grazing
preference in Cedar Mountain Allotment was never "retired”. Use pattern mapping
(Map 5 of the evaluation) shows areas of heavy and severe utilization. It also
shows areas of light use, slight use and no use. No evidence exists that "annual
forage had been exhausted" at any time during the monitoring period.

Comment: "Allowable use levels were established in the land use plan and implemented by the
Walker Resource Area Range Program Summary at 55 percent overall utilization".

Response: The Walker RPS states in relation to livestock in Cedar Mountain Allotment
"Maintain an acceptable use level on key species.4/" The footnote states “Initial
allowable use level will generally be 60%". Therefore, the acceptable (i.e.,
allowable) use level for livestock in the Cedar Mountain Allotment as described in
the Walker RPS is 60%, not 55%.

THE COMMISSION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES

The Commission combined its comments for the Cedar Mountain, Gillis Mountain, and Pilot-Table
Mountain Evaluations. The first three of the following comments were directed as general comments
applicable to more than one allotment.

Comment: "We are confused as to the procedure to follow in these allotment evaluations. You
request response to these documents by July 26, 1993, however, the Pilot Table

Mountain Evaluation was issued a "draft" evaluation and for Gillis and Cedar
Mountain_Allotments they are not sent as draft documents. They are issued
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Response:

Comment:

Comment

inconsistent with each other. Please explain how the three evaluations will be
further evaluated. Are all these drafts and a final will be issued, or is one a draft

nd the others are finals? Since it is not explained, please provide the appropriate
Iinformation."

During the "in-house" review, an evaluation is circulated within the office as a "draft".
Once all input has been consolidated into one document, the document becomes
the evaluation for the specific allotment to which it pertains. The "draft" on the
Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment Evaluation should have been deleted prior to being
distributed for public review. However, in the event that additional information is
received, especially information that may affect the conclusions, the evaluation may
be revised to include such data, then resubmitted for public review. Even if a new
or revised evaluation is not produced, the authorized officer will review public
comments before proceeding with any agency actions. Therefore, the difference
between a "draft" or a final evaluation is not particularly significant. The important
point is that a reviewer make comments within the allotted time and provide data
or information not addressed in the evaluation.

"In_general from all allotments evaluated, we feel that appropriate management

levels have been erroneously set. The mandate of the IBLA ruling is that BLM is
to he _monitorin valuate the data, remove the offending horses if it is

determined they ar ing resource damaage. and set management levels in
multiple use concept that will protect the habitat as well as keep the horses in a
thriving _natural ecoloqical balan By determining that ording to_the

percentage of acreage an allotment is to the herd area, you have allocated your
AMLs."

This comment doesn't reflect the pertinent information presented in the subject
evaluations. Two key parts of an evaluation are Section V, "Conclusions", and
Section VI, "Technical Recommendations" since they analyze management in
relation to meeting allotment objectives and describe proposed or future actions.
Sections V and VI of each of the subject evaluations specifically avoids prorating
wild horse numbers based on the "percentage of acreage an allotment is to the
herd area". The evaluations reference the "initial" management levels for wild
horses under Section lll, "Allotment Profile" as a short term objective. These initial
management levels were the ratio between the existing (in 1986) horse population
and the percent of the allotment in the HMA and were presented in the Walker RPS
as such. The evaluations, however, concentrate on monitoring data and analysis
of this data in order to determine the potential stocking level for wild horses.

The AML for the Pilot Mountain HMA is derived from the potential stocking level
presented in each allotment evaluation. This information is provided in Sections V
and VI (and the referenced Appendix) of each evaluation.

"You must first, evaluate the individual allotment, determining exact carrying
capacity for livestock and wild horses using use pattern mapping. census, and
distribution information, and then set your AML. After determining that allotment
specific AML, you need to then evaluate other individual allotments within the HMA
boundaries. After setting AML on all the individual allotments, the total of all the
AMLs will determine the AML for the HMA. Also this will dictate that the total AML
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Response:

for the HMA must be considered whenever a removal is considered taking into
consideration movement of horses within the HMA. This would prohibit the removal
of animals just because seasonally they have moved from one allotment to another
during seasonal movement. You have not allowed for any movement within these
allotments. In your final, please evaluate the distribution of animals and state that
you will allow for their movement within their HMA without threat of removal. Wild

hor: cannot be allocated percenta of their HMA to strictl adhered to as
livestock would be issued use on a pasture by pasture basis. As an example. you

have provi for 'AUMs of forage for wild horses which is the prorated demand
based on an estimate of 90% of the herd management area in the allotment.” How
have you determined that 90% of the herd use this area of the HMA specifically and
never move?"

The basic premise of this comment appears to be that movement of wild horses
within the Pilot Mountain HMA must be recognized and considered as decisions for
each of the subject allotments are developed. The comment also suggests that
movement of wild horses between these allotments was not given due
consideration because an AML has not been established for each of the allotments’
that comprise the HMA. This is an interesting comment because it focuses on a
key question that Walker Resource Area staff asked during preparation of the
subject evaluations; namely, 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 three separate
AMLs within an unfenced HMA, it was decided that the three 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 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 283 AUMs in the Cedar Mountain Allotment will provide for 24
horses for 12 months or 48 horses for 6 months or a number of combinations.
Setting an "AML" for an unfenced portion of the HMA, as this comment suggests,
would create the very situation that everyone agrees should be avoided because
any "AML" (whether 24 or 48 or "x") established for the allotment could be
exceeded seasonally as wild horses move within the HMA even though the AML for
the HMA itself would not be exceeded.

This comment includes an excerpted quote relative to having prorated wild horse
demand based on an estimate of the percent of the HMA in the allotment. This
partial quote apparently comes from Section Il of the Pilot-Table Mountain
Allotment evaluation. The complete statement is found under the heading
"Allotment Specific Objectives - Short Term" (Section Il B.1.a.) as follows:

Initially provide for approximately 3,408 AUMs of forage for wild horses
which is prorated demand based on an estimate of 90% of the herd
management area in the allotment.

This is not, however, what is recommended as continued management for the
allotment. Section VI (Technical Recommendations) of the Pilot-Table Mountain
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Allotment evaluation presents the potential stocking level for the portion of the HMA
within the allotment as 3,630 AUMs. The analysis and calculations for this is
presented in Appendix C of the evaluation. (The Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment
evaluation did refer to this potential stocking level as an "AML" but this was not
intended and has been corrected as shown on the Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment
Evaluation "Attachments and Errata" page.) The evaluations for the other two
allotments that encompass the Pilot Mountain HMA provide potential stocking levels
for wild horses in the same manner.

"According to your documentation, you state that horse use is heavy and severe

in this allotment at [sic] that the AUL has already been exceeded by horse use.
How then, could you authorize livestock use on an area that is already overutilized
by horses prior to establishing and obtaining an AML? You are authorizing
livestock use without available AUM’s and exceeding the carryving capacity which
is a violation of BLM policy and law."

This is the same comment made by NDOW; consequently the same answer applies
(see page 17).

"We understand that the Tipton's have shown to be responsible permittees and
have done well in others [sic] areas that they lease. However, the AUM’s had
previously been retired for livestock and it is our understanding that AUM’s cannot
be retired unless specifically identified in the Land Use Plan. We recommend an

amendment to the LUP for activation of these retired AUM’s."

As stated in the response to NDOW's first comment (page 15) the grazing
preference in Cedar Mountain Allotment was never “retired".

"It is also our understanding that you have changed the season of use from winter
to year round without reference to an EA. We would recommend completion of an
EA as soon as practical to analyze the consequences of changing that season of

use. The EA should have been completed prior to the change."

There is no reference in the evaluation to support the impression that the season
of use in the Cedar Mountain Allotment has been changed from winter to year
round. Section Il A 1 (page 1) states that the current season of use is 11/01 to
03/31. Section IV A (pages 5 & 6), states that livestock have been authorized in
the past to graze between 10/01 and 03/31. Technical Recommendation C (page
14) states:

Maintain the current season of use for livestock (11/01 to 03/31) since
it does not fall within the growth period of key species.

