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Introduction 

CALIENTE RESOURCE AREA 

RANGELAND PROGRAI'l SUMHARY UPDATE 

After the completion of the Caliente Final Environmental Statement in 1979, 
the BLl1 developed rangeland management guidelines for the Caliente Resource 
Area. These guidelines were promulgated in February 1980 in a publication 
called the Rangeland Management Program Document (R..."1PD). Subsequent 
modifications in the Bureau's grazing regulations have retitled the 
publication as the Rangeland Program Summary (RPS). Updates to the RPS are 
issued periodically to inform interested parties of the progress of the 
grazing management program. 

This update is being issued to explain a major shift in management emphasis 
within the Caliente Resource Area from adjustments in use through forage 
allocation based on range surveys to use adjustments through rangeland 
mcnitoring and Coordinated Resource Management and Planning (CRMP). 

Changes from RMPD 

Since the issuance of the RMPD in 1980, several actions have been taken 
resulting in changes in our original program. These changes are summarized as 
follows: 

1. In July 1980 the Las Vegas District Manager issued the Caliente 
Management Framework Plan - Step III (~IFP-III) decisions. This 
action was to begin the implementation phase of the Caliente Land 
Use Plan, including the rangeland management elements described 
in the RMPD. However, protests of several HFP-III decisions, 
including those related to range, were made to the Nevada State 
Director. In November 1981 the Nevada State Director responded to 
those protests and made adjustments in several decisions. Those 
adjustments were, in turn, protested to the Director of BL~. In 
early 1982 the Director concluded that the adjusted decisions being 
protested were consistent with Bureau and Departmental policy, 
thereby concurring with the decisions of the Nevada State Director. 
As a result of the modifications to the MFP-III decisions relating 
to livestock, adjustments in grazing use in the Caliente Resource 
Area will be based on data provided through monitoring of the 
rangeland resource. This will be accomplished according to the 
standards established by the Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Task 
Force. This approach was selected following the determination 
that the Caliente Range Survey was not of sufficient intensity to 
support allotment-specific forage allocation decisions. 
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2. Of the 27 allotments reviewed through CR.MP during 1981, negotiated 
agreements were reached on 6 allotments, and of those, proposed 
decisions are being issued on all 6. Notices of Jntent to Monitor 
have been issued to permittees/leasees on the remaining 21 
allotr..ents tJhere :! years of 1:1cnit0ring data ~:ere not av;1ilable ar.d 
agreenents were not reached. 

3. 

The notice details the purpose 0f the monitoring program and 
describes the type of studies being employed. In addition, the 
notice discusses the procedures for making future adjustments on the 
1981 CRNP allotments. Should the monitoring data indicate a need 
for adjustments in livestock grazing use, the adjustment may be 
implemented in one of three way~; 

A, If the adjustment is 15 percent or less of active preference 
then it will be taken in full and implemented during the next 
licensing period, 

B, If the adjustment is greater than 15 percent of active 
preference then it may be taken in three installments over a 
five year period (first year, third year, and fifth year), 

C, If, in either of the above cases, an agreement can be reached 
with the affected permittee/leasee, an alternative schedule may 
be formulated. In all cases however, the total adjustment must 
be complete by the end of the fifth year. 

In any case, monitoring will continue throughout the process. 
Monitoring data will be continually evaluated to assess the need for 
further adjustment or for an alteration in the adjustment schedule. 

The Caliente CR.MP Committee was established on May 16, 1981. The 
committee is organized around a Chairman, Vice Chairman, and 
Secretary with elected representatives from the following interest 
groups: Nevada Department of Wildlife and Divisions of Forestry and 
State Parks, local agri-businessmen, Caliente City Council, 
Cooperative Extension Service, Soil Conservation Service, Bureau of 
Land Management, Forest Service, Wild Horse Organized Assistance, 
National Mustang Association, Sierra Club, and the livestock 
industry (cattle and sheep representatives). The CfiltP effort in 
Caliente strives to sec planning objectives, solve ~anagement 
problems, and identify possible resource conflicts on individual or 
groups of allotments. An action plan is prepared, detailing the 
actions needed to meet allotment objectives 3S well as to solve 
management problems. The CRHP process is also used as a forum for 
public comment on activity plans, range improvements, rangeland 
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FY 81 

FY 82 

FY 83 

monitoring, decisions, and other resource management actions. 

The review of allotments by the CRMP Committe in the Caliente 
Resource Area is being accomplished according to the following 
schedule: 

Crossroads 
Sand Hollow 
Boulder Spring 
Grapevine 
Delamar 
Enterprise 
Morrison- iHngert 
Ash Flat 
Schlarman 

Bald Mountain 
Six Mile 
West Pahranagat 
Lower Lake 
Crystal Spring 
Cresent 
Cottonwood 
Henry 
Cliff Spring 
Little Hountain 

Snow Springs 
Terry 
White Rock 
Garden Spring 
Summit Spring 
Gourd Spring 
Sandhill 
McCutcheon Springs 
Pennsylvania 

Rattle snake 
Klondike 
Black Canyon 
Ely Sp. Cattle 
Ely Sp. Sheep 
Naquinta Sp. 
Pine Cone 
Pahroc 
East Pahranagat 

Sheep Flat 
Oak Wells 
Barclay 
Lime ~-fountain 
Applewhite 
Lower Riggs/Rainbow 
~hlstang 
Headow Valley 
Sand Springs 

Buckhorn 
Shadow Well 
Breedlove 
Mormon Peak 
Oak Spring 
Pioche 
Bennett Spring 
Highland Peak 
Rocky Hill 

In addition, the Rox, Flat Top Mesa, Jackrabbit and Pulsipher Wash 
allotments will be reviewed. However, since the major portion of 
each of these allotments is located in Clark County, the CRMP effort 
will be coordinated with the ongoing planning process for the Clark 
County EIS Area. 

Beacon 
Haypress 
Clover Creek 
Comet 
Condor Canyon 
Cove 
N-4 
Simpson 
White Hill 

Deer Lodge 
Caliente 
McGuffy Spring 
Mahogany Peak 
Mustang Flat 
Sawmill Canyon 
Uvada 
Panaca Cattle 
Panaca SCS 
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Buckboard 
Highway 
Peck 
Rabbit Spring 
Red Bluff 
Roadside 
Crestline 
Sheep Spring 
Warm Spring 
Black Hills 



Honitoring studies were established on the 27 allotments that were 
the subject of CR.NP review during FY 81 as \Jell as on three 
additional allotments which are under Allotment Manaeement Plans but 
were not scheduled for CRHP review until FY 82. Th1: monitoring 
procedures fo 1101.e<l we re chose cs ta.blished by the :!evada Rans ~ Lrnd 
,·lonitoring Task Force, In addition, existing trend study data from 
seven allotments will be used to support current data being gathered 
for possible future adjustments, Key areas/key species are being 
identified by a team composed of Bill, the permittee(s), and other 
interested parties, Trend data will be collected on these areas on 
a three year minimum cycle. Actual use, utilization, and climatic 
data will be collected as needed, Future authorized grazing use 
will be established through analysis of these data in coordination 
with the permittee(s), the CRHP Committee, and other interests. 

4. During FY 81 the Bureau began a review of its grazing management 
program with the ob~ecive of making its efforts more efficient and 
cost effective. To this end, a system was developed to assign 
management priorities among allotments. This system is called 
selective management and is based on the reasoning that: 

Allotments can be grouped into management categories based on 
shared similarities in economic potential, actual or potential 
resource conflicts, management needs, and estimated potential 
for increased forage production. 

Allotments can be grouped in terms of the management intensity 
required to meet multiple-use objectives established through 
Land Use Planning and CR.MP. 

Allotments can be grouped co establish priorities for the 
investment of public funds and management efforts. 

Through selective management allotments sharing similar 
characteristics are placed in one of three categories: "M", where 
the objective is to maintain current satisfactory resource 
conditions; "I", where objectives are directed cowards improving 
current resource conditions; "C", a custodial category where the 
objective is to prevent further deterioration of resource 
condition. 

Criteria have been developed co assist in placing allotments in the 
Caliente Resource Area into these specific categories. These 
criteria, developed through close coordination with the Caliente 
CRNP Committee, are shown in Table 1. 
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Managen~nt 

Estimated Potential 

Resource Conflicts 

Condition & Trend 

Investment 

Range IinprovenU1ts 

Perennial Forage Base 

SElliCTIVE MAI-11\c»lEW' CATI:mRY CRITERIA 

M 

1. Present oo~enent intensity 
satisfactory. 

2. Estinated vegetative i:roduction 
JX)tential high & prcxh.ctivi ty 
at or near max.:imun. 

3. Heoource conflicts limi ta::1 or 
non-existent. 

4. 

I 

1. Present intensity not 
sufficient to neet lo~ 
rarge objectives. High 
JX)tential for improveoent 
throogh ma~anent. 

2. Est:iimted JX)tential roderate 
to high rut prod1.ctivity llllCh 

lo1aer. 

3. Reoource conflicts may be 
evident. 

4. 
This criteria to be applie:l as data becares available. 

5. Return to public il1\Testment may 
be JX>Sitive. Potential low to high 

5. Potential for return on puulic 
iIWesbient noderate to ldgh. 

C 

1. Present intemity satis­
factory to neet slort-tenn 
objectives~ 

2. Productivity low aai esti­
nate::I JX)tential for improve­
m:m t l:imi te::I . 

3. Hesource conflicts limita:l. 

4. 

5. futential for. return on 
public invesb!Glt is low. 

6. Existirg rarge irnprovenents 
adffJtia te. Additional facilities 
i..ould not enhance n-.alk~anent. 

6. Existirg improvenents not 6. oostirg imprme1nents may be 
adequate. Nc.::w facilities 
limita:l by 1X)tential for re­
tun1 on inve:;t11ent. 

7. Perennial for~e base 

sufficient to n-eet ma11age11l.~nt 
objectives. Ne,, facilities W>uld 
enhance mai1..igenent. 

7. Perennial for~e base. 7. Present.ly cL.issifia:l as 
perennial, ephemeral, or no 
grazi1~. 
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Category assigmients are being accomplished through CRHP. When an 
allotment is being reviewed by the committee, the resource data is 
summarized, the criteria are applied, and the allotment is assigned 
to a specific category. Future actions, such as changes in 
managemenc int en 3icy or resolution of resource conflicts, □ay result 
in the allotment noving from one category to dnocher. 

As previously stated, the Selective Management Categories were 
developed to assist BLM in prioritizing its management efforts. 
Significant management actions typical of each category are shown in 
Table 2. 

5. The proposed Rangeland Improvement Policy was issued in March 1981, 
and subsequently amended in September of 1981. The final policy was 
issued in March, 1982. This policy deals with such activities as 
rangeland investment criteria, funding, contributions, selective 
management, environmental analysis, and coordination with interest 
groups, Key elements of this policy statement apply to the use of 
range ' betterment funds and to the assignment of maintenance 
responsibility for range improvements. 

Range betterment funds (8100 funds) are distributed to the districts 
in proportion to the grazing fees collected by that district. This 
proportion is 50 percent of the total fees received in a fiscal 
year. The BLM State Director has some latitude to alter a 
district's yearly allocation as long as the average funding over a 
five year period remains equal co that district's entitlement. 
Grazing Advisory Boards are consulted for recommendations on range 
improvement priorities as well as the distribution of range 
betterment funds co individual projects, District Managers will 
then budget these funds after taking the recommendations of the 
Board into account. 

Since the ultimate objective of the range betterment program is to 
improve forage conditions, these funds are to be used for 
on-the-ground range improvement projects. Funds may be used for 
materials, contracts, equipment, limited BU! personnel costs, survey 
and design, and construction and installation costs. Range 
betterment funds may not be used for clerical support, resource 
clearances, environmental assessment, water rights, easements, or 
management facilities. 