"We are not arguing that wild horses have caused damage in some areas, and that

management of wild horse and burro populations require removal at times to
achieve AML. However, these documents seem to have been completed with the

main intent of removing horses to meet allotment specific objectives without any
reductions to livestock. The math has been worked to accomplish those goals."
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Response: This comment suggests that the analysis of monitoring data has been intentionally

manipulated in order to justify removal of wild horses. This suggestion is certainly
unwarranted; it is also presented without supporting rationale or analysis.
Consequently, there is no basis on which to respond to this comment.
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VI, Management Action Selected

All management actions stated under Section VI, Technical Recommendations (page 14), are
incorporated into the Proposed Multiple Use Decision for the Cedar Mountain Allotment.
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT o__ -
Carson City District Office S
1535 Hot Springs Rd., Ste. 300
Carson City, NV 89706-0638
4400
(NV03580)
JUL U4 1950

Dear Interested Party:

Enclosed for your review is a copy of the Gillis Mountain Allotment Evaluation. Any comments should be
addressed to this office prior to July 26, 1993.

One of the objectives of the Bureau of Land Management’s Strategic Plan for Management of Wild Horses
and Burros on Public Lands is to establish initial Appropriate Management Levels (AMLs) for all herd areas
by 1995. In order to establish an AML for wild horses in the Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA),
it is necessary to evaluate resource management within all the allotments included within the HMA. One
of these is the Gillis Mountain Allotment, to which the enclosed evaluation is addressed.

Sincerely,

Q 27 Z{/' '
f e
John Matthiessen

Area Manager
Walker Resource Area

1 Enclosure:
1. Gillis Mountain Allotment Evaluation
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GILLIS MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT EVALUATION

Introduction

A,

Purpose

One of the objectives of the Bureau of Land Management'’s Strategic
Plan for Management of Wild Horses and Burros on Public Lands is to
establish initial Appropriate Management Levels (AMLs) for all herd
areas by 1995. 1In order to establish an AML for wild horses in the
Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA), it is necessary to
evaluate resource management within all the allotments included
within the HMA. One of these is the Gillis Mountain Allotment, to
which this evaluation is addressed.

Specifically, the purpose of the allotment evaluation process is to
determine if the current grazing practices are consistent with the
attainment of the Walker Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
allotment specific objectives for the Gillis Mountain Allotment. If
current grazing practices are not consistent with the attainment of
these objectives, then appropriate changes in management needed to
meet these objectives will be identified, and appropriate change in
management implemented.

Allotment Name and Number: Gillis Mountain (03536)
Permittee: William A. Card
Evaluation Period: 1990 to Present

Selective Management Category: ®M"

Initial Stocking Rate

A.

Livestock Use

1. Preference
Preference Kind of Period of Use Percent
Livestock Federal
Active 5 Suspended  Total Range Use
1,924 (o] © 1,924 Cattle 10/01 -03/31 100
2. Other Information
a. Historical Use

In 1955, the federal range demand was established in the
area that would become the Gillis Mountain Allotment
based on the following schedule:

4,000 sheep from 01/01 to 03/31 @ 100% PL = 2,400 AUMs




In 1960, the Gillis Mountain Allotment was established
and preference was adjuDIcated at 2,400 AUMs. In 1982,
the following grazing schedule was established in the
Gillis Mountain Allotment due to a transfer of
privileges: '

4,000 Sheep from 12/01 to 02/28 @ 100% PL = 2,400 AUMs

In 1988, the allotment boundary was amended to exclude
a buffer zone to prevent interaction between bighorn
(Ovis canadensis nelsonii) and domestic sheep. This
reduced the preference to 1,924 AUMs. Since there was
no perennial water sources in the allotment, use was
dependent primarily of winter snow melt and water
hauling. Consequently, very little historical use had
occurred in the allotment prior to 1990.

In 1990, William A. Card applied for transfer of
privileges. Since Mr. Card also requested certain
changes in management of the allotment, Environmental
Assessment (EA) No. 91010 was prepared and the Area
Manager's Final Decision dated September 19, 1991 was
rendered approving the following:

1) Change the kind of livestock from sheep to
cattle.

2) Change the season of use to 10/01 through
03/31.

3) Adjust the Allotment boundary to
reincorporate the bighorn sheep buffer zone
removed from the allotment in 19881,

Mr. Card was also granted approval to drill a well to
serve as a water hauling source. Since cattle had never
been authorized to graze the allotment and the because
of unfenced nature of much of the allotment boundary,
the permit was issued for two years pending analysis of
use pattern mapping.

b. Permittee's Current Operation

A history of nonuse priér to Mr. Card obtaining the
Gillis Mountain permit had resulted in a decadent
condition of key forage grasses'and shrub speciess
Grass species such as 1Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis
hymenoides), mneedle-and-thread (Stipa comata), and
desert needlegrass (Stipa speciosa) were low in vigor
and productivity due to a buildup of dead material in
the crowns. Shrub species such as four-wing saltbush
(Atriplex canescens) and winterfat (Eurotia lanata)?
contained many dead stems, but produced very little
spring and summer growth. In order to remove this
buildup of dead matter and stimulate growth in these

J'By changing the kind of livestock, the danger of disease transmittal from domestic sheep was removed.

2This plant species is also commonly referred to as white sage.
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plants, Mr. Card was allowed to implement an intensive
management system and was authorized temporary and
nonrenewable (TNR) grazing past his normal off-date in
1992. This was addressed in Environmental Assessment
(EA) No. 92025 which established the following
mitigating measures:

1) No grazing will occur after March 31 in the
portion of the Gillis Mountain Allotment
within the Pilot Mountain HMA, or on the
winterfat stands in Win Wan Valley.

2) In the future, grazing should occur in the
winterfat areas between October and
February.

3) After March 31, the allotment will be
examined by Bureau Personnel every two
weeks. If it is determined that adverse
impacts are occurring, the permittee must
remove all livestock within one week of
being contacted. Possible adverse effects
include a) cattle returning to previously
grazed areas to eat fresh regrowth, or b)
wild horses being drawn outside the HMA to
the movable water troughs.

4) Mr. Card must document the location of
water troughs and when they were moved.

The intensive grazing management system that has been
implemented by Mr. Card incorporates movable water
troughs and mineral supplements in order to distribute
livestock use within the allotment. Mr. Card moves the
troughs after his livestock have utilized most of the
readily available forage in the vicinity (generally, two
weeks or sooner).

If implemented properly, the intensive management system
adopted by Mr. Card will significantly reduce the amount
of time that livestock are allowed to graze any portion
of the allotment. Prior to this system, Mr. Card would
be allowed to graze the entire allotment from 10/01 to
03/31 (six months). Under the intensive management
system, individual areas will be grazed for up to two
weeks during the year and be rested for approximately 50
weeks (i.e., reducing a six-month season of use to up
two weeks). Once troughs are moved, cattle will be
prevented from returning to the same specific area
during the year and feeding on previously grazed plants.
By nature of the grazing system and in accordance to
standard operating procedures for the district, Mr. Card
will not place troughs in the same specific location
every year. The success of this system is extremely
dependent on the permittee, who must be constantly
vigilant to prevent livestock from returning to
previously grazed areas..

Because of these factors, utilization levels are not as+
important as the duration and the prevention of animals
from returning to previously grazed plants.*® It is very
important to remember that this last point applies to
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intensive management as described above and not to more
conventional forms of livestock management.

B Wild Horse and Burro Use

1,

Herd Management Areas (HMAs) in Allotment

Approximately 9,900 acres of the Pilot Mountain HMA overlaps
the Gillis Mountain Allotment. This acreage accounts for
approximately 6% of the Gillis Mountain Allotment. The HMA
boundary runs along the upper fans located in the northeastern
portion of the allotment (refer to Map No. 2).

Appropriate Management Levels (AML)

The Walker RMPfestablished an interim management level of 1397
head“of wild hoxrses - in the Pilot Mountain Herd Area. The AML
will be determined through the analysis of monitoring data.

c. Wildlife Use

1.

Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus)

The Walker RMP did not provided for mule deer in the Gillis
Mountain Allotment. However, we recognize that there are some
resident deer in the Gillis Range and that there is some
interaction between deer in this range and those in the Gabbs
Valley Range.

Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsonii)
a. Existing Numbers

Twenty-three desert bighorn sheep were introduced in
Wildhorse Canyon on October 30, 1988. The population
was augmented with 3 ewes on July 8, 1989. Although
reproduction has been confirmed, no specific information
is available as to the present population.

b. Key and Crucial Areas

No key or crucial bighorn habitat was identified in the
Walker RMP for the Gillis Mountain Allotment, primarily
due to the allotment being grazed by domestic sheep at
that time. However, it is recognized that bighorn sheep
will frequently occur in the Gillis Mountain Allotment.

Other Species

Pronghorn (Antilocapra americana) were introduced in Sunrise
Basin (Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment) and have occasionally
been observed in Win Wan Valley (Gillis Mountain Allotment).
Other wildlife species include chukar partridge (Alectoris
chukar), raptors, cottontails (Sylvilagus nuttallii), jack
rabbits (Lepus californicus), and wvarious small birds,
mammals, and reptiles.




III. Allotment Profile
A. Description

The Gillis Mountain Allotment is located totally within Mineral
County, Nevada, directly north of the Hawthorne Naval Ammunitions
Depot. Walker Lake forms the western boundary and the Walker River
Indian Reservation forms the northern boundary (refer to Map No. 1).
Topography varies from gently sloping alluvial fans in Win Wan
Valley and Buckley Flat to rugged mountains slopes in the Gillis
Mountains. Elevation varies from a low point of approximately 4100
feet to a high point of approximately 7900 feet.

A drift fence is located on a portion of the eastern allotment
boundary across Win Wan Flat (between Gillis Mountain and Pilot
Mountain Allotments). Two other drift fences that are located on
the northern boundary were constructed by the Walker River Indian
Reservation. Refer to Map No. 2 for locations of projects.

Project Name Project Year | Type of Maintenance
Number * Agreement Responsibility

Win Wan Fence 545084 1964 | Cooperative William Card

Gillis Mtn. Guzzler 546076 1979 | None BLM

Gillis Guzzler 546310 1984 | None BLM

Nugent Wash Well #2 546646 1991 | RI Permit William Card

*1 year project was constructed or last reconstructed

No perennial springs are located in the allotment. Wild Horse
Spring has been developed for wildlife purposes, however it dried up
in 1992. The Nugent Wash Well No. 2 has been the main source of
water for the permittee, who hauls water throughout the allotment.
Walker Lake may be too alkaline for livestock watering purposes
(especially the southern end).

B. Acreage

Gillis Mountain Allotment contains approximately 160,300 acres of
public land and approximately 240 acres of deeded land. The deeded
land is derived primarily from patented mining claims and is not
controlled by the permittee.

C. Allotment Specific Objectives
: Walker Resource Management Plan (RMP) - Record of Decision
issued June 6, 1986 »
a. Short Term
1) Initially authorize livestock use at the three

year average licensed use level [1,484 AUMs as
per the Walker RMP and EIS]®. There will be no
initial change of active preference.

3Walker Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.
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m Initially manage wild horses and burros at
present estimated population levels.

b Long Term

1) Develop and implement a Herd Management Area Plan
(HMAP) for wild horses in the Pilot Mountain HMA.

Walger Rangeland Program Summary ¢(RBS). - released Nowvemb&r,
=198

a. Short Term

1) Maintain static trend. Initially provide 1924
AUMs of livestock forage. Monitor under existing
management, i.e., non-use by livestock. Maintain
an acceptable use level of key species on key
areas [initially 60%].

ﬁ% Initially provide approximately 240 AUMs of
forage for wild horses which is prorated demand
based on an estimate of 5% of the herd area being
in the Gillis Mountain alldgment.

b. Long Term \:§$3
1) Maintain existing habitat conditions.

g@ Maintain or improve wild horse habitat consistent
’ with wildlife and livestock objectives. Maintain
or improve free-roaming behavior of wild horses
by protecting or enhancing the Herd Area.
Maintain or improve wild horse habitat by
assuring that all waters remain open to use by

wild horses.

Threatened and Endangered Species

No threatened or endangered plants or animals have been
documented within the Gillis Mountain Allotment. Candidate
animal species‘ that may occur in the allotment include the
loggerhead shrike (Lanius Iudovicianus) and Fletcher dark
kangaroo mouse (Microdipodops megacephalus nasutus). Since
the loggerhead shrike is fairlg common throughout the Resource
Area and occurs in a variety of habitats, the possibility that
it occurs in the Gillis Mountain Allotment is high.

The nearest known location for the Fletcher dark kangaroo
mouse is in the Lucky Boy Pass area of the Wassuk Range,
approximately 11 miles to the southwest of the allotment. In
general, the vegetative communities are similar in that they
are dominated by sagebrush (Artemisia sp.), utah juniper
(Juniperus osteosperma), and pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla).
The disjunct nature of the two habitats however, significantly
lessens the 1likelihood that this species occurs in the

“Candidate, Category 2 species: species in which the currently existing information indicates that listing may be warranted,
but for which substantial biological information to support a listing is lacking.
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allotment. This belief is supported by the lack of documented
observations spreading out from the known sites for the
Fletcher dark kangaroo mouse.

Oryctes nevadensis is the only candidate, category 2 plant
species found in the allotment. It has been located in the
vicinity of Wild Horse Canyon and the site of Thorne. The
plant is generally associated with sandy slopes, foothills and

dunes. It 1is associated with shadscale (Atriplex
confertifolia), four-wing saltbush, and greasewood (Sarcobatus
vermiculatus). Potential threats include off-road vehicles

and early summer grazing.

D Key Species Identification
) 9 Uplands
Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), bud-sagebrush

(Artemisia spinescens), winterfat (Eurotia lanata).

2. Riparian Species

Coyote willow (Salix exigua), meadow grasses and grass-like:
including Nevada bluegrass (Poa nevadensis), sedges (Carex
sp.), rushes (Juncus sp.), tufted hairgrass (Deschampsia
caespitosa), spikerush (Eleocharis sp.).

V. Management Evaluation
A, Actual Use

Prior to 1990, very little livestock use had been made in the Gillis
Mountain Allotment due primarily to a lack of perennial waters.
During the 1990/1991 grazing season, Mr. Card grazed at full
preference. In 1992, the Gillis Mountain Allotment was grazed under
a special temporary and nonrenewable authorization based on the
direct effects of animal impacts to the rangeland pursuant to the
restrictions resulting from the EA (refer to page no. 2). Although
Mr...Card was allowed to graze yearlong wunder this special
authorization in 1992, he was required to remove his livestock in
June, 1993. "“Thiswwaswduewto.water. troughs not being moved soon
enough and/or far enough apart, therefore livestock were returning
to previously grazed p%ants.

During the last aerial census, conducted on July 22, 1992, seventeen
(17) wild horses were counted in the Gillis Mountain Allotment
portion of the Pilot Mountain HMA.

B. Precipitation

The annual precipitation shown in the below graph is from Hawthorne
and Mina, Nevada. Hawthorne is the closest station, however the

ﬁvlozingo, Hugh N. and Margaret Williams (1980) Threatened and Endangered Plants of Nevada. Publ. by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service and BLM. Page 237.




station has ceased collecting data since September, 1991. Mina has
more consistent and reliable data. Basic information about the
stations are shown in the following table.

Station Elevation Years of Annual Precipitation
(feet) Complete (Inches)
Data
Mean Median
Hawthorne 4220 42 4,91 5.09
Mina 4550 55 4,78 4 .54

ANNUAL PRECIPITATION

Hawthorne and Mine, Neveda
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Note that both stations are at a lower elevation than many of the
ecological sites in the allotment (refer to Appendix I). Due to the
effects of orographic 1lifting®, much of the Gillis Mountain
Allotment will have a higher annual precipitation than Hawthorne or
Mina. This effect was documented_throughout the state in the Nevada
Watershed Studies (1963 to 1980)7. The closest recording site is
north of Eastgate, Nevada. Although this site is over 60 miles
north of Gillis Mountain Allotment, weather patterns are similar.

6Orographic lifting: changes associated with the increase in elevation due to the presence of mountains.