During FY 1981, range betterment funds were used on the Las Vegas 
District to construct approximately 24 miles of pipeline and 16 
miles of fence and develop 2 spring sources. In addition, 
maintenance was performed on 30 water projects, 8 cattleguards, and 
approximacely 63 miles of fence. 
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J\utmrized Use 

AMP's 

Monitoring 

Use !)upervision 

Range Improveirents 

'D\illE 2 

MMWH'IENI' ACTHl'l TIPICAL (F Sfil£CTIVE NANAGil·lEtlf CATEWRIES 

M 

1. .Autmrize use to maintain 
or improve resource condition 
& pnxh.ctivity. 

2. AMP' s maintained or i.mplerentoo 
as netrled. 

I 

1. .Autlnrize use to increase 
condition arrl productivity. 

2. #fP' s implEmmtoo as neooed. 

C 

1. .Autlnrize use to prevent 
further deterioration of 
corrliti.on & Prcxhctivity. 

2. lDw priority for AMP 
develO(Illent. 

3. lDw intensity nnnitoring of effects 3. Variable (up to high) intensity 3. lDw intensity nnnitoring 
of effects of -managenent. of ma~enent. nDnitorirg of effects of 1nanaee-­

nent. 

4. low intensity use su{J2rvision. 

5. Rarge i.mprcwenent autlorized to 
ueet nnnagarent objectives. 

4. High inteooity use su~rvision. 4. 1.Dw intemity use sur.er­
vision. 

5. Harge i.mprcwements autlorLed as 5. 
needed. 

Rarge imprwements autlor­
ized to neet nunagenent 
objectives. 
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The Rangeland Improvement Policy also gives new direction on the 
maintenance of range improvements. The principle objective of the 
change is to make those interests receiving the major benefit from 
the public invest~ent in ran ge i□ provements r~sponsibla for t he 
r:iaintenance oi those ir.ioruvements. Under this pu licy, range 
improvements will be classified ~s either structural, such as 
fences, pipelines, wells, etc., or nc~structural, such as seedings, 
chainings, brush control, etc. Permictees/leasees will be assigned 
the maintenance responsibility on all structural range improvements 
installed primarily to benefit livestock grazing~ Maintenance of 
structural improvements designed primarily for the benefit of 
nor-livestock activities will be assumed by BUI or assigned to the 
benefiting interests. BL.:-! wi 11 maintain nons true tural improvements 
unl ess the responsibility is otherwise assigned by cooperative 
aJreern.ent. 

Implementation 

During the CPJIP process in Caliente several actions such as allotment 
management plan development and implementation, range improvement 
installation, and change in season(s) of use have been proposed to aid in 
meeting Land Use Plan objectives. In addition, a monitoring plan has been 
developed to provide a vehicle by which progress towards achieving Land Use 
Plan objectives can be measured. This plan describes, in part, the Resource 
Area's approach to implementing the Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Task Force 
Guidelines. The plan also incorporates selective management, the Cfil!P 
process, and other public partic 'ipation into rangeland monitoring. The 
monitoring plan also summarizes the studies installed on the 27 allotments 
which underwent CR.MP review during 1981. Allotments scheduled for 1982 and 
1983 are also listed. 

Decisions 

During FY 82, proposed decisions will be issued on six allotments in the 
Caliente Resource Area. These decisions concern adjustments in management on 
the Sand Springs, Barclay, ~~stang, Delamar, Crossroads, and Enterprise 
Allotments. 

Pertinent data from each decision is summarized as follows: 
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No. of Active Suspended 
Livestock Period Preference Preference % Change 

Allotment (Cattle) of Use (AUMs) (AUHs) from Present 

Sand Springs 584 YL 7005 2995 +15 
Barclay 329 5/16-11/15 1971 3976 +10 
Mustang 95 YL 1134 1380 -10 
Delamar 467 YL 5558 2183 1/ 0 
Enterprise 210 5/1-10/31 1261 868 2/ 0 
Crossroads 115 5/1-10/31 689 1701 3/ 0 

The proposed decisions will also detail the adjustment schedule and future 
monitoring activities for the allotments. The monitoring data for each 
decision was summarized by BLH and presented to the Caliente CID-~ Committee 
for review and recommendation. These recommendations were then presented to 
each affected permittee/leasee and agreements were obtained. The proposed 
decisions were then prepared based on the recommendations of the CR.MP 
Committee and agreements reached with individual operators. 

Individuals or groups who feel that their interests might be adversely 
affected by the proposed decisions may request copies by writing the Bureau of 
Land Management, P.O. Box 237, Caliente, NV 89008 or by calling (702) 
726-3141. These proposed decisions will be issued on July 23, 1982, by the 
District Manager. The regulations in 43 CFR 4160.2 provide that any affected 
individual or group may protest the proposed decision within 15 days or by 
August 9, 1982. This protest may be made either in writing or in person to 
the Las Vegas District Manager and must clearly state why the protester thinks 
the decision is in error. If no protest is received within 15 days or by 
August 9, 1982 then the proposed decision will become the final decision of 
the District Manager. After issuance of the final decision, an affected party 
may appeal the decision for a hearing before an Administrative Law Judge, in 
accordance with 43 CFR 4.470 and 4160.4. A person is allowed 30 days from 
receipt of the final decision to file an appeal in writing with the Las Vegas 
District Manager. An appeal must state clearly and concisely why the 
appellant thinks the decision is in error. 

Subsequent RPS Updates 

Subsequent RPS Updates will be issued to detail management actions taken 
since the previous update. The RPS Update will summarize, by allotment, the 
progress being made towards achieving management objectives and implementing 
decisions. In addition the RPS will review actions of significant interest 
that have been implemented through the CRMP process. Changes in monitoring or 
adjustment schedules will also be summarized • 

.!/Decision to implement new AMP 

~./Decision to change grazing system • 

. ~./Decision to implement monitoring program. 
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Ji,; JI.EFL Y llEF[R TO 

United Stat es Department of the Interior 4100 
( K-05 3) 

De ar Reader: 

BURE AU OF LAND M A N AGEMENT 

Las Vegas Di s tri c t Of fice 
P • 0. Box 2 6 5 6 9 

Las Vegas , Nevada 89126 

July 22, 1982 

The enclosed document, the update of the Caliente Range Program Summary, 

is provided for your information. Should you wish to discuss further the 

r:.a terial herein, you should contact Dan.in Anderson, the Area Manager, at 

our Caliente Office, Post Office Box 237, Caliente, Nevada 8900 8 or by 

cal l i ng (7 02) 726-3141. 

Enclosu re 
As sta t ed 

Si nc erely yours, 

J.,_, J:el"",D Conn 
~

11
• Di s~r i c t Mar:,:,..ger 



IN JlEPL Y JlEFEll TO 

United States Depa rtm ent of the Inte rior 410 0 
(N- 05 3 ) 

Dear Reader: 

B UREAU OF LAND M A NAGEM ENT 

Las Vegas District Office 
P . 0. Box 2 6 5 6 9 

Las Vegas, Nevada 89126 

July 22, 1982 

The enclosed document, the update of the Caliente Range Program Summary, 

is provided for your information. Should you wish to discuss further the 

material herein, you should contact Darwin Anderson, the Area Manager, at 

our Caliente Office, Post Office Box 237, Caliente, Nevada 89008 or by 

calling (702) 726-3141. 

Enclosure 
As stated 

Sincerely yours, 

:J.., Kemp Conn 
~v~ Dis trict Manage r 
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CALIENTE RESOURCE AREA 

RANGl::UND PP..OGKAN SUXHARY UPDATE 

Introduction 

After the completion of the Caliente Final Envi r onmental Statement in 1979, 
the Bili developed rangeland management guidelines for the Caliente Resource 
Area. These guidelines were promulgated in February 1980 in a publication 
called the Rangeland Management Program Document (RMPD). Subsequent 
modifications in the Bureau's grazing regulations have retitled the 
publication as the Rangeland Program Summary (RPS). Updates to the RPS are 
issued periodically to inform interested parties of the progress of the 
grazing management prog r am. 

This update is being issued to explain a major shift in manag ement emphasis 
within the Calie nt e Resource Area from adjustments in use through forage 
allocation based on range surveys to use adjustments through rangeland 
monitoring and Coordinated Resource Management and Planning (CRMP). 

Changes from RMPD 

Since the issuance of the &~PD in 1980, several actions have been taken 
resulting in changes in our original program. These changes are summarized as 
follows: 

1. In July 1980 the Las Vegas District Manager issued the Caliente 
Hanagement Framework Plan - Step III (MFP-III) decisions. This 
action was to begin the implementation phase of the Caliente Land 
Use Plan, including the rangeland management elements described 
in the RMPD. However, protests of several HFP-III decisions, 
including those related to range, were made to the Nevada State 
Director. In November 1981 the Nevada State Director responded to 
those protests and made adjustments in several decisions. Those 
adjustments were, in turn, protested to the Director of BLM. In 
early 1982 the Director concluded that the adjusted decisions being 
protested were consistent with Bureau and Departmental policy, 
thereby concurring with the decisions of the Nevada State Director. 
As a result of the modifications to the MFP-III decisions relating 
to livestock, adjustments in grazing use in the Caliente Resource 
Area will be based on data provided _thr _ough monitoring of the 
rangeland resource. This will be accomplished according to the 
standards established by the Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Task 
Force. This approach was selected following the determination 
that the Caliente Range Survey was not of sufficient intensity to 
support allotment-specific forage allocation decisions. 
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2. Of the 27 allotments reviewed through CRMP during 1981, negotiated 
agreements were reached on 6 allotments, and of those, proposed 
decisions are being issued on all 6. Notices of Intent to Monitor 
have been issued to permittees/leasees on the remaining 21 
allotnents ·.mere 2 years of monitoring data were not available and 
agreements were not reached. 

The notice details the purpose of the monitoring program and 
describes the type of studies being employed. In addition, the 
notice discusses the procedures for making future adjustments on the 
1981 CRMP allotment s . Should t he monitoring data indicate a need 
for adjustments in livestock grazing use, the adjustment may be 
implemented in one of three ways; 

A. If the adjustment is 15 percent or less of active preference 
then it will be taken in full and implemented during the next 
licensing period. 

B. If the adjustment is greater than 15 percent of active 
preference then it may be taken in three installments over a 
five year period (first year, third year, and fifth year). 

C. If, in either of the above cases, an agreement can be reached 
with the affected permittee/leasee, an alternative schedule may 
be formulated. In all cases however, the total adjustment ~ust 
be complete by the end of the fifth year. 

In any case, monitoring will continue throughout the process. 
Monitoring data will be continually evaluated to assess the need for 
further adjustment or for an alteration in the adjustment schedule. 

3. The Caliente CR.MP Committee was established on May 16, 1981. The 
committee is organized around a Chairman, Vice Chairman, and 
Secretary with elect ed representatives from the following interest 
groups: Nevada Department of Wildlife and Divisions of Forestry and 
State Parks, local agri-businessmen, Caliente City Council, 
Cooperative Extension Service, Soil Conservation Service, Bureau of 
Land Management, Forest Service, Wild Horse Organized Assistance, 
National Mustang Association, Sierra Club, and the livestock 
industry (cattle and sheep representatives). The CRMP effort in 
Caliente strives to set planning objectives, solve t.1anagement 
problems, and identify possible resource conflicts on individual or 
groups of allotments. An action plan is prepared, detailing the 
actions needed to meet a·llotment objectives as well as to solve 
management problems. The CRMP process is also used as a forum for 
public comment on activity plans, range improvements, rangeland 
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FY 81 

FY 82 

FY 83 

monitoring, decisions, and other resource management actions. 

The review of allot□ents by the CPJ·!P ComC!litte in the Caliente 
Resource Area is being accomplished according to the following 
schedule: 

Crossroads 
Sand Hollow 
Boulder Spring 
Grapevine 
Delamar 
Enterprise 
~1o rr i so n-\..'i ng er t 
Ash Flat 
Schla rman 

Bald Mountain 
Six Mile 
We s t Pa hr an ag a t 
Lower Lake 
Crys cal Spring 
Cresent 
Cottonwood 
Henry 
Cliff ::ipr ing 
Little Mountain 

Snow Springs 
Terry 
White Rock 
Garden Spring 
Summit Spring 
Gourd Spring 
Sandhill 
McCutcheon Springs 
Pennsylvania 

Rattlesnake 
Klondike 
Black Canyon 
Ely Sp. Cattle 
Ely Sp. Sheei:> 
1-iaquinta Sp. 
Pine Cone 
Pahroc 
East Pahranagat 

Sheep Flat 
Oak Wells 
Barclay 
Lime Mountain 
Applewhite 
Lower Riggs/Rainbow 
~!us tang 
Meadow Valley 
Sand Springs 

Buckhorn 
Shadow Well 
Breedlove 
Mormon Peak 
Oak Spring 
Pioche 
Bennett Spring 
Highland Peak 
Rocky Hill 

In addition, the Rox, Flat Top Mesa, Jackrabbit and Pulsipher Wash 
allotmeP.ts will be reviewed. However, since the major portion of 
eg~h of these allotments is located in Clark County, the CRMP effort 
will be coordinated with the oneoing planning process for the Clark 
County EIS Area. 

Beacon 
Haypress 
Clover Creek 
Comet 
Condor Canyon 
Cove 
N-4 
Simpson 
White Hill 

Deer Lodge 
Caliente 
McGuffy Spring 
Mahogany Peak 
Mustang Flat 
Sawmill Canyon 
Uvada 
Panaca Cattle 
Panaca SCS 
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Buckboard 
Highway 
Peck 
Rabbit Spring 
Red Bluff 
Roadside 
Crestline 
Sheep Spring 
Warm Spring 
Black Hills 



Monitoring studies wer e e s ta bl i sh ed on the 27 allot me n ts that w1;:r e 
t h e s ub je ct of CRJ1P revie w duri ng FY 81 as well a s on t hree 
ad ditio nal allotm e n ts 1,;h ic h a re un de r Al lot ment Ma nage□en t Pl a ns but 
were not sch ed ul ed fo r C~! P review un t i l FY 82 . The monit o ri ng 
pr oced ur es fo .llowed were those e stablished by t '~e :le vada Ra:,gela nd 
Monitorin g Ta sk Forc e . In ad dition, ex is t i ng tr end st udy da ta f r om 
seven allotments will be used to support current data bein g gathered 
for possible future adjustments. Key areas/key species are being 
identified by a team composed of BUI, the permittee(s), and other 
interested parties. Trend data will be collected on these areas on 
a three year minimum cycle. Actual use, utilization, and climatic 
data will be collected as needed. Future authorized grazing use 
will be established through analysis of th ese data in coordination 
with the permitte e (s), the cru1r Committe e , and other interests. 

4. During FY 81 the bureau began a review of its grazing management 
program with the objecive of making its efforts more efficient and 
cost effective. To this end, a s ystem was developed to assign 
management priorities among allotments. This system is called 
selective management and is based on the reasoning that: 

Allotments can be grouped into management categories based on 
shared similarities in economic potential, actual or potential 
resource conflicts, management ne eds, and estimated potential 
for increased forage production. 

Allotments can be grouped in terms of the management intensity 
required to meet multiple-use objectives established through 
Land Use Planning and CRMP. 

Allotments can be grouped to est a blish priorities for the 
investment of public funds and management efforts. 

Through selective manage ment allotments sharing similar 
ch a racteristics are placed in one of three categori e s: "M'", where 
t he objective is to mai nta i n current s a tisfactory r e so urce 
conditions; "I", where objectives a r e directed towards i mprovin g 
current resource conditions; "C", a cus todial cate gor y where the 
objective is to pr ev e nt further de t e r io ration of re s ource 
condition. 

Criteria have bee-n--developed to assist in placing allotments in the 
Caliente Resource Area into these specific categories. These 
criteria, developed through close coordination wit h the Caliente 
CRMP Committee, are shown in Table l. 
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Category assignments are being accomplished through CRHP. Wnen an 
allotment is bein ·g reviewed by the committee, the resource data is 
summarized, the criteria are applied, and the allotment is assigned 
to a specific category. Future actions, such as changes in 
manage~ent intensity or resolution of resource conflicts, may result 
in the allot~ent □oving from one category to another. 

As previously stated, the Selective Management Categories were 
developed to assist BL~ in prioritizing its management efforts. 
Si gn ificant management actions typical of each category are sho-wn in 
Table 2. 

5. The proposed Rangeland Imp, ovement Policy .... as issued in March 1981, 
and subsequently amende d in Septe mber of 1981. The final policy ~as 
issued in ~!arch, 1982. This policy deals · .• ith such activities as 
rangeland investment criteria, funding, contributions, selective 
ma nager:ient, environmental analysis, and coordination with in tere ,s t 
groups. Key elements of this policy st atemen t apply to the use of 
ra nge betterment ft.mds and to the assignment of maintenance 
responsibility for range improvements. 

Range betterment funds (8100 funds) are distributed to the districts 
in proportion to the grazing fees collected by that district. This 
proportion is 50 percent of the total fees received in a fiscal 
year. The BL~ State Director has some latitude to alter a 
district's yearly allocation as long as the average funding over a 
five year period remains equal to that district's entitlement. 
Grazing Advisory Boards are consulted for recommendations on range 
improvement priorities as well as the distribution of range 
betterment funds to individual projects. District Managers will 
then budget these funds after taking the recommendations of the 
Board into account. 

Since the ul~imate objective of the range betterment program is to 
improve forage conditions, these funds are to be used for 
on-the-ground range improvement projects. Funds may be used for 
materials, contracts, equipment, limited BLM personnel costs, survey 
and design, and construction and installation costs. Range 
betterment funds may not be used for clerical support, resource 
clearances, environmental assessment, water rights, easements, or 
management facilities. 

During FY 1981, range betterment funds were used on the Las Vegas 
District to construct approximately 24 miles of pipeline and 16 
miles of fence and develop 2 spring sources. In addition, 
maintenance was performed on 30 water projects, 8 cattleguards, and 
approximately 63 miles of fence. 
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The Rangeland Improvement Policy also gives new direction on the 
□aintenance of range improvements. The principle objective of the 
change is to make those interests receiving the major benefit from 
the public investment in ran ge i□ prove□ents responsible for the 
maintenance of those improvements. Under this policy, range 
i~provements will be classified as either structural, such as 
fences, pipelines, wells, etc., or nonstructural, such as seedings, 
chainings, brush control, etc. Permittees/leasees will be assigned 
the maintenance responsibility on all structural range improvements 
installed primarily to benefit livestock grazing. Maintenance of 
structu r al improvements designed primarily for the benefit of 
non-li v s tock activities will be assumed by BU I or assigned to the 
benefit i ng interests. BLl! will r.iaintain nonstructural improvements 
unless the responsibility is otherwise assigned by cooperative 
agree ::1ent. 

Implenentation 

During the CPJ1P process in Caliente several actions such as allotment 
management plan development and implementation, range improvement 
installation, and change in season(s) of use have been proposed to aid in 
meeting Land Use Plan objectives. In addition, a monitoring plan has been 
developed to provide a vehicle by which progress towards achieving Land Use 
Plan objectives can be measured. This plan describes, in part, the Resource 
Area's approach to implementing the Nevada Rangeland nonitoring Task Force 
Guidelines. The plan also incorporates selective management, the CR11P 
process, and other public participation into rangeland monitoring. The 
monitoring plan also summarizes the studies installed on the 27 allotments 
~hich undervent C&~P review during 1981. Allotments scheduled for 1982 and 
1983 are also listed. 

Decisions 

During FY 82, proposed decisions will be issued on six allotments in the 
Caliente Resource Area. These decisions concern adjustments in management on 
the Sand Springs, Barclay, Mustang, Delamar, Crossroads, and Enterprise 
Allotments. 

Pertinent data from each decision is summarized as follows: 
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No. of Active Suspended 
Livestock ?eriod Preference Preference % Change 

Allotment (Cattle) of Use (AUMs) (AUr!s) from Present 

Sand Springs 584 YL 7005 2995 +15 
Barclay 329 5/16-11/15 1971 3976 +10 
~1us tang 95 YL 1134 1380 -10 
Delamar 467 YL 5558 2183 1/ 0 
Enterprise 210 5/1-10/31 1261 868 2/ 0 
Crossroads 115 5/1-10/31 689 1701 3/ 0 

The proposed decisions will also detail the adjustment schedule and future 
monitoring activities for the allotments. The monitoring data for each 
decision was summarized by BUI and presented to the Caliente CRHP Committee 
for review and recommendation. These recommendations were then presented to 
each a f fected permittee/leasee and agreements were obtained. The proposed 
decis i o ns were then prepared based on the recommendations of the CRMP 
Committee and agreements reached with individual operators. 

Individuals or groups who feel that their interests might be adversely 
affected by the proposed decisions rnay request copies by writing the Bureau of 
Land Management, P.O. Box 237, Caliente, NV 89008 or by calling (702) 
726-3141. These proposed decisions '.lill be issued on July 23, 1982, by the 
District ~anager. The regulations in 43 CFR 4160.2 provide that any affected 
individual or group may protest the proposed decision within 15 days or by 
August 9, 1982. This protest may be made either in writing or in person to 
the Las Vegas District Manager and must clearly state why the protestor thinks 
the decision is in error, If no protest is received within 15 days or by 
August 9, 1982 then the proposed decision will become the final decision of 
the District Manager. After issuance of the final decision, an affected party 
may appeal the decision for a hearing before an Administrative Law Judge, in 
accordanc~ with 43 CFR 4.470 and 4160.4. A person is allowed 30 days from 
receipt of the final decision to file an appeal in writing with the Las Vegas 
District Manager. An appeal must state clearly and concisely why the 
appellant thinks the decision is in error. 

Subsequent RPS Updates 

Subsequent RPS Updates IJl.11 be issued to detail management actions taken 
since the previous update. The RPS Update will summarize, by allotment, the 
progress be ing made towards achieving management objectives and implemen~ing 
decisions. In addition the RPS will review actions of significant interest 
that have been implemented through the CRHP process. Changes in monitoring or 
adjustment schedules will also be summar~zed • 

. !./Decision to implement new A}1P 

~/Decision to change grazing system. 

_;!/Decision to implement monitoring program. 

C, 

--· 
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LINCOLN COUNTY CRMP COMMITTEE (J 
Agricultural Services Complex 
Box 8, Caliente, Nevada 89008 
(702) 726 -3101 

Dear CRMP Member: 

The Coordinated Resource Planning effort within the Caliente Resource 
Area is progressing satis fac torily. It is impera tive that we sustain 
this planning effort. The next scheduled meeting is to take pl~ce 
June 2, 1982

2 
in the Caliente Agricu ltural Service Center.at 9:00 a .m. 

--the allotments we will be disc ussing are Mormon Peak , Shadow •Well, 
Crescent, Ely Springs Sheep, Ely Springs Cattle, Rox and Rox Tule 
Allotments. In addition, the Miller Flat Wild Horse Herd Management 
Area Plan will be presented. 

As a CRMP member, your active participation in this planning phase will 
aid in the success of the Coordinated Resource Management and Planning 
(CRMP) proc e ss. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Enclosures 

;;:::j(~ 
Darwin G. Anderson 
Area Manager 



PIOCHE AND RATTLESNAKE 
ALLOTMENTS 

Minutes and Action Plan Summary 

This document contains the minutes from the CRMP meeting held on 
May 12, 1982, and the action plans for the allotments listed above. 

Topics Discussed include the following: 

1. Previous meeting's minutes read. 

2. Off road vehicles discussed. 

3. Trip into Cottonwood Canyon. 

4. Policies regarding monitoring and selective management. 

5. Discussion of Pioche Allotment. 

6. Discussion of Rattlesnake Allotment. 

7. Discussion and deferment of Mormon Peak Allotment. 

8. Burro problem on Breedlove. 

9, Licensing of domestic horses on Breedlove. 