7Houng—Ming Joung, John H. Trimmer, Richard Jewell (1983). BLM Nevada State Office Technical Publication
BLMNVPT830014340.




The graph shown below is an estimate based on linear regression
calculations of Eastgate data applied to the 42-year mean annual
precipitation for Mina, Nevada. As an example, the long term
average precipitation at 6,200 feet elevation will be approximately
9 inches per year. Consequently, vegetation found in the 9 inch
precipitation zone should be present at that elevation.

Also note that precipitation data shown here may vary from the
Gillis Mountain Allotment during any year due to slight differences
in storm patterns. An example of this would be a summer convection
storm that rains on Win Wan Valley (thus, Gillis Mountain
Allotment), but misses Mina and Hawthorne completely.
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Use pattern mapping was completed in the Pilot Mountain HMA portion
of Gillis Mountain Allotment on October 14, 1992. Only slight use
was recorded inside the HMA. 1In 1992, the cattle worked their way
around Buckley Flat and south along the upper fans and mountains in
the Gillis Range. The grazing was able to remove much of the dead
material from decadent plants (refer to page no. 2), especially in
Buckley and Win Wan Flats. It will probably take another circuit of
this area before enough of the dead material is removed to increase
the vigor of these plants. Some organic matter was worked into the
soil, which will increase the moisture holding capacity of the soil
and promote seedling establishment. During the winter, the cattle
moved from Win Wan Flat to the mountains in the vicinity of
Paymaster Canyon, working their way along the south facing alluvial




fans toward Thorne. At the time of their removal in June, the
cattle were on the alluvial fans northwest of Thorne.

D. Trend

Two key areas (refer to Map No. 2) with frequency transects were
established in 1990 and 1991 in the allotment. Since frequency
transects are only read every three years in the Walker Resource
Area®, only the baseline data has been collected. To detect more
rapid changes, photo studies have been established in 1992 through-
out the allotment. The apparent trend is estimated to be downward
due to a lack of vigor and death of shrubs and perennial grasses as
discussed on page 2, not from utilization by either domestic
livestock or wild horses.

E. Range Survey Data

During the range adjudication of 1960, preference was established at
2,400 AUMs even though the survey showed 5,500 AUMs were available
for sheep (3,212 AUMs for cattle). This capacity was computed on
approximately 85,700 acres with 74,600 acres allotted no capacity
primarily due to lack of water.

This data is presented for historical purposes only. In reality,
the grazing capacity of the Gillis Mountain Allotment will be
determined through monitoring and is controlled by such factors as
when the allotment is grazed and how the livestock are managed.

F. Ecological Status

An Order 3 soil survey for Mineral County, which includes the Gillis
Mountain Allotment, was published and issued in 1991. Ecological
sites were identified, however ecological status was not determined.
Appendix I shows the sites identified for the Gillis Mountain
Allotment. Most of these sites are estimated to be in late seral
condition.

G. Wildlife Habitat

Because of the small number of deer, and the absence of critical
deer summer and winter range, neither the Bureau nor the Nevada
Department of Wildlife has attempted to determine the population
status or specific changes in habitat suitability for deer. The
basic rangeland habitat data, which has been previously discussed,
is being used to monitor gross changes that may affect the deer
population.

H. Riparian Habitat

8quadrat frequency data will detect major changes in trend, but only after several years. The three year scheduling is an
attempt to coordinate this factor with the Resource Area's limited staff,
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Some riparian vegetation is associated with Wild Horse Spring,
however, based on observations in October, 1992, very little use
was occurring from wild horse or livestock.

‘Wild Horse Habitat

The ecological status within the Pilot Mountain HMA is estimated as
late seral. The major limiting factor for wild horse distribution
is a lack of perennial water sourcesy which are all located within
the adjacent Pilot Mountain Allotmens.

Gonclusions

The accomplishment of the objectives shown in Section III C (Page 5) are
discussed below. Objectives have been grouped due to similarities.

A.

Authorizing Livestock Use

Initially authorize livestock use at the three vear average use
level [1 484 AUMs as per the Walker RMP and EIS]. There will be no

initial change of active preference. RMP Objective a. 1.

Since nonuse was initially authorized in 1986 to 1990, this
objective was not met. At the time of RMP (1986), sheep grazing was
dependant upon snow melt and water hauling. This made the allotment
unattractive to some permittees. However this is not a problem to
Mr. Card, whose grazing scheme is based on water hauling to control
livestock movement. In addition, the permittee has been operating
under a special temporary and nonrenewable authorization designed to
increase vigor of range plants and increase seedling production.
Therefore, it is not appropriate that the three year average during
the time of the grazing EIS continue to be used as the standard for
authorization.

Utilization, Trend and Condition

RPS Objective a. 1. can be analyzed in three parts.

1) Maintain static trend.

Since the frequency transects have been run only once, it is not
known whether the first portion of this objective has been met. It
is anticipated that the intensive grazing 1nana%$ment currently
underway in the Gillis Mountain Allotment will have a positive
effect on rangeland trend.

2) Initially provide 1924 AUMs of livestock forage.

As addressed in A, above, the limiting factor for grazing have
previously been a lack perennial water, not available forage. Since
management in the short term is designed to prevent a downward trend
through intensive livestock management, the maximum potential
stocking level for livestock will probably not be determined for at
least another two years.
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3) Maintain an acceptable use level on key areas on key species

initially 60%].

Since the main goal was to remove the accumulation of dead material,
and since the permittee was using an intensive management system,
utilization levels by cattle in 1992 exceeded 60% on perennial
grasses in a few locations. Note that this occurred only in the
portion of the allotment outside the Pilot Mountain HMA (i.e. cattle,
were kept out of the HMA),. The reasons for this is explained in
more detail on page 2 (Current Operation).

Although this objective was not met, the higher utilization levels
were necessary to prevent a downward trend and therefore meet the
other allotment objectives.

As shown in the 199

slight (

Wild Horses
Develop and implement a Herd Management Area Plan (HMAP) for wild
horses in the Pilot Mountain HMA. RMP Objective b. 1).

This evaluation is one of the steps in developing an HMAP for the
Pilot Mountain HMA.

Initiglix manage wild horses and burros at present estimated
population levels, RMP Objective a. 2).

Initiall rovide approximatelv 240 AUMs of forage for wild horses
which is prorated demand based on an estimate of“5%idf the herd area

being in Gillis Mountain Allotment. RPS Objective a. 2).

The 1lack of perennial water sources are the limiting factory
therefore the current population of 17 head (204 AUMs) appear to be
in an ecological balance with their environment. This portion of
the HMA receives incidental use based on the time of year and
availability of intermittent water sources. This type of incidental
use will require continued monitoring to insure that yearlong
utilization levels are equal or are less than the 55% for grazing by
wild horses®.

The initial determination of allowing#®240 AUMs of forage«fior wild
horses #as-stated in the RPS will meet. the objective ‘of .55%.
Therefore wild horses will be allowed to graze 240 AUMs in the
Gillis Mountain Allotment portion of the Pilot Mountain HMA.

Maintain or improve wild horse habitat consistent with wildlife and
livestock objectives. Maintain or improve free-roaming behavior of
wild horses by protecting or enhancing the Herd Area. Maintain or

improve wild horse habitat by assuring that all waters remain open
to use by wild horses. RPS Objective b. 3).

%rhe 60% allowable use level in the RPS is based on fall and winter use levels as described in Nevada Rangeland

Monitoring Handbook (1984), which may be appropriate for cattle under conventional grazing management during the dormant
season of forage species. However, since wild horses use the allotment yearlong, the yearlong use level (55%) is more appropriate

here.
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VI.

The main limiting factor for wild horses in the Gillis Mountain
Allotment i#s no perennial water sources,fnot inadequate forage. No
fences have been constructed to impede the free roaming nature of
the wild horses (the allotment boundary fence constructed in 1988
ends at the HMA boundary), therefore the second portion of the
objective has been met. Since there are no reliable natural waters
in the allotment, protection of water sources is a moot issue.

Wildlife Habitat

Maintain existing habitat conditions. RPS Objective b. 1)

Adequate data does not exist to document the current trend.
Therefore, the status of the objective is unknown. Considering the
size of the allotment, the type of habitat selected by mule deer
(significant topographic relief), and the small AUM demand for mule
deer it is reasonable to assume that the forage is available.