Pioche Allotment Action Plan 

I. General Information 

A. Location and Size 

B. Physiographic and Biotic Characteristics 

C. Resource Uses 

II. Livestock Management 

III. Planning Objectives and Actions 

A. Establish stocking rates 

B. Establish duel use area 

C. Include Pioche Allotment into Highland Peak WHMAP 



D. Manage for reasonable numbers of wildlife 

E. Develop fire management plan 

F. Design management facilities to consider wildlife and 
wild horse needs 

G. Biennial grazing system. 

H. Selective management eategory 

IV. Problems/Issues and Proposed Actions 

A. Trespass 

B. Protection of unique vegetation 

Rattlesnake Allotment Action Plan 

I. General Information 

A. Location and Size 

B. Physiographic and Biotic Characteristics 

C. Resource Uses 

II. Livestock Management 

III. Planning Objectives and Actions 

A. Maintain riparian habitat 

B. Vegetation manipulation to increase stocking rates 

C. Establish stocking rates 

D. Selective management category 

E. Reasonable numbers for wildlife 

F. Develop WHMAP 

G. Bighorn sheep release 

H. Management facilities constructed to consider wildlife 
and wild horses 

2 
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CRMP MINUTES 

The CRMP meeting was called to order at 10:10 a.m. Mountain Daylight Time at 
the Bureau of Land Management District Office, 1579 N. Main, Cedar City, Utah, 
on May 12, 1982. Those in attendance were: 

Stuart Twitchell 
Tom Williams 
Rick Smith 
Dave Henderson 
Ed Guerrero 
Kraig Beckstrand 
Stan Van Velsor 
Dale Robinson 
Richard Sewing 
Donald Bowler 
Richard Orr 
Darwin G. Anderson 
Bill Calkins 
Ed Glick 
Bob McQuivey 
Henry Rice 
Tom Combs 
Douglas Janke 
Dean Carter 

ASCS, Caliente, NV 
Rancher, Cedar City, UT 
BLM, Caliente, NV 
BLM, Caliente, NV 
BLM, Caliente, NV 
NDOW, Panaca, NV 
BLM, Caliente, NV 
Rancher, Paragonah, UT 
NMA, New Castle, UT 
NMA, Las Vegas, NV 
BLM, Caliente, NV 
A.M., BLM, Caliente, NV 
Assoc. D.M., , BLM, Las Vegas, NV 
NDOF, Las Vegas, NV 
NDOW, Las Vegas, NV 
Rancher, Logandale, NV 
BLM, Las Vegas, NV 
BLM, Las Vegas, NV 
Rancher, Minersville, UT 

The minutes of the previous meeting were read by Rick Orr. The minutes 
were approved as corrected. 

Darwin Anderson discussed the Off Road Vehicle (ORV) races. A motion 
was made by Darwin Anderson and seconded by Don Bowler that for the 
Clover Creek Dusters pending event, BLM will handle the race without 
imput from the CRMP committee . If other races come up they will be 
presented to the CRMP committee for comments. 

A trip will be made into the Cottonwood Canyon area to assess the 
impacts of domestic cattle and wild horse use on the riparian areas. 
The trip is scheduled for Monday and Tuesday May 17 & 18, 1982. Meet 
at the head of the Cottonwood Canyon a_t 6:00 a.m. 

Bureau policies regarding monitoring and selective management will be 
discussed at the next CRMP meeting scheduled for June 2, 1982, in Caliente. 

The Pioche and Rattlesnake Allotments were introduced as the allotments 
to be discussed. 

Discussion of the Pioche Allotment. Stan Van Velsor discussed the use of 
the Pioche Allotment. 



Dale Robinson commented on the allotment. He would like to combine the 
Highland Peak and the Pioche Allotments. 

Rick Orr presented some history of the Pioche Allotment. A fence was 
built about 4 years ago on the northern boundary. There is some qrift 
south from the allotment into the Highland and Bennett Springs Allotments. 

The CRMP committee recommends that Dale Robinson, Brent Hunter and the 
BLM discuss the possibility of combining the allotments and making a 
duel use area for both sheep and cattle and save the cost of fencing. 

NDOW discussed wildlife, there are approximately 24 head of deer on 
this range in the summer. 

Planning Objectives 

1. Combine the allotments and make them into a duel use area. 

2. Incorporate the Pioche allotment with the Highland Peak Wild ­
Horse Herd Management Planning Area. 

3. Manage for reasonable numbers of deer on the Pi oche Allotmen t . The 
reasonable number is 24 head, mostly during the summer. 

4. Establish stocking rates through monitoring starting at the 
present authorized preference. 

5. Develop a fire management plan for the allotment. 

6. Increase earring capacity through vegetation manipulation. 

7. Management facilities should be constructed to consider the 
needs of wildlife and wild horses. 

8. Use the range every other year and . stock up on the years 
livestock are allowed in the allotment. 

9. Selective management category will be a "C" which reflects 
the reduced level of monitoring to take place on the allot­
ment. 

The BLM and the operator will look at the proposed area on the Highland 
Peak to be restricted from livestock use. No recommendations will be 
made by the CRMP committee until after the site inspection. 

Discussion of the Rattlesnake Allotment. Dave Henderson presented the 
Rattlesnake Allotment. Dean Carter discussed his operation on the 
allotment. The water at Rattlesnake Spring is drying up causing a 
real management problem. 
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Planning Objectives 

1. Maintain riparian habitat at Rattlesnake Spring. 

2. Increase stocking through vegetation manipulation. 

3. Establish stocking rates through monitoring. Start monitoring 
at the present authorized preference. 

4. Selective management category will be class "M", reflecting 
monitoring intensity. 

5. Manage the allotment for reasonable numbers of deer during the 
winter at 162 head. 

6. Develop a wild horse herd management plan through coordination 
with the Ely District. Area will be inventoried the last of 
May and wild horse counts will be made then. 

7. The North Pahroc Range is designated as a possible release 
area for big horn sheep. 

8. Management facilities should be constructed to consider the 
needs of wildlife and wild horses. The integrity of wild horse 
home ranges will be .maintained. 

Problems and Issues 

1. Rattlesnake Spring is drying up. 

Mormon Peak Allotment was introduced. Permittees on the Mormon Peak 
Allotment were unable to attend therefore the allotment will be discussed 
at the next CRMP meeting on June 2, 1982, in Caliente, NV. 

Subjects to be discussed concerning Mormon Peak at the next meeting: 

l. The BLM and NDOW personnel will present the habitat management 
plan for the allotment. 

2. Proposed water projects will be discussed. 

3. Mormon Peak is in a Wilderness Study Area (WSA) therefore 
all projects (_range improvements or otherwise) must meet 
the criteria for WSA. 

4. Selective Management Category for Mormon Peak is recommended 
as a "M" but allotment will be monitored more intensively. 

5. Wild horse use will be discussed. 

6. Planning objectives and problems will be discussed and listed. 



The burro problem on the Breedlove Allotment was discussed. 

The CRMP committee recommended that the burros should be considered for 
removal because of their impact on Warm Springs. Monitoring will be 
used to determine the earring capacity of the wild burro population. The 
wild burro management number will be based on the most recent census. 
Motion carried. 

The CRMP committee recommended the continued licensing of domestic horses 
on the Breedlove Allotment along with the use of the allotment by wild burros. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:25 a.m. Mountain Daylight Time. 

The next scheduled meeting is to take place June 2, 1982 at the Caliente 
Agricultural Service Center in Caliente, Nevada at 9:00 a.m. The allotments 
to be discussed are Mormon Peak, Shadow Well, Cresent, Ely Springs Cattle, 
Ely Springs Sheep, Rox and Rox Tule Allotments. 

Date Chairman 



ACTION PLAN 

PIOCHE ALLOTMENT 

This document is to be attached to the minutes of CRMP meeting 
dated May 12, 1982. 

I. General Information 

A. Location and Size 

The Pioche Allotment is a land base allotment within 
the Panaca Unit. Approximately 13,440 acres are in­
corporated within the allotment located adjacent to 
Pioche Town (T. 1 N., R. 66 E., & 67 E.). 

B. Physiographic and Biotic Characteristics 

The west slope of the Highland mountain range accounts 
for a large portion of the Pioche Allotment. Rolling 
to rough topography prevails throughout. 

Pinyon-juniper vegetative type blankets the allotment 
composing approximately 95% of the area. Numerous 
shrub species (desert bitterbrush, rabbitbrush, sage­
brush and desert almond) exist in the allotment supplying 
significant forage for the grazing herbivores. Grass 
species occuring include bluegrass and squirreltail. 

C. Resource Uses 

Livestock, wild horses and mule deer utilize the allotment. 

II. Livestock Management 

The Pioche Allotment is in the Panaca Administrative Unit 
and is land based. The permittee is required to provide 
land under his ownership or control where the livestock can 
be maintained when necessary. 

A. Preference 

The Pioche Allotment has a grazing preference of 
402 AUMs with 142 AUMs in suspended non-use. 

B. Season of Use 

The adjudicated season of use is year long. 



C. Monitoring 

This allotment has been placed in selective management 
category "C" (custodial). The appropriate monitoring 
studies will be installed during the summer of 1982. 

III. Planning Objectives and Actions 

A. Establish herbivore populations through monitoring 

Action: Monitoring studies will be used to evaluate 
herbivore grazing pressure. When population ad­
justments are necessary, wild horse, livestock and 
mule deer populations will be evaluated. Differentiation 
of herbivore use will aid in the adjustment process. 
Population adjustments for livestock will be made 
from active preference. Wild horse population 
adjustments will be contigent on the Highland 
Peak Wild Horse Herd Management Area population of 
20 animals reflecting an approximate 5% annual 
rate of increase. Population adjustments for mule 
deer will be based on 1982 population estimates. 

B. Establish a duel use situation between Pioche and the 
Highland Peak Allotments. 

Action: The grazing operators from the Pioche and Highland 
Peak Allotments will discuss the situation with 
the BLM and develop a workable solution. 

C. Incorporate the Pioche Allotment into the Highland Peak 
Wild Horse Herd Management Area. 

Action: Highland Peak Wild Horse Herd Management Area Plan 
is scheduled for preparation during FY 1983. 

D. Manage for reasonable numbers of mule deer (approx imat ely 
24 animals). 

E. Develop a fire management plan. 

F. Management facilities must be designed and constructed 
to maintain the integrity of wild horse home ranges and to 
accomodate wildlife species. 

G. Livestock grazing use on a biennial basis. 

Action: The proposal is being evaluated by the BLM with 
grazing permittee cooperation. 

H. Selective management category of "c" (cutodial). 

Action: Management and monitoring intensity will be dictated 
accordingly with efforts aimed primarily at end of 
season utilization. 

2 



IV. Problems/Issu es and Propose d Actions 

A. Trespass of Pioche livestock onto Highland Peak Allotment. 

Action: Proposal to establish an exchange of use agreement between 
grazing permittees on Pioche and Highland Peak. 

B. Protection of unique vegetation on Highland Peak. 

Action: A field trip has been planned to evaluate the situation. 
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ACTION PLAN 

RATTLESNAKE ALLOTMENT 

This document is to be attached to the minutes of the CRMP meeting dated 
May 12, 1982. 

I. Gen e ral Information 

A. Location and Size 

The Rattlesnake Allotment occupies approximately 
28,426 acres of public land in Dry Lake Valley in 
Lincoln County, Nevada. The allotment lies north 
of Highway 93 between Hiko and Ca li e nte. 

B. Physiographic and Biotic Charact e ristics 

The allotment lies predominately on the east slope of the 
North Pahroc Mountains and the adjacent valley floor. 
Exposure is mainly to the east with slope averaging 
less then 5%. 

Vegetation communities are dominated primarily by cold 
desert species. The main valley floor overstory species 
include winterfat, shadscale, and spiny hopsage. 
The valley floor understory species include squirreltail, 
indian ricegrass, and galleta. Dominant species on 
the slopes include little rabbitbrush, big sagebrush, 
black sagebrush and spiny hopsage in the overstory and 
galleta, squirreltail and indian ricegrass in the under­
story. 

C. Resource Uses 

The dominant resource use on the Rattlesnake Allotment 
is from grazing ungulates including cattle, wild horses, 
and mule deer. 

II. Livestock Management 

The Rattlesnake Allotment is in the Delamar ~dministrative 
Unit and is water based. 

A. Preference 

The Rattlesnake Allotment has a total preference of 
1504 AUMs with 324 suspended and 1180 active. 

B. Season of Use 

The adjudicated season of use for this allotment is 
10/16 to 5/31. 



C. Selective Management 

The Rattlesnake Allotment has been placed in selective 
management category "M" (maintenance). The appropriate 
monitoring studies will be installed within the next 
few months. 

III. Planning Objectives and Actions 

A. Maintain riparian habitat at Rattlesnake Spring. 

Action: BLM will assure that riparian habitat around the 
spring is maintained as much as possible. Since 
the area is already fenced, no further action is 
necessary at this time. 

B. Increase stocking through vegetation manipulation. 

Action: BLM will identify potential treatment areas and 
consider them as funding becomes available. 

C. Establish stocking rates through monitoring starting 
at present authorized preference. 

Action: Monitoring studies will be installed on this allot­
ment during 1982. Present active preference will 
be used to begin monitoring. Future adjustments 
will then be based on an analysis of these data. BLM 
will coordinate the installation and reading of these 
studies with all interested parties. 

D. Classify allotment into selective management category. 

Action: The Rattlesnake Allotment has been placed in category 
"M" (maintenance). Management and monitoring 
intensity will be dictated towards maintaining the 
vegetation resource in its present condition. 

E. Manage the allotment for NDOW reasonable number for deer. 

Action: NDOW has set a reasonable number of 162 deer on the 
Rattlesnake Allotment. This area has been identified 
as a deer winter range. Management of habitat 
will be aimed at attainment of these numbers. 

F. Develop a Wild Horse Herd Management Area Plan for 
Rattlesnake. 

Action: This effort will be coordinated with all affected 
interests as well as the Ely District. The Rattle­
snake Allotment will be inventoried during FY 1982 
with management numbers being set following the 
inventory. 
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G. The North Pahroc Range is d e signated as a potential 
release area for desert bighorn sheep. 

Action: Coordinate between NDOW and affected interests. 

H. Management facilities should be constructed to consider 
the needs of wildlife and wild horses. 

Action: Plan all range improvements to meet multiple 
use objectives for the allotment. 

IV. Problems/Issues and Proposed Actions. 

A. Rattlesnake Springs is not producing adequate water. 

Action: BLM and the operator will continue to investigate 
the problem. Any action taken will be done so 
as to minimize damage to riparian habitat or 
cultural resources. 
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IN ar.PL y ar.n:a TO 

From: 

Subject: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU 0°F LAND MANAGEMENT 

Hevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 

Reno, Nevada 89520 

State Director, Nevada 

Determining WH&B Nunt:iers for MFP/RMP Analysis arrl Decisions 

4700 
(N-931.3) 

In recent ronths, several Districts have sought guidance fran this office 
regarding the mmber of wild rorses arrl burros to J:::e used in the larrl use 
planning process. This rrerorandum will clarify Nevada's position in this 
matter, and the guidance contained herein should te utilized in development 
and subsequent inplerrentation of larrl use plans. 

Effective i.rcm:rliately, wild rorse or burro rn.mt>ers for all planning arrl 
inplementaticn efforts will l:e based on the followin:J conditions: 

a. Where range studies or other quantifiable data have identified a need to 
begin ironitorin:J studies with a specific number of wild horses or burros 
and those studies denonstrate that only by reducing the m.mt>er of wild 
horses or burros will a specific resource problem l::e corrected, the 
specified number of animals may te used. 

b. Where ~,e CRMP has recorrmencied an alternative number of wild horses or 
burros, as d:>cumented in the minute·s of a CRMP meeting arrl concurred 
with by the Bureau, the alternative number may te used. 

c. Where formal signed agreements l:etween affected interests have teen 
obtained whidl specify a different number of wild horses or burros from 
current levels, the specified mmber may l:e used. 

' d. Where previously developed interim capture arrl management plans and 
associated FARs presently exist arrl where actual inplementation has 
started but not been conpleted, the interim number of wild horses or 
burros specified in the plan may l:e used. 

e. Where previously developed interim capture/management plans exist, 
oothing has been d:>ne toward inplementation arrl there is reason to 
believe that sui:p:,rt for the plan by affected parties ro longer exists, 
current wild oorse or burro nUilbers will be used unless negotiations can 
produce a documented acknowledgment supportin.;J the number of animals 
specified in the plans. 

Enclosure 1 
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f. Where pceviously developed interim capture plans exist, nothing has teen 
done toward irrplementation arrl there is reason to believe that support 
for the plan by affected parties still exists, the nllJ'!Oer of wild 
horses/burros specified in the plan may l:e used. ( 

I ,,_ 

g. Where negotiations are in progress (either CRMP or other pt"ocesses of 
negotiation) arrl there is an opportunity to arrive at an adjusted number 
of wild h::>rses/burros, the land use decision may ackno<.riledge a range of 
numbers being considered in the negotiations. 

h. If oone of the above oonditions are applicable in establishing a 
starting point for ronitoring, the current wild horse arrl burro numbers 
will te used. 

In applying the above guidance, it slx>uld te noted that the issuance of an 
MFP/RMP decision does not preclude a primary function of CRMP, i.e., 
developnent of i.npleirentation strategies. 'Iberefore, if after an MFP/RMP 
decision is issued the CRMP process recomnends an alternative number of wild 
horses/burros which is acceptable to the Bureau, the CRMP recomnerrlation may 
l:e used as a starting point for wild horse/burro numbers. 

Distribution 
Director (440) 1 
SCD (D-559A) 3 
tM (CA-020) 1 
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' Cly IN REPLY REFER TO 

United States Department of the Interior 1608/4410 
NR02 

N-921.2 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 
Reno , Nev ad a 89520 

Mrs. Dawn Y. Lappin 
Director, Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
P.O. Box 555 
Reno, Nevada 89504 

Dear Mrs. Lappin: 

r~J'i 1.?, 1sa1 

Pursuant to 43 CFR 1601.6-1 (d) (3), the enclosed 
constitutes my decision as it relates to your protest of the 
Las Vegas District Manager's Caliente MFP III decision. 

This decision, since it is a part of the Bureau's Planning 
System, cannot be appealed, however, it may be protested to 
the Director, Bureau of Land Management, as set forth in 43 
CFR 1601.6-l(e). You have 30 days from receipt of this 
decision in which you may file a protest to the Director. 
If you should decide to protest this decision, your protest 
should be sent to the following address: 

Director (100) 
Bureau of Land Management 
Department of the Interior 
18th & C Streets, N.W. 
Washington, n.c. 20240 

Enclosure 
"State Director's MFP III Decision" 



State Director 1 s MFP III Decision 

Range Management - 1.1 

As currently written: 

Utilize periods-of-use for individual allotments as shown in 
Table A of the Caliente MFP III. Protect and improve the 
vegetative resource by having livestock removed from 
allotments during the early growing season, April 1 -
May 30. Employ the indicated periods-of-use until planned 
AMPs are developed and implemented. 

Change to: 

Establish periods-of-use on all perennial and 
ephemeral-perennial allotments through CRMP and subsequent 
development of allotment management plans or in conjunction 
with development of grazing systems. 

Reason: 

Proper periods-of-use are an essential ingredient of good 
range management. They will provide the necessary plant 
growth and seed dissemination to assure a healthy, 
productive range. As AMPs and grazing systems are 
developed, these periods-of-use can be altered in ways that 
provide both effective forage harvest and the necessary 
relief to plants from the stress of grazing. 



Range Management - 1.2 

As currently written: 

Allocate forage to provide for domestic livestock, wild 
horses, and wildlife (See table A of the Caliente MFP III). 
Work out adjustments in livestock grazing use individually 
with the livestock operators prior to issuance of formal 
decision. To ensure that proper range management occurs, 
AUMs not currently serviced by a BLM - permitted water 
source cannot be utilized until water sources are developed 
and/or inventoried. 

Change to: 

2 

Determine proper stocking rates of domestic livestock on 
perennial and ephemeral-perennial allotments through a range 
monitoring system and the Coordinated Resource Management 
and Planning Process (CRMP). Where it becomes necessary to 
take immediate action to effectively implem~nt management, 
appropriate survey, utilization, actual use, etc., data can 
be obtained to initiate a beginning point in the number of 
animals on the public lands. Utilize monitoring to deter­
mine adjustments to be implemented in the 3rd and 5th years 
following the initial stocking rate to attain balance of 
grazing use with capacity. 

Reason: 

The 1976 Caliente occular reconnaissance range survey, upon 
which the original allocations were based, covered nearly 
3.4 million acres. Because of the limited manpower 
available to survey large acreages over a short time period, 
a number of questions surfaced regarding the level of 
intensity of the survey. During the spring and summer of 
1980, the District spot checked portions of the area 
surveyed, and results indicated that the intensity of the 
1976 survey was not adequate for some of the areas. In 
addition to this review, an independent study was conducted 
on 17 of the 86 allotments in Caliente by a private 
consultant firm during the summer and fall of 1980. A 
comparative analysis of the results of both surveys for the 
17 allotments pointed out a number of differences between 
them. Essentially, the differences between the surveys 
revealed one primary concern: Was the survey intense enough 
to support specific program allocations? 

In effect, both of these reviews support the position that a 
more intensive inventory would be required to supply the 
detailed survey data needed. However, recognizing that a 
new inventory would require added funds that are not 
available now or in the immediate future and would result 
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in considerable delay in accomplishing on-the-ground 
implementation within the Caliente Land Use Plan Objectives, 
it is necessary to take other appropriate action. Such 
action is to be responsive to supportable data, be feasible 
and practical with i n our program capabilities; and provide 
the opportunity to implement the resource management program 
in the Caliente Resource Area. Therefore, based on the 
information and analysis submitted, the following course of 
action is to be taken as it relates to the Caliente range 
survey. 

1. The production data from the 1976 Caliente range survey 
will not be used. The reason for this is that the level 
of survey intensity needed to provide reliable 
production data could not be obtained on 3.4 million 
acres during the period the survey was actually 
conducted. 

2. The soils survey data, the plant lists compiled by the 
District, and many of the vegetative communities and 
aspects identified in the survey area can be used to 
assist in the development of management plans, 
establishing a monitoring program, etc. Again, this 
information and data is not in itself the basis for 
determining production data. Any production 
determination will be accomplished by a more detailed 
survey and verification in the field. This data can ·be 
intensified on an as needed basis. 

3. In the absence of specific production data, but in the 
interest of initiating an implementation program for 
management of the resources, the strategy proposed to 
employ the monitoring concept for all foraging animals 
is acceptable. However, this does not preclude using 
the results of a monitoring program and/or intensive 
vegetative inventory completed for a specific area. 

In carrying out the implementation program in the Caliente 
Resource Area, we will recognize (1) the importance of 
monitoring wildlife use with the overall objective being 
management towards the reasonable numbers as identified by 
the Nevada Department of Wildlife, (2) that livestock and 
wild horse use may begin at current levels, except where 
agreements are reached with the livestock users and/or the 
wild horse and burro interests and (3) that in certain 
situations, where it becomes necessary to take immediate 
action to effectively implement management - appropriate 
survey, utilization, actual use, etc., data can be obtained 
to initiate a beginning point in the number of animals on 
the public lands. Monitoring requirements are to be 
identified with all management actions and systems being 
implemented. 
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Range Management - 1.10 

As currently written: 

Should sufficient forage become available in the future, 
restore grazing use on allotments where current conditions 
indicate a lack of sufficient and suitable forage available 
for livestock use. Until such time, grazing management will 
be discontinued on these allotments: 

Applewhite 

Clover Creek 

Cove 

Change to: 

Delete this decision. 

Reason: 

Little Mountain 

Meadow Valley 

Mustang Flat 

Peck 

Sawmi 11 Canyon 

The orginal decision was reflective of forage allocations 
made in RM~l.2. Given the revision of that decision to 
require the use of monitoring and CRMP to establish grazing 
use, this decision is no longer appropriate. However, 
management direction is to improve forage conditions on 
these public lands. 



Range Management 3.1 

As currently written: 

Encourage and assist permittees in constructing fences and 
corrals where needed. Such fences are needed to control 
livestock movement between and within the allotment and to 
attain more uniform livestock distribution. 