As the number of animal observations increase in the Gillis Mountain
Allotment, both the Nevada Department of Wildlife and the BLM will
be able to gain an understanding of how the pronghorn and bighorn
sheep choose to use the allotment. It is believed that the
intensive livestock operation that the permittee is initiating will
be beneficial for the habitat. Current water distribution is likely
to be a limiting factor for most species of wildlife, and they are
not likely to benefit significantly from the water hauling that will
occur for the livestock operation.

Threatened and Endangered Species

As stated in Section III C 4 (see page 6), it is likely that the
loggerhead shrike occurs in the Cedar Mountain Allotment, although
the possibility of the Fletcher dark footed kangaroo mouse occurring
is very slight. We are making the assumption that impacts that
cause a move toward earlier successional stages will result in a
negative impact to the species. The new, intensive grazing program
is not expected to result in a significant negative impacts to
candidate animal species, and will likely benefit habitat conditions
for such species.

Based on potential the threats listed in Threatened and Endangered
Plants of Nevada there may be a conflict with early summer grazing
in the Wild Horse Canyon and Thorne vicinity. Note that the lands
surrounding Thorne are lands controlled by the Hawthorne Naval
Ammunitions Depot (public lands administered by the BLM are located
further up the alluvial fan).

In order to meet allotment objectives for the Gillis Mountain Allotment,
the following recommendations are presented.

A

B.

Allow for 240 AUMs of wild horse use in the portion of the Pilot
Mountain HMA in the Gillis Mountain Allotment,

Establish an Allowable Use Level (AUL) of 55% for key species in the
Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area.
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Incorporate as a stipulation to the permittees’ permit and license

that no water troughs or mineral supplements will be placed in the
Pilot Mountain HMA.
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APPENDIX |
Ecological Sites of the Gillis Mountain Allotment
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Explanation of Data in Appendix |

Column
Number Description
1 Ecological Site Number. This number can be used to reference a site to the Soil Conservation Service Site Descriptions for Major Land Resource
Area (MLRA) numbers 027, 028 and 029. All data used in this appendix except columns 6 and 7 are derived from these descriptions.
2 Ecological Site Name. "PZ" means Precipitation Zone and is measure in inches.
3 Habitat Type. These are the major plant species found in the Potential Natural Community (PNC). Plant codes are identified below.

Plant Code  Scientific Name Common Name
ARARN Artemisia arbuscula nova black sagcbrush




Column

Number Description
4 Plant Code  Scientific Name Common Name
(Cont.) n dle and - thread
SRR Ge ; : : :

TECO2 Tetradymia comosa . halry horscbrush

-+

Yield, measured in pounds per acre. This is the amount live matter that will be produced during a growing season. The three figures are for
favorable, normal and unfavorable years.

Estimated percent ground cover; minimum and maximum.

Aproximate elevation range in feet at which a site may occur.

Total acres in the Gillis Mountain Allotment covered by the specific ecological site.

[l RN e N AV,

Percentage of the Gillis Mountain Allotment covered by the specific ecological site.
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ATTACHMENTS AND ERRATA TO GILLIS MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT EVALUATION

Please add the attached Sections VIl and Vi to your copy of the Gillis Mountain Allotment Evaluation. Place
these sections immediately after Technical Recommendations (page 13). In addition, the following
corrections should be made:

Table of Content ii. Add the following after Technical Recommendations:
VII. CONSUNBHIONS :....oceesensssesmsisnasennsinnniesibsingsssiassihivess sinsssasssssss suanizass 14
VII. Management Action Selected ........ccoeeeireivnincnicreccnecceeceeee 20

Section lll C 3 (Threatened an Endangered Species), Page 7. No Oryctes nevadensis plants have
been found in the vicinity of Wild Horse Canyon. However, the second location in the vicinity of
Thorne is correct. The second paragraph should be modified to read as follows.

Oryctes nevadensis is the only candidate, category 2 plant species found in the
allotment. It has been observed in the vicinity of Thorne...

Section V E (Threatened and Endangered Species), Page 13. The first sentence should read as
follows:

As stated in Section Ill C 3 (see page 6), it is likely that the loggerhead shrike occurs
in the Gillis Mountain Allotment, although the possibility of the Fletcher dark footed
mouse occurring is very slight.

Note that these corrections do not change the context of this evaluation.




VII.

Consultations

The Gillis Mountain Evaluation was sent out for public review on July 1, 1993. Fifteen copies were
sent to the Nevada State Clearinghouse for distribution between state agencies. In addition, the
following were sent copies of the evaluation:

William A. Card Natural Resources Defence Council

Sierra Club, Toiyabe Chapter  The Nature Conservancy

Nevada Cattlemen’s Assoc. Nevada Woolgrowers Assoc. )
Resource Concepts Inc. The Wildlife Society-Nevada Chapter

Nevada Wildlife Federation Wild Horse Organized Assistance

Animal Protection Institute Claudia J. Richards

Susan Alden Anne Earle

The Mule Deer Foundation Vanessa Kelling

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Senator Richard Bryan

Senator Harry Reid Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich

International Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros
Carson City District Grazing Advisory Board

Comments were received from the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), the Commission for the
Preservation of Wild Horses (Commission) and the Fish and Wildlife Service. These comments are
addressed below.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The Fish and Wildlife Service confirmed the existence of Nevada oryctes (Oryctes nevadensis) in
the Gillis Mountain Allotment. This species is a category 2 plant species addressed in the
Threatened and Endangered Species sections of the evaluation (refer to Section Ill C 3 on page 6,
and Section V E on page 13). The Service also provided the following comments.

Comments "As described in_the allotment evaluation document, two populations of O.
nevadensis are known to occur in the Gillis Mountain Allotment, one north of the
townsite of Thorne, and the other in the vicinity of Wild Horse Canyon. We are
aware of the Thorne site population, however, our records do not substantiate the
Wild Horse Canyon populations. We are interested in obtaining any information you
may have on this population.”

Response: The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified an error in the evaluation. The
population described as being in the vicinity of Wild Horse Canyon, was in reality,
documented by the Nevada Natural Heritage Program to be several miles north of
the allotment. This population was found at T. 11 N., R. 29 E., Section 2, which is
in the vicinity of Gillis Canyon on the Walker River Reservation.

Reexamination of the locations of Nevada oryctes indicates that the only known

occurrence in the Gillis Mountain Allotment is the Thorne population.

Comment: "Because of the sensitivity of O. nevadensis to grazing. we recommend that the
populations occurring within the Gillis Mountain _allotment be monitored on a
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periodic basis and that conservation measures be implemented as needed to
protect the species from grazing effects. Such measures will reduce the likelihood
that O. nevadensis would need to be listed under the Endangered Species Act in
the future”.

Response: We agree. Based on the threats listed in Threatened and Endangered Plants of
Nevada (Mozingo, 1980), there may be a conflict with early summer grazing in the
vicinity of Thorne. It should be noted that the lands surrounding Thorne are
controlled by the Hawthorne Army Ammunition Plant and that public lands are
higher on the alluvial fans. However, in the event we decide to again authorize the
special grazing treatment described in the evaluation, the permittee will not be
allowed to graze cattle on public lands located on the alluvial fans north of Thorne
between March 1 and July 15. Based on the major phenology stages of
Sphaeralcea ambigua from the salt desert vegetation types at Tonopah', this time
period tends to cover the critical growing stages of most forb species in the
vicinity. This also includes the period of major spring precipitation events as
determined through analysis of Hawthorne precipitation data.

NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE

Comment: "This allotment was historically a winter sheep allotment that proposed a threat to
the re-establishment of Desert bighorn sheep within the allotment. A manager’s
decision to allow for converting the allotment from domestic sheep to cattle
resolved this potential conflict in 1990. According to the environmental assessment

for the manager’ ision, the conversion allowing only winter cattle grazing was
supported by avoiding grazing of key species during the critical growing season.