Change to: 

Add to existing decision the sentence: 11 Insure the 
preservation of normal wild horse distribution and movement 
patterns in locating and constructing fences. Construct 
fences to meet accepted wildlife standards. 11 

Reason: 

Livestock fences, if not located and constructed with 
consideration for wild horse and wildlife needs, can 
severely impact habitat use. Wildlife migration routes can 
be blocked, closing off access for the animals to important 
parts of their ranges. Wild hor.ses range widely over their 
habitat, which often will overlap several livestock 
allotments. Indiscriminate fencing interfers with that 
movement. On the other hand, care should be taken that 
fencing is not constructed that sacrifices its livestock 
management function to wildlife and wild horse needs and 
that wastes public/private funds. In short, all reasonable 
alternatives must be examined to assure that multiple-use 
goals are achieved. 

5 



Range Management - 3.3 

As currently written: 

Where needed, construct fences and develop stock trails to 
improve livestock management, prevent trespass, and reduce 
conflicts with other resource values. Specific 
recommendations are: 

6 

1) Fence the District boundary where needed between the 
Cedar City, Utah and the Ely and Battle Mountain 
Districts, repair the boundary fences between the Las 
Vegas District and the Humboldt National Forest 

2) Fence all allotment boundaries where needed 

3) Fence U.S. Highway 93 from Oak Springs Summit to 
Caliente, Highway 25 from Crystal Springs to the 
western district boundary, and the newly paved road 
from Caliente to Elgin 

4) Fence Tempiute Mine and village 

5) Develop two stock trails (with assistance from 
permittees) from the Barclay to the Lime Mountain 
allotments 

Prepare an Environmental Assessment prior to any fence or 
trail construction. Construct fences to meet accepted 
wildlife standards. Give priority to fences in existing AMP 
areas and those areas proposed for new AMPs. 

Change to: 

Where needed, construct fences and develop stock trails to 
improve livestock management, prevent trespass, and reduce 
conflicts with other resource values. Specific 
recommendations are: 

1) Fence all allotment boundaries where needed 

2) Develop two stock trails (with assistance from 
permittees) from the Barclay to the Lime Mountain 
allotments 

Prepare an Environmental Assessment prior to any fence or 
trail construction. Construct fences to meet accepted 
wildlife standards. Preserve the normal wild horse 
distribution and movement patterns when locating and 
constructing fences. Give priority to fences in existing 
AMP areas and those areas proposed for new AMPs. 



Reason 

It is legally inappropriate and contrary to BLM policy to 
use range improvement funds to fence highway Rights-of-Way 
for safety reasons only. Moreover, Nevada is an open-range 
state which places the requirement on the motorist to avoid 
the livestock. Legally, fencing a Right-of-Way tends to 
increase the fencer's tort claim liability. Similar 
reasoning would apply to the fencing of Tempiute mine and 
village. Unless district boundaries are also allotment 
boundaries, it is neither reasonable nor cost effective to 
fence them. 

For an explanation of the sentence regarding wild horses, 
see RM-3.1. 

7 
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Range Management - 5.1 

As currently written: 

Continue clipping and weighing studies and phenology studies 
now established in the Planning Unit to furnish data on 
carrying capacities and periods-of-use. Establish new 
phenology studies on areas proposed for ephemeral or 
ephemeral-perennial classifi .cation to assist in determining 
grazing periods for ephemeral forage species. 

Change to: 

Develop and implement a range monitioring system that 
incorporates, as a minimum, the Nevada Range Monitoring 
Procedures developed in 1981 by the Range Studies task group 
under the chairmanship of the Extension Service, University 
of Nevada Reno, to provide data to guide the CRMP groups in 
recommending necessary adjustment in use of public rangeland 
vegetative resources by foraging animals. 

Reason: 

The decision as revised provides more specific guidance to 
the manager in terms of the revised RM-1.2 decision and some 
recent forward strides in achieving an agreed-upon approach 
to range monitoring throughout the State of Nevada by a wide 
range of interested parties, both private and governmental. 
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Wild Horses and Burros - 1.1 

As currently written: 

Designate and establish five Herd Management Areas (HMAs) 
within the Caliente Planning Unit. These areas and their 
allocations are listed in order of priority for development. 

Allotment Allocation Number of 
Area and Name· in Area AUMs Animals 

HMA #1 - Little Little Mtn. 638 53 
Mountain Peck 190 16 
(58,748 acres) Cove 214 18 

Panaca Cattle 120 10 
Buckboard 120 10 
Clover Creek 24 2 

1,306 Tifg 

HMA #2 - Highland Bennet Springs 170 14 
Peak Black Canyon 35 3 
(135,703 acres) Ely Spring Sheep 76 6 

Highland Peak 135 11 
Klondike 25 2 
Pioche 39 3 

480 39 

HMA #3 - Miller Oak Wells 240 20 
(81,016 acres) Sheep Spring 720 60 

Rabbit Spring 240 20 
1,200 100 

HMA #4 - Clover Clover 278 23 
Creek Mustang Flat 82 7 
(63,064 acres) Sawmill Canyon 90 8 

450 38 

HMA #5 - Delamar Delamar 684 57 
Mtn. Elgin 144 12 
(191,570 acres) Oak Spring 1 z 212 101 

2,040 TTo 

TOTAL 5,476 456 

Management plans for these HMAs should be developed within 
three years (contingent upon availibility of personnel and 
funds) and should consider the indicated allocation as an 
average management level, with the actual numbers varying in 
a five year removal cycle as needed to ensure that proper 
utilization of the forage is achieved and disturbance to 
horses is minimized. 
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Change to: 

Unless determined otherwise through the CRMP process, manage 
current estimated numbers (FY 81) of wild horses and burros 
within the following herd management areas: 

1. Deer Lodge Canyon (FY 84) 

2. Highland Peak (FY 83) 

3. Rattlesnake (FY 85) 

4. Little Mountain (FY 82) 

5. Clover Creek (FY 83) 

6. Delamar Mountains (FY 81) 

7. Mormon Mountains (FY 86) 

8. Meadow Valley Mountains (FY 87) 

9. Miller Flat (FY 82) 

10. Blue Nose Peak 

11. Clover Mountain 

12. Applewhite 

(Reference WHB MFP * Overlay .44-A) 

Determine, through a range monitoring system and the CRMP 
process, desirable numbers in each area. Develop herd 
management area plans for each area in the fiscal year shown 
(contingent upon availability of personnel and funds). 
Where it becomes necessary to take immediate action to 
effectively implement management, appropriate survey, 
utilization, actual use, etc., data can be obtained to 
initiate a beginning point in the number of animals on the 
public lands. Through the CRMP process, develop by FY 1982 
a set of criteria to be applied in establishing desirable 
numbers of wild horses and burros. 

Reason: 

The original decision, although reflective of overall public 
comment and the forage allocation process as it stood then, 
was flawed because: 

1. BLM attempted to resolve the conflicting public stances 
of strongly opposed interest groups. However, groups 
themselves were not provided an opportunity to work together 
to resolve the issues in face-to-face conference. In 
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addition, there was never a clearly defined set of criteria 
provided the manager to aid him in reaching his decision as 
to desirable numbers. 

2. The forage allocation process, based as it was on the 
1976-1977 range survey, was not well grounded in basic data 
(see reason for RM-01.2). 

The CRMP process, by bringing the different interest groups 
together to resolve their differences as best they can, will 
assist the manager by better defining the spectrum of 
publically acceptable management options he has available. 
While he does not abrogate BLM's decision-making authority 
and responsibility in terms of regulations and good resource 
management, CRMP should provide him with a decision-making 
framework which has greater across-the-board public 
acceptance. 

The use of the monitoring system in reaching desirable 
numbers will eliminate any need to issue allocation 
decisions based on a one-point-in-time survey. It is 
expected that additional data (not simply counts) regarding 
wild horses will be gathered as a part of this system. 
Delaying a final determination of desirable numbers will 
allow both the public (in CRMP) and the manager to bring new 
data to bear on the decision. 
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Wild Horses and Burros - 1.2 

As currently written: 

Within two years all wild horses and burros from areas not 
established as Herd Management Areas or designated as Wild 
Horse Range; remove excess numbers within HMAs which are in 
excess of allocated forage levels. Priority and actual 
numbers for removal will be established through use of horse 
removal plans and horse management plans. These activity 
plans have not yet been developed and are contingent upon 
availability of personnel and funds. 

Change to: 

Beginning in FY 82, periodically remove wild horses and 
burros in excess of current numbers (FY 81) in the 12 herd 
management areas. Concurrent with the final livestock 
adjustments to attain balance of grazing use, manage for 
desirable numbers of wild horses and burros within the herd 
management areas, utilizing CRMP and range monitoring. 
Remove excess animals as necessary to reach and maintain 
desirable numbers. 

Reason: 

This revised decision complements the revised WHB - 1.1 
decision. An inventory has been conducted in FY 81 and will 
be used to estimate current numbers. To assure the interim 
management goals established by WHB - 1.1, excess animals 
will have to be removed periodically. A removal operation 
may have to be initiated to reach desirable numbers after 
that decision is made. 

< r 
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Wildlife 4.8 

As currently written: 

Provide as a minimum, 2,308 AUMs of existing forage for 
bighorn sheep in the Delamar, Meadow Valley, Morman, and 
Pahranagat Ranges, as specified in the bighorn sheep table 
shown in the Caliente MFP. 

Change to: 

13 

Manage bighorn sheep habitat to provide, as a future goal, a 
minimum of 2,517 bighorn sheep AUMs of perennial forage in 
the allotments shown in table WL-4.8 of the Caliente MFP so 
as to achieve reasonable numbers for bighorn sheep. 
Starting with current populations in 1981, monitor forage 
utilization by all ungulate species and take such management 
actions as necessary and practical to achieve the reasonable 
numbers goal. 

Reason: 

With the elimination of forage allocation based on the 
1976-77 range survey, the original decision becomes moot. 
The resource management objective continues to be to work 
towards achieving the reasonable numbers identified by the 
Nevada Department of Wildlife. Through the monitoring 
system, data will be provided to the manager to assist him 
in taking those actions necessary and practical to achieve 
that goal. 



Wildlife - 4.9 

As currently written: 

Provide, as a minimum, 12,748 AUMs of available forage for 
mule deer on existing use areas. (See Caliente MFP table 
for proposed mule deer forage allocation). 

Change to: 

14 

Manage mule deer habitat to provide, as a future goal, a 
minimum of 15,391 mule deer AUMs of perennial forage in the 
allotments shown in table WL-4.9 of the Caliente MFP so as 
to achieve reasonable numbers for mule deer. Starting with 
current populations in 1981, monitor forage utilization by 
all ungulate species and take such management actions as 
necessary and practical to achieve the reasonable numbers 
goa 1 • 

Reason: 

See WL-4.8. 

.' .. ~ 



• , . 

As currently written: 

Wildlife - 4.10 

Maintain, as a minimum, 48 AUMs of available forage for 
antelope in the Sand Springs Valley. 

Change to: 

15 

Manage antelope habitat to provide, as a future goal, a 
minimum of 48 antelope AUMs of perennial forage in Sands 
Springs Valley so as to achieve reasonable numbers for 
antelope. Starting with current populations in 1981, 
monitor forage utilization by all ungulate species and take 
such management actions as necessary and practical to 
achieve the reasonable numbers goal. 

Reason: 

See WL - 4.8. 



Forestry 2.1 

As currently written: 

Inventory cactus and other succulent vegetation in the 
Planning Unit to supply information to support future 
management decisions affecting these species, which are 
currently in high public demand. 

Change to: 

Add to the existing decision the sentence: "Continue the 
present policy of not selling or otherwise disposing of 
cactus and succulents (except for removal of small numbers 
of plants for educational, scientific or other public 
purposes) until the inventories are completed, except for 
areas where other permitted actions, e.g. Rights-of-Way, 
would destroy the vegetation anyway." 

Reason: 

16 

The original decision does not make it clear that disposals 
should not take place until the studies are completed and 
sustained yields, if any, established. However, BLM can now 
respond to any existing demanq by allowing the removal of 
plants from areas where other .approved activities would 
destroy the vegetation anyway. 
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United States Department of the lntenor 

385-6403 
BUREAU OF LANO MANAGEMENT 

P.O. Box 5400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

.,. ~ . -. - ---::::: 

·.-. •' :· -~ ·--. 
: :-· ,, :·' ''. ;.:s{ ,:t~r~~;:._•) : .. , 

MAR_ 9 1979 

3-7-71 
IN REPLY REYER TO 

1608.2 
(N-050) 

.. _'.,_ Beginning March 12, the draft Management Framework Plan (MFP) for public 
. __ land administration in southern Lincoln County will be available for 

public .review and comment. ·· Copies have . been placed in libraries and 
. other public facilities in Nevada and Utah. A list of locations is en-

closed. :"~ ,· ,:·,··::.~-.. _:,s..L: - .-. ~ . ·_ --.. '. ;_;_ \~ -·:-/(\ : ':c, <,{~ii: t)/::.:1:P·\, -~j!~_,r 
Would you take the time to review this Caliente Management ·Framewor k Plan? 
We would like to hear from yo1.1 about it. . ~~: ,_ ,' ., ....... ,Ao,:-,:;_e:.·, :< - )lti~ri/-
The plan will guide our ~nagement ot the 3.4 million acres of public 
land in southern Lincoln County into the 1980s. The document deals with 
such resource activities as forestry, minerals, recreation, watershed, 
and realty. In addition, the plan covers wildlife, wild horses, and 

' range management. A key recol!lilendation is . the allocation of forage among 
livestock, wild horses, mule ceer, bighorn sheep, and antelope. This re-. 
commendation will probably generate the most interest. 

As part of the planning process, we are developing an environmental state-
. ment (ES) which will evaluate the impact of grazing in the planning unit 

on the human environment. We are attempting to gauge the impacts of the 
entire grazing program for the next 35 years. 

Our comment period for · this ~IFP ends April 30. To provide information 
about the plan to the general pub l ic, we will conduct openhouses on March 
26, 27, and 28 in the conference room of the Las Vegas District Office, 
4765 West Vegas Drive. Hours will .be from 1 to 4 p.m. and from 7 to 9 
p.m. Our objective in these early sessions is to answer your questions 
about the draft MFP. 

We will be seeking your comments on the draft in a second series of 
openhouses. These will take place the week of April 9 in Caliente and 
in St. George, Utah. We'll have a letter out in early April giving the 
exact times, dates, and locations. If any -of the above dates are in­
convenient, we'll try to acco mmodate you at another time, by appointment. 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



.. 

Tonopah Resource Area Headquarters 
Bldg. 102 Old Radar Base 
Tonopah, NV 89049 

Bureau of Land Management 
705 East 4th Street 
Winnemucca, NV 89445 

Bureau of Land Management 
2002 Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Bureau of Land Management 
1050 E. Williams Street 
Carson City, NV 89701 

Bureau of Land Management 
4765 W. Vegas Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89102 

Caliente-Virgin Valley Resource Area 
Old Post Office 
400 E. Stewart Street 
Las Vegas, NV' 89101 

Nevada State Office 
Rm 3008, Federal Building 
300 Booth Street 
Reno, NV 89507 

Bureau of Land Management 
Pioche Highway 
Fly, NV 89301 

Bureau of Land Management 
North 2nd St. & South Scott St. 
Battle Mountain, NV 89820 , 

Clark County Library 
East Charleston 
Las Vegas, NV 89104 

Clark County Library 
Flamingo Branch 
1401 E. _Flamingo 
Las Vegas, NV 89104 

Lincoln County Library 
Caliente Branch 
Caliente, NV 89008 

Lincoln County Library 
Pioche Branch 
Pioche, NV 89043 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas, Library 
4505 Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89154 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Getchell Library 
Reno, NV 89507 

Cedar City Library 
136 W. Center Street 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

Bureau of Land Management 
1579 N. Main Street 
Cedar City, UT 84720 

Bureau of Land Management 
196 E. Tabernacle 
St. George, UT 84 770 

Washington County Library 
St. George Branch 
55 W. Tabernacle 
St. George, UT 84770 

Overton Public Library 
Overton~ NV 89040 

Bunkerville Public Library 
Bunkerville, NV 89007 

Mesquite Public Library 
Mesquite, NV 89024 
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BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVID R. BELDING 
JACK C. McELWEE 
GORDON W . HARRIS 

WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE 
INC. 

A Foundation for the Welfare of 
Wild Free-Roaming Horsell and Burros 

v 
P. 0 . Box 55~ 

Reno, Nt'vada R9~04 
Telcphont' 32~-~90R 

Area Code ~02 

BEL TON P . MOURAS 
GERTRUDE BRONN. Honorary 
In Memoriam May 14, 1981 

LOUISE C. HARRISON 
VELMA B. JOHNSTON. ··Wild Horse Annie'· 

Mr. Neil B, McCleery, District Manager 
Bureau of land Management 
Star Route 5, Box 1 
Ely, Nevada 89301 

Re: Schell MFP II 

Dear Mr, McCleery: 

Thank you for the oppor t unity to comment upon the Schell MFP II 
and for ·providing the briefing in Reno on the same. Although differ-
ing viewpoints can, at times be burdensome, it does provide communication 
between varied interest groups and assist in the enlightenment of 
interests miles removed from the resource area. We thank yov for your 
patience and consideration of our viewpoints. 

The Schell MFP II provided no data on stocking rates, condition or 
trend, despite the fact that nearly two years of data has been collected. 
What is the monetary intake from the Schell grazing resource in this area 
and how does this compare with the expenditures to bring about range 
rehabilitation from excessive use and mismanagement? Please describe the 
'extenuating conditions' that allows for 50% of preference rather than 
the average active use? The DEIS should include the costs for trespass, 
impound, predator control, monitoring, and range improvements as it 
applies to the commercial use of the public rangelands; as was done so 
expertly for wild horses in the MFP conflicts and alternatives document 
dated 12-80. Is the agency implying that all resources must pay for 
themselves? 'As symbols of the historic and pioneer spirit of the West,' 
not unlike t he national symbol of the Eagle; has established this animal 
as an aesthetic benefit to the American people. 'To accomplish this they 
are to be considered in the area where presently found, as a natural system 
of the public lands.' Nowhere in the Act does it allow the Bureau to 
establish their habitat, t~eir value. 

In view of the agencies inability to develop or complete past 
monitoring progra ms; what factors have changed that will INSURE future 
monitoring. Will the monitoring be designed for all resources so that 
specific objectives will be met? Does the agencies new 'enlightened 
stragedy' of not ajusting stocking rates based on the inventory apply to 
Schell? If so, will any portions of the inventory be utilized and what 
was the cost in developing the inventory that will not be used? 



Page two 
Schell MFP II 

• 
Was conservation, wildlife and wildhorse groups involved in the develop­
ment of the monitoring criteria? What specific systems will be developed 
to separate the impacts of wildlife/wild horse/livestock on vegetation? 
What key plant species apply to each and what are their preferences? 

The newspaper sites seedings, but does not clarify if those seedings 
will be designed for the benefit of other resources in mind, What program 
What programs are proposed that will reduce impact of grazers on wetlands 
and riparian and still allow for the water resource to be utilized. What 
percent of the SRA is utilized by wild horses, by livestock? If fatality 
in livestock production can be computed for 'managed' livestock, why then, 
is this information not comparable to the 'wild' horse population? Likewise 
if cow/calf AUMs can be computed to the financial benefit of livestock 
operations; why not adult/foal ratios for the wild horse populations? What 
inventories are available for wild horses and do they include adult/foal 
counts and were they collected so as to be comparable? Has the specialists 
developed life tables to compare with the censusing? What is the projected 
fund requirements for wild horse management and what portion is for 
reduction? 

What is the justification and what regulation allows the agency to 
abrogate responsibility for the White River and Moriah horses? What 
specific steps were taken in these areas when the numbers started to 
decline? Absence or ignorance of the cause is not sufficient justification 
to abandon those horse use areas, What is the rationale for removal of 
horses from Tippett a-nd Tippett Pass allotments, What portion of those 
allotment constitute primary habitat for wild horses? There appears to be 
some discrepancy between the horse numbers in the 12-80 document (583) and 
total in the MFP II (396). The summary of recommendations states "continue 
management of wild horses at existing levels;" which of the two figures 
are 'existing ' levels?' What data did you use to establish the existing 
levels as 'optmum?' Apparently, by the comparison of the information; 
there will be a reduction of wild horses and a continued current level 
of livestock, The document conveniently does not list the numbers of 
cattle or sheep or AUMs consumed, which does not allow the reader to 
ascertain whether the multiple use concept is even close to being met. 
Wildlife fares about the same as horses, wherein 'existing levels' will 
be allocated for rather than 'reasonable numbers' and a projection of 
slow but justified increases. The MFP II says nothing about restricting 
ORV to existing roads in the wild horse habitat, 

What portion of the proposed MX, if approved, would apply to the 
SRA area? 

Does agriculture development present problems with 'wild' populations? 
If so, does the State Statute of 'fence against' and is it enforced? 

We agree with the reintroduction of Big Horn Sheep in their natural 
habitat, but strongly urge that any implied competition between Big Horn 
and wild horse populations be documented and supported with scientific 
evidence, Any establishment of intensive grazing systems must first 
consider all free-roaming populations, We disagree with the suitability 
criteria as applied to wild horses and note that if it had any scientific 
validity, why it is not applied to wildlife populations, No mention 
was made in Minerais for rehabilitation, unless it is covered under VRM-3, 
and likewise no projection in Forestry for production/demand, so that 
resources would not be depleted in an era of energy conservation, 



Page three 
Sc:t!ell MFP II 

There is no reference to a proportionate increase in forage allocations 
to wildlife or wild horses, as the range improves, 

The document is sufficiently lacking in information in order for 
the reader to analize his/her objectives f or public rangeland management; 
therefore those data not provided for should be included and analized 
in the DEIS, As it stands we do not support the recommendations for 
wild horses and would suggest that if the rangeland inventory is insufficient 
to allocate forage for livestock it is also insufficient to allocate forage 
for wildlife and wild horses, Instead we would suggest the existing level 
of wild horses be maintaine, as by law-you must, in the areas where they 
are and at the 583 levels until such a time as monitoring will provid e 
sufficient information as to properly determine the optimum numbers, 

We wish to be kept apprised of the progress of the DEIS, 

Most sincerely, 

Dawn Y. Lappin (Mrs.) 
Executive Director 

cc: Board of Trustees 
Sierra Club 
API 
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~~l 
United States Department of th) Interior 

385-6403 

Dawn V. Lappin 
Director 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

P. 0. Box 5400 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance, Inc. 
P. O. Box 555 
Reno, Nevada 89504 

Dear Ms. Lappin: 

JAN 2 Ii ,qs\ 
.... • _.-po 

1--z.o-C"6) 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

1792 
(N-054) 

This responds to your letter of December 29, 1980 concerning your 

earlier correspondence. In accordance with our telephone conversation 

of December 30, our reply was delivered to you on December 31. I 

trust that letter answered your earlier queries. 

Sincerely yours, 

Kemp Conn 
District Manager 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 
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CALIENTE PLANNING UNIT 
SUMMARIES OF MAJOR MFP-STEP 3 DECISIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

The tallowing information summarizes the significant Management Framework 
Plan (MFP), Step 3 decisions for the Caliente Planning Unit. These pro­
posed multiple use decisions will establish goals, objectives, constraints, 
and uses which will guide future actions on BLM land in the PU. 

The MFP-Step 3 decisions summarized in this document are those which either 
changed significantly from MFP-Step 2 as a result of the public partici­
pation process or aroused extensive public interest. 

Further details on the decisions, use recommendations, and supporting 
information are available in the Caliente Planning Unit Management 
Framework Plan document. Additionally, the Caliente Rangeland Management 
Program Document can be referred to for a detailed discussion of rangeland 
management and the grazing program for the Planning Unit. 