We assume that the lack of livestock grazing resulted in late seral stage vegetation
prior to the conversion to cattle. It appears that the District’s authorization to allow
yearlong grazing on the Gillis Mountain Allotment to retard the seral stage was
contrary to the Manager’s Decision 1990 [sic]. This action should require a land
Use plan amendment.”

Response: When the allotment was converted from sheep to cattle in 1990, it was understood
that the permittee would graze cattle under the traditional systems used in other
allotments. Accordingly, the winter season of use was retained.

However, a history of nonuse prior to the conversion had resulted in a decadent
condition for key forage grasses and shrub species. Perennial grasses were low
in vigor and productivity due to a buildup of dead material in the crowns.
Important shrub species contained many dead stems, but produced little spring
growth. Because of these factors, the apparent trend was estimated to be
downward. .

The intensive management system described in detail under "Permittee’s Current
Operation" (pages 2 to 5 of the evaluation) afforded an excellent opportunity to

1Dat:a from BLM, 1979, Nevada Rangeland Phenology. Major phenology stages include when growth starts (early March)

up to when seed dissemination starts (mid July). This is the nearest data collected in similar vegetation types as those found north
of Thorne.
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remove the buildup of dead material and stimulate growth of important forage
plants. The environmental assessment was prepared and several stipulations were
added to the permittee’s grazing authorization. As long as the permittee operated
under the management constraints placed on his authorization, he would be
allowed to continue grazing. Although he grazed yearlong in 1992, he was
requested to remove his livestock in 1993 due to non compliance with these terms
and conditions. Note that the above points are discussed in greater detail
throughout the evaluation.

The evaluation states that based on the nature of the grazing system and on the
standard operating procedures (SOPs) for the district, Mr. Card would not be
allowed to place troughs in the same specific location every year. The actual
constraint on the grazing authorization is derived from Environment Assessment
No. 92025 (Proposed Action) as follows:

Each specific trough location grazed during the critical growth period
(March 15 to June 30) will be rested for two consecutive growing
seasons. .

This requirement was imposed in accordance with Treatment 1 from the Walker
Management Decision Summary, page 12 (i.e., in accordance to the RMP using
additional phenology data to establish the specific dates). Therefore grazing is in
compliance with the RMP and an amendment is not required.

This special grazing treatment may again be authorized as temporary and
nonrenewable grazing as long as it would benefit the rangeland. However, it is not
our proposal nor intention to change to a year round season of use in the Gillis
Mountain Allotment.

THE COMMISSION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES

The Commission combined its comments for the Gillis Mountain, Cedar Mountain, and Pilot-Table
Mountain Evaluations. The first three of the following comments were directed as general
comments applicable to more than one allotment.

Comment:

Response:

"We are confused as to the procedure to follow in these allotment evaluations. You
request response to these ument: ly 26, 1993, however, the Pilot Table
Mountain Evaluation was issued a "draft" evaluation and for Gillis and Cedar

Mountain Allotments they are not sent as draft documents. They are issued
inconsistent with each other. Please explain how the three evaluations will be
further evaluated. Are all these drafts and a final will be issued. or is one a draft
and the others are finals? Since it is not explained, please provide the appropriate
information.”

During the "in-house" review, an evaluation is circulated within the office as a "draft".
Once all input has been consolidated into one document, the document becomes
the evaluation for the specific allotment to which it pertains. The "draft" on the
Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment Evaluation should have been deleted prior to being
distributed for public review. However, in the event that additional information is
received, especially information that may affect the conclusions, the evaluation may
be revised to include such data, then resubmitted for public review. Even if a new
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Comment:;

Comment

or revised evaluation is not produced, the authorized officer will review public
comments before proceeding with any agency actions. Therefore, the difference
between a "draft" or a final evaluation is not particularly significant. The important
point is that a reviewer make comments within the allotted time and provide data
or information not addressed in the evaluation.

"In_general from all allotments evaluated, we feel that appropriate management
levels have been erroneously set. The mandate of the IBLA ruling is that BLM is
to do _the monitoring, evaluate the data, remove the offending horses if it is
determined they are causing resource damage, and set management levels in a
multiple use concept that will protect the habitat as well as keep the horses in a

thriving _natural _ecological balance. By determining that according to the
ercenta f acreage an allotment is to the herd area. vou have allocated vour

AMLs."

This comment doesn’t reflect the pertinent information presented in the subject
evaluations. Two key parts of an evaluation are Section V, "Conclusions”, and
Section VI, "Technical Recommendations” since they analyze management in
relation to meeting allotment objectives and describe proposed or future actions.
Sections V and VI of each of the subject evaluations specifically avoids prorating
wild horse numbers based on the "percentage of acreage an allotment is to the
herd area". The evaluations reference the "initial" management levels for wild
horses under Section lll, "Allotment Profile" as a short term objective. These initial
management levels were the ratio between the existing (in 1986) horse population
and the percent of the allotment in the HMA and were presented in the Walker RPS
as such. The evaluations, however, concentrate on monitoring data and analysis
of this data in order to determine the potential stocking level for wild horses.

The AML for the Pilot Mountain HMA is derived from the potential stocking level
presented in each allotment evaluation. This information is provided in Sections V
and VI (and the referenced Appendix) of each evaluation.

"You must first, evaluate the individual allotment, determining exact carrying

capacity for livestock and wild horses using use pattern mapping, census, and

distribution information, and then set your AML. After determining that allotment
ific AML n to then evaluate other individual allotments within the HMA

undaries. After setting AML on all the individual allotments, the total of all the
AMLs will determine the AML for the HMA. Also this will dictate that the total AML
for the HMA must be considered whenever a removal is considered taking into
consideration movement of horses within the HMA. This would prohibit the removal
of animals just because seasonally they have moved from one allotment to another
during seasonal movement. You have not allowed for any movement within these
allotments. In your final, please evaluate the distribution of animals and state that
you will allow for their movement within their HMA without threat of removal. Wild
horses cannot be allocated percentages of their HMA to strictly be adhered to as
livestock would be issued use on a pasture by pasture basis. As an example, you
have provided for 'AUMs of forage for wild horses which is the prorated demand
based on an estimate of 90% of the herd management area in the allotment.” How
have you determined that 90% of the herd use this area of the HMA specifically and
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Response:

Comment;

The basic premise of this comment appears to be that movement of wild horses
within the Pilot Mountain HMA must be recognized and considered as decisions for
each of the subject allotments are developed. The comment also suggests that
movement of wild horses between these allotments was not given due
consideration because an AML has not been established for each of the allotments
that comprise the HMA. This is an interesting comment because it focuses on a
key question that Walker Resource Area staff asked during preparation of the
subject evaluations; namely, 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 three separate
AMLs within an unfenced HMA, it was decided that the three 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 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 283 AUMs in the Cedar Mountain Allotment will provide for 24
horses for 12 months or 48 horses for 6 months or a number of combinations.
Setting an "AML" for an unfenced portion of the HMA, as this comment suggests,
would create the very situation that everyone agrees should be avoided because
any "AML" (whether 24 or 48 or "X") established for the allotment could be
exceeded seasonally as wild horses move within the HMA even though the AML for
the HMA itself would not be exceeded.

This comment includes an excerpted quote relative to having prorated wild horse
demand based on an estimate of the percent of the HMA in the allotment. This
partial quote apparently comes from Section Il of the Pilot-Table Mountain
Allotment evaluation. The complete statement is found under the heading
"Allotment Specific Objectives - Short Term" (Section Il B.1.a.) as follows:

Initially provide for approximately 3,408 AUMs of forage for wild horses
which is prorated demand based on an estimate of 90% of the herd
management area in the allotment.

This is not, however, what is recommended as continued management for the
allotment. Section VI (Technical Recommendations) of the Pilot-Table Mountain
Allotment evaluation presents the potential stocking level for the portion of the HMA
within the allotment as 3,630 AUMs. The analysis and calculations for this is
presented in Appendix C of the evaluation. (The Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment
evaluation did refer to this potential stocking level as an "AML" but this was not
intended and has been corrected as shown on the Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment
Evaluation "Attachments and Errata" page.) The evaluations for the other two
allotments that encompass the Pilot Mountain HMA provide potential stocking levels
for wild horses in the same manner.

"43 CFR 4710.4 states that "management of wild horses and burros shall be
undertaken with the objectives of limiting the animals to herd areas."” How can
horses utilize their entire area when there is no water. The incidental horse use on
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

the Gillis Mountain Allotment appears to be from snow melt and at other times of
the vear they are forced from this area of the HMA. It would be the mandate of the
BLM to provide waters in this area that would allow for usage of the entire HMA by
wild horses and also help with better distribution.”

No BLM policy, including the above quotation from 43 CFR§4710.4, mandates that
wild horses must exist throughout every portion of an HMA year-round. There are
only intermittent water sources in the portion of the Pilot Mountain HMA located in
the Gillis Mountain Allotment. Consequently, wild horses will use the area on an
intermittent basis.

"This evaluation points out the errors of the District in adhering to the land use plan.
Your District has changed the kind and season of use on this allotment contrary to

the land use plan and without appropriate documentation. We suggest that you
address this and also consider amending the LUP.

The Walker RMP does not preclude changes in kind of livestock nor seasons of
use. The response to a similar comment from NDOW (page 15) addresses this.

"We are not arguing that wild horses have caused damage in some areas, and that
management of wild horse and burro populations require removal at times to
achieve AML. However, these documents seem to have been completed with the
main intent of removing horses to meet allotment specific objectives without any
reductions to livestock. The math has been worked to accomplish those goals."

This comment suggests that the analysis of monitoring data has been intentionally
manipulated in order to justify removal of wild horses. This suggestion is certainly
unwarranted; it is also presented without supporting rationale or analysis.
Consequently, there is no basis on which to respond to this comment.
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VIII. Management Action Selected

All management actions stated under Section VI, Technical Recommendations (page 14), are
incorporated into the Proposed Multiple Use Decision for the Gillis Mountain Allotment.

In addition, grazing will not be allowed on public lands in the vicinity of Thorne between March 1

and July 15. This is based on additional research resulting from comments made by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (refer to Section VII, pages 14 and 15).
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PROPOSED MULTIPLE USE DECISION
GILLIS MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT

The Record of Decision for the Walker Environmental Impact Statement and the Resource Management Plan
(RMP) was issued on June 6, 1986. These documents established the multiple use goals and objectives
which guide management of the public lands in the Gillis Mountain Allotment. The Walker Rangeland
Program Summary (RPS), issued in November, 1989, identified allotment objectives specific to the Gillis
Mountain Allotment.

* As identified in the Walker RMP and Walker RPS, monitoring has been conducted on the Gillis Mountain
Allotment to determine if existing multiple uses for the allotment were consistent with the attainment of the
objectives established by the RMP. Since 1990, monitoring data has been collected and during the past
year, this data has been analyzed through the allotment evaluation process to determine what changes in
existing management are required in order to meet specific multiple use objectives for this allotment.

Through the consultation, coordination and cooperation (CCC) process, input from the permittee and other
interested parties has been considered. Based on the evaluation of the monitoring data, technical
recommendations contained within the allotment evaluation, and input through the CCC process, my
proposed decision is presented below.

GILLIS MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT
LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT DECISION

Decisions relating to the grazing of livestock on public land in Gillis Mountain Allotment are as follows:

A. In accordance with 43 CFR §4130.6-1(a), maintain the current active preference for cattle
(1,924 AUMs) and the current season of use for livestock (10/01 to 03/31).

B. In accordance with 43 CFR §4130.6-2, the following stipulation will be included on the
grazing permit and grazing authorization:

No water troughs or feed supplements will be placed in the Pilot Mountain
Herd Management Area.

C. In the event that the special temporary and non renewable grazing treatment is authorized
in the Gillis Mountain Allotment, as described and under the constraints stated in the Gillis
Mountain Allotment Evaluation (Section Il A 2 b, pages 2 to 4) and in Environmental
Assessment (EA) NV-030-82025, no grazing will be allowed on the alluvial fans north of the
Thorne site between the dates March 1 and July 15.

RATIONALE

To date, monitoring data supports the Proposed Decision of August 2, 1991." Therefore, the preference
and season of use addressed in the 1991 decision should remain in effect. The special grazing treatment
for vegetation in the Gillis Mountain Allotment was not intended to change the season of use to yearlong

1Since no protests or appeals were received, this Decision became final on September 19, 1991.
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grazing. The treatment may be re-authorized in the future, but only as long as it serves to benefit the range.
In such a case, the constraints described in EA No. NV-030-920925 would be in place and enforced.

In order to reduce conflict between livestock and wild horses, no water troughs and feed supplements for
cattle should be allowed inside the Pilot Mountain HMA.

In accordance with BLM Manual 6840, the BLM must ensure that actions on public lands do not contribute
to Special Status Species being listed under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act. It was
concluded in the allotment evaluation that a threat to Oryctes nevadensis (a Category 2, Candidate plant
species) exists with early summer grazing. Based on further research in response to public comments, it
was concluded that by restricting grazing between March 1 and July 15, the critical growth stages of O.
nevadensis will be avoided. The only known occurrence of O. nevadensis in the Gillis Mountain Allotment
is north of Thorne. Therefore grazing will not be allowed between March 1 and July 15 in this area.

Authority:

The authority for these decisions are contained in Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subpart 4100,
which state in pertinent part:

§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 management practices needed to achieve management objectives.
Livestock grazing activities and management actions approved by the authorized officer
shall be in conformance with the land use plan as defined at 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b)."

§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 every grazing
permit or lease. The authorized livestock grazing use shall not exceed the livestock
carrying capacity as determined through monitoring and adjusted as necessary under
§§4110.3, 4110.3-1 and 4110.3-2."

§4130.6-2 "The authorized officer may specify in grazing permits or leases other terms and conditions
which will assist in achieving management objectives, provide for proper rangeland
management or assist in the orderly administration of the public rangelands. These may
include but are not limited to:

(c) Authorization to use, and directions for placement of supplemental feed, including salt,
for improved livestock and rangeland management on the public lands;..."

The BLM Manual 6840, as revised, states in pertinent part:

.06 "C. Candidate Species (Categories 1 and 2). The BLM shall carry out management,

consistent with the principles of multiple use, for the conservation of candidate species and
their habitats and shall ensure that actions authorized, funded, or carried out do not
contribute to the need to list any of these species as T/E..."




Protest/Appeal

In accordance with 43 CFR §4160.2, if you wish to protest this proposed decision, you are allowed 15 days
form the 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 decision is in error.




GILLIS MOUNTAIN ALLOTMENT
WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT DECISION

Decisions relating to wild horses managed within the Gillis Mountain Allotment are as follows:

A. In accordance with 43 CFR §4700.0-6(a), the potential stocking level for wild horses in the
portion of the Pilot Mountain Herd Management Area (HMA) located within the Gillis
Mountain Allotment is 240 AUMs.

B. The Appropriate Management Level (AML) for the entire Pilot Mountain HMA is 346 head
of wild horses.

C. In accordance with 43 CFR §4700.0-6(a), the allowable use level (AUL) will be 55% on key
species in the Pilot Mountain HMA, which sustains yearlong growth.

Rationale

The analysis of available monitoring data presented in the Gillis Mountain Allotment Evaluation indicates that
a thriving natural ecological balance will be achieved by allowing no more than 240 AUMs of use by wild
horses in this portion of the HMA (Conclusions section, pages 11 to 13). Therefore, the potential stocking
level for wild horses is 240 AUMs.

Portions of this allotment and two other allotments constitute the Pilot Mountain HMA. The totals of the
potential stocking levels for the three allotments is as follows:

Cedar Mountain Allotment 283 AUMs
Gillis Mountain Allotment 240 AUMs
Pilot Table Mountain Allotment 3.630 AUMs
TOTAL 4,153 AUMs

Based on yearlong (i.e. 12 months) use of the HMA by wild horses, 346 head of wild horses will use 4,153
AUMs. Therefore the AML for the entire HMA is 346 head.

The current AUL for the Gillis Mountain Allotment as shown in the Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) was
established based on fall and winter grazing by livestock. Since wild horses graze yearlong and therefore
during the growth stages of key species, it is appropriate that the AUL be changed to reflect the yearlong
use levels (i.e., 55%).

Authority

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

§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 "Herd management areas shall be established for the maintenance of wild horse and burro
herds. Indelineating each herd management area, the authorized officer shall consider the




appropriate management level for the herd, the habitat requirements of the animals, the

relationship with other uses of the public and adjacent private lands, and the constraints
contained in§4710.4..."

PROTEST/APPEAL

Although 43 CFR§4770.3 allows for an appeal with no mention of a protest, for the purpose of consistency
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 form the 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 decision is in error.

Mol

ohn\ Matthiessen, Area Manager
alkar Resource Area
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July 26, 1993

Mr. John Matthiessen, Area Manager
Walker Resource Area

BLM-Carson City District Office
1535 Hot Springs Road, Ste. 300
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Dear Mr. Matthiessen,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
allotment evaluations for the Cedar Mountain, Gillis, and Pilot-
Table Mountain Allotment Evaluations.

We are confused as to the procedure to follow in these
allotment evaluations. You request response to these documents by
July 26, 1993, however, the Pilot-Table Mountain Evaluation was
issued as a "draft" evaluation and for Gillis and Cedar Mountain
Allotments they are not sent as draft documents. They are issued
inconsistent with each other. Please explain how the three
evaluations will be further evaluated. Are all of these drafts and
a final will be issued, or is one a draft and the others are
finals? Since it is not explained, please provide the appropriate

information.
In general from all allotments evaluated, we feel that
appropriate management levels have been erroneously set. The

mandate of the IBLA ruling is that the BLM is to do the monitoring,
evaluate that data, remove the offending horses if it is determined
they are causing resource damage, and set management levels in a
multiple use concept that will protect the habitat as well as keep
the horses in a thriving natural ecological balance. By
determining that according to the percentage of acreage an
allotment is to the herd area, you have allocated your AML’s.

You must first, evaluate the individual allotment, determining
exact carrying capacity for 1livestock and wild horses using use
pattern mapping, census, and distribution information, and then set
your AML. After determining that allotment specific AML, you need
to then evaluate other individual allotments within the HMA
boundaries. After setting AML on all of the individual allotments,
the total of all the AMLs will determine the AML for the HMA. Also
this will dictate that the total AML for the HMA must be considered
whenever a removal is considered taking into consideration movement
of horses within the HMA. This would prohibit the removal of
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animals just because seasonally they have moved from one allotment
to another during seasonal movement. You have not allowed for any
movement within these allotments. In your final, please evaluate
the distribution of animals and state that you will allow for their
movement within their HMA without the threat of removal. Wild
horses cannot be allocated percentages of their HMA to strictly be
adhered to as livestock would be issued use on a pasture by pasture
basis. As an example, you have provided for "AUMs of forage for
wild horses which is the prorated demand based on an estimate of
90% of the herd management area in the allotment." How have you
determined that 90% of the herd use this area of the HMA
specifically and never move?

Pilot-Table Mountain Allotment Draft Evaluation

The data presented in this evaluation clearly indicates
significant problems with livestock grazing. Carrying capacities
are not computed for livestock, However, wild horses are reduced
significantly to meet the 55% utilization of key species. The
adjustment of wild horses to appropriate management levels is based
upon the assumption that the current livestock grazing system and
stocking rate is meeting all allotment objectives, the conclusion
of this evaluation finds this assumption is incorrect. As
stipulated in the AMP and stated in this evaluation, the permittee
must remove his cattle within 7 days, when monitoring data finds
55% utilization is being approached. You provide no data that this
term and condition was enforced or proposes any intention to
enforce it.

Why is it that your document has identified that in order to
meet Land Use Plan Objectives, changes in existing management were
and are necessary. You have identified that livestock stocking and
management is not working, however, livestock is not changing and
horses are to be reduced.

You have identified that water is a limiting factor and that
you recommended in your RMP (1984), Management Decisions
Summary (1986), Mina HMP(1988), RPS(1989), and revised AMP(1990),
that long term objectives were to "develop seven (7) water sources
for wild horses and burros." Even in the technical recommendations
of this document we see that water developments are recommended.
This goes back to initially 1984, when and where do you proposed to
do these development and will they ever be done or will they stay
as permanent recommendations and never be accomplished?

You have also recommended completing an HMAP. Has that been
initiated and when can we expect completion? You have a HMAP but
are not following those terms.

You are also proposing a 44 mile fence project and a 12 mile
fence project bisecting the HMA at least three times. How can you
maintain the free roaming behavior of the horses with all of this
fencing?
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In conclusion, we recommend that the final evaluation, (since
this was issued as a draft evaluation), evaluate all allotment
management objectives. Livestock carrying capacity must be
determined with existing use pattern mapping data without weight
averaging. Completion of all range improvement projects must be
scheduled. Prior to all range improvement projects being
completed, the interim livestock grazing system must be strictly
enforced and meet the utilization limits established in the land
use plan.

Gillis Mountain Allotment Evaluation

43 CFR 4710.4 states that "management of wild horses and
burros shall be undertaken with the objectives of 1limiting the
animals to herd areas." How can horses utilize their entire area
when there is no water. The incidental horse use on the Gillis
Mountain Allotment appears to be from snowmelt and at other times
of the year they are forced from this area of the HMA. It would be
the mandate of the BLM to provide waters in this area that would
allow for usage of the entire HMA by wild horses and also help with
better distribution of the herd.

This evaluation points out the errors of the District in
adhering to the land use plan. Your District has changed the kind
and season of use on this allotment contrary to the land use plan
and without appropriate documentation. We suggest that you address
this and also consider amending the LUP.

Cedar Mountain Allotment Evaluation

According to your documentation, you state that horse use is
heavy and severe in this allotment at that the AUL has already been
exceeded by horse use. How then, could you authorize livestock use
on an area that is already overutilized by horses prior to
establishing and obtaining AML? You are authorizing livestock use
without available AUM’s and exceeding carrying capacity which is a
violation of BLM policy and law.

We understand that the Tipton’s have shown to be responsible
permittees and have done well in others areas that they lease.
However, the AUM’s had previously been retired for livestock and it
is our wunderstanding that AUM’s cannot be retired unless
specifically identified in the Land Use Plan. We recommend an
amendment to the LUP for activation of these retired AUM’s.

It is also our understanding that you have changed the season
of use from winter to year round without reference to an EA. We
would recommend completion of an EA as soon as practical to analyze
the consequences of changing that season of use. The EA should
have been completed prior to the change.

Conclusion

We are not arguing that wild horses have caused damage in some
areas, and that management of wild horse and burro populations
requires removal at times to achieve AML. However, these documents




John Matthiessen, Area Manager
July 26, 1993
Page 4

seem to have been completed with the main intent of removing horses
to meet allotment specific objectives without any reductions to
livestock. The math has been worked to accomplish those goals.

Please consider our comments and concerns prior to issuing a
final or Multiple Use Decision. We look forward to reviewing those
documents when issued. If you have any questions, please feel free
to call.

Sincerely,

CATHERINE BARCOMB
Executive Director
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STATE OF NEVADA
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1100 Valley Road
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evemer July 22, 1993

Mr. John Matthiessen

Walker Resource Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management

1535 Hot Springs Road, Suite 300
Carson City, Nevada 89701

Dear John:

Our agency has received and reviewed the Gillis Mountain
Allotment Evaluation. This allotment was historically a winter
sheep allotment that proposed a threat to the re-establishment of
Desert bighorn sheep within the allotment. A manager’s decision to
allow for converting the allotment from domestic sheep to cattle
resolved this potential conflict in 1990. According to the
environmental assessment for the manager’s decision, the
conversion allowing only winter cattle grazing was supported by
avoiding grazing of key species during the critical growing season.

We assume that the lack of livestock grazing resulted in late
seral stage vegetation prior to the conversion to cattle. It
appears that the District’s authorization to allow yearlong grazing
on the Gillis Mountain Allotment to retard the seral stage was
contrary to the Manager’s Decision 1990. This action should
require a land use plan amendment.

We suggest the allotment evaluation address this concern prior
to issuance of a multiple use decision for livestock.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM A. MOLINI, DIRECTOR
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Acting Region I Manager
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