LANDS 

General Lnformation 

The lands program for the Caliente Planning Unit includes classification 
and establishment of lands for multiple use purposes including agricul­
ture, residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and public 
purpnse. The program also provides for support of other resource manage­
ment programs by coordinating land aquisition and disposal, establishing/ 
designating rights-of-way, and discouraging trespass. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Determine those lands in the Planning Unit suitable for agricultural 
production and dispose of those lands through appropriate authority 
(Desert Land Entry Act, Carey Act, and Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act). Cooperate in this effort with the Nevada State 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources and the Lincoln 
County Commissioners. (MFP, Lands 1.1) 

2 - Utilize existing corridors whenever possible for major utility 
systems to limit disturbance. Consider any necessary deviations 
resulting from engineering problems and project design through 
the environmental process. (MFP, Lands 3.1) 

3 - Classify the following described lands near Alamo as suitable for 
competitive public sale pursuant to Section 203 of Public Law 94-579: 

T.7S., R.61E., MDM 
Sec. 5 SW~¾, NW~SW¼, 80 acres 

In addition, classify the following tract near Alamo for disposal, 
giving first consideration to Lincoln County pursuant to Section 203 
of Public Law 94-579: 

T.7S., R,61E., MDM 
Sec. 8, N½NW~\; 20 acres 

Make additional lands around Caliente, Pioche, Panaca, and Rachel 
available for public sale when a need can be identified by local 
government organizations. (MFP, Lands 4.1) 

4 - Transfer public land to the State of Nevada for expansion of three 
State Parks in the Planning Unit - Kershaw-Ryan (320 acres), Cathedral 
Gorge {360 acres), and Beaver Dam (2,952.5 acres). Process applica­
tions for these transfers through the use of extensive public involve­
ment to ensure that proposed expansion plans are developed in accord 
with local and regional needs and desires. (MFP, Lands 5.1) 



5 - Grant rights-of-way for flood control structures to abate flood 
hazard in the following areas within the Lincoln County Flood 
Control District: 

Caliente: Antelope Canyon 
Panaca Valley: Miller Spring Wash, White Wash, Bennett­

Caselton Wash, Condor Canyon; unnamed washes, east side 
(T.3S., R.67E., Sec. 23, 13, 12) 

Dry Valley: Kill Wash, Flatnose Wash 
Hamlight Flat 
Crystal Springs: unnamed wash f rom North Pahranagat 

Range (Secs. 3 & 10, T.5S., R.60E.) 
Richardville: (Secs. 25 & 36, T.6S., R.60E.); 

(Secs. 30 & 31, T.6S., R.61E.) 
Alamo: west side (Secs. 5, 6, 7 & 8, T.7S., R.61E.). 

Handle each structure through the environmental assessment process. 
Coordinate program with The Soil Conservation Service, Lincoln County 
Flood Control and affected property owners. Initiate a develop-
ment plan to hold sediment in place on each of the identified 
drainages. (MFP, Lands 5.2) 

6 - Lease the following tract of land for the expansion of the Panaca 
Airport, subject to environmental and land use evaluation: 

T. 2S. , R. 68E. , MDM 
Sec. 6, Lots 6 & 7, NE¼SW¼, 
NW¼SE¼, N½SE¼SW¼, W½SW¼SE¼SW¼, 
E½SE¾SE¾SW¼; Sec. 7, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 

T.2S., R.67E., MDM 
Sec. 1, E½SE¾ 

Work together with Lincoln County to determine a location for an 
airport at Alamo in the near future. (MFP, Lands 5.3) 

7 - Classify the following described lands as suitable for lease as 
sanitary landfill sites for Lincoln County: 

Town 

a. Panaca 

b. Alamo 

c. Ash Springs 

d. Rachel 

Location 

T. 2S. , R. 68E., Sec .16, N!~SW!i;NW¼ 
(20 acres) 

T. 7S. , R. 61E., Sec. 7, N½NW¼SW¼, 
(20 acres) 

T.6S., R.61E., Sec. 6, S½SW¼SE!i;NW¼, 
S½S£¼SW\NW¼, N½NW\NE¼SW¼, 
N½NE¼NW¼SW¼ (20 acres) 

T.3S., R.55E., Sec. 25, W½NW\NW¼ 
(20 acres) 

Coordinate with the local and . state governments in the Planning 
Unit to meet future needs for actions of this type. 

(MFP, Lands 5.4) 



MINERALS 

General Information 

The Planning Unit contains a number of mining districts that have a 
significant recorded production of precious metals, non-ferrous metals, 
and i~dustrial non-metalic minerals. Lands around Ash Springs and 
between Caliente and Pioche have prospective values for geothermal 
resources. Leasable minerals are not now being extracted in the PU, 
but there is considerable interest in oil and gas leasing. 

Optimum utilization of these mineral and energy resources should occur 
if the lands under the administration of the BLM are left open to one 
general mining, leasing, and mineral materials sales laws to the maximum 
extent possible. Minerals operations - exploration, development, and 
extraction - should be accompanied by cooperation with developers to 
minimize environmental damage and waste of resources while ensuring 
public safety. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Leave public lands in the Planning Unit open to mineral exploration 
and mining development except for the following special areas for 
which Recreation Management Plans will be prepared. 

a) Highland Peak (Research Natural Area); 960 acres 
b) Mormon Peak Caves (Outstanding Natural Area); 2,880 acres 
c) Cathedral Gorge (Nevada State Park Extension Area); 

360 acres 
d) Panaca Charcoal Kilns (National Register of Historic 

Places); 2,560 acres 

If withdrawls are indicated after Recreation Management Plans have 
been prepared, every attempt will be made to limit the size to that 
absolutely necessary. 

(MFP, Minerals 1.2) 

2 - Program additional money and manpower to inventory and research 
mining claims on public land in the Planning Unit to identify 
unsafe conditions and take corrective action. Where hazardous 
conditions are identified ., take action through State Courts to 
assure that open shafts, tunnels, etc. are properly secured to 
prevent accidental injury and that abandoned claims are made safe. 

(MFP, Minerals 1.3) 

3 - Leave all lands in the Planning Unit open to oil and gas leasing 
except the following environmentally sensitive areas: 

a) Highland Peak (Outstanding Natural Area); 960 acres 
b) Ash Springs (Outstanding Natural Area); 80 acres 
c) Mormon Peak Caves (Outstanding Natural Area); 2,880 acres 
d) Mormon Mountains (Crucial bighorn sheep habitat); 36,320 acres 



e) Meadow Valley Mountains (Crucial bighorn sheep habitat); 
25,920 acres 

£) Panaca Charcoal Kilns (National Register of Historic Places); 
2,560 acres 

g) Nevada State Parks 
- Echo Canyon; 160 acres 
- Kershaw-Ryan; 320 acres 
- Beaver Dam; 2,960 acres 
- Cathedral Gorge; 360 acres 

(MFP, Minerals 2.1) 



FORESTRY 

General Information 

All forested areas in the Caliente Planning Unit are identified as non­
commercial. The woodland types found are pinyon-junip,er, ponderosa pine, 
brisclecone pine, and broad leaf trees. Woodland products harvested from 
the unit include fence posts, firewood, Christmas trees, and pine nuts. 

Desert vegetation is in high and increasing demand for use in landscaping. 
This use is being encouraged by local planning councils and agencies as a 
means of water conservation. The removal of these plant species must be 
carefully reviewed to ensure that the desert ecosystem is maintained and 
no plant species are destroyed, 

Major Decisions 

1 - Inventory all forested land in the PU to determine productivity, non­
productivity, and condition of existing stands. Those stands identified 
as capable of intensive management for wood production (e.g., firewood, 
saw logs, Christmas trees) should be used to meet demand identified in 
the Planning Area Analysis. (MFP, Forestry 1.1) 

2 - Continue existing programs for utilization of juniper posts, Christmas 
trees, pine boughs, and pine nuts with allowances for large commercial 
sales of pine nuts in years of high production. Increase use super­
vision to ensure that environmental damage is limited. 

(MFP, Forestry 1.6) 

3 - Inventory cactus and other succulent vegetation in the Planning Unit to 
supply information to support future management decisions affecting 
these species, which are currently in high public demand. 

(MFP, Forestry 2.1) 



LIVESTOCK 

General Information 

There are currently 86 livestock grazing allotments in the Caliente 
Planning Unit, the majority of which have cow - calf operations. 
Thirty-six of these allotments have permits to graze livestock 
yearlong, the remaining allotments are grazed during a specified period 
of t;i.me when forage is available. 

Forage is used not only by livestock, but by wild horses and wildlife as 
well. This combination of users has subjected the vegetative resources 
in the PU to grazing densities above current forage production capabili­
ties of the range. Consideration must now be given to improving the forage 
condition and vegetation production. (For a discussion of rangeland 
management, refer to the Caliente Rangeland Management Program Document.) 

The livestock program envisions better management of the allotments in 
the Planning Unit and will lead to improved vegetation condition and 
resource utilization. Elements of the program involve adjusting live­
stock grazing to its appropriate capacity; establishing range improvements 
and vegetation manipulation necessary in proper grazing management; 
initiating implementation of Allotment Management Plans; and establishing 
periods-of-use for livestock. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Protect the vegetative resources during early phases of growth by 
implementing no grazing on allotments during the early growing 
season April 1 - May 30. Where an Allotment Management Plan (AMP) 
is planned for an allotment, the season-of-use shown in Table A 
will be used until the individual AMP is developed and implemented. 

(MFP, Range Management 1.1) 

2 - Allocate forage to provide for domestic livestock, wild horses, and 
wildlife. Allocations are given in Table A. Adjustments in live­
stock grazing use will be worked out individually with the livestock 
operators prior to is .suance of formal decisions. AUMs not currently 
serviced by a BLM - permitted water source can be utilized as water 
sources are developed and/or inventoried to ensure that proper range 
management occurs. (MFP, Range Management 1. 2) 

3 - Revise all existing AMPs to Bureau standards as soon as possible. 
Upgrade grazing system on Enterprise Allotment to an AMP. 

(MFP, Range Management 1.3) 



4 - Develop Allotment Management Plans on the following allotments 
within five years: 

1. Cliff Springs, Oak Spring 
2. Ely Springs Cattle, Ely Springs Sheep 
3. Buckhorn, Lower Lake 
4. Pahroe, Six Mile 
5. Sheep Flat, Garden Springs, Summit Springs, 

White Rock, Oak Wells 
6. Delmar 
7. Barclay, Lime Mountain 
8. Enterprise 
9. Bald Mountain, Naquinta 

10. Condor Canyon, N-4, Panaca SCS 
11. Boulder Spring, Elgin, Pennsylvania 
12. Rattlesnake 
13. Buckboard, Panaca Cattle, Roadside, 

White Hills, McGuffy Springs 
14. Crossroads, Sand Hollow 
15. Cottonwood, Henrie, Morrison-Wengert 
16. Morman Peak 
17. Gourd Spring 

(MFP, Range Management 1.8) 

5 - Designate the following allotments as ephemeral (E) or ephemeral -
perennial (E-P), and manage them in accordance with established rules 
and regulations: 

1. Beacon E 
2. Breedlove E-P 
3. Flat Top Mesa E 
4. Garden Spring E-P 
5. Gourd Spring E-P 
6. Henrie E-P 
7. Jackrabbit E 
8. Lower Lake E-P 
9. Lime Mountain E-P 

10. Morman Peak E-P 
11. Morrison-Wengert E-P 
12. Pulsipher Wash E 
13. Rox E 
14. Sand Hollow E-P 
15. Schlarman E-P 
16. Snow Spring E-P 
17. Summit Spring E-P 
18. Terry E-P 
19. White Rock E-P 

(MFP, Range Management 1. 5) 



6 - Authorize change in kind of livestock on the following allotments 
to help livestock operators diversify and stabilize their livestock 
operations: 

Sheep to Cattle 

Ely Spring 

Sheep to Cattle and Sheep 

Highland Peak 
Bennett Spring 
Black Hills 
Klondike 

(MFP, Range Management 1.6) 

7 - Do not develop AMPs for the following allotments where it appears that 
intensive grazing management would not achieve specific resource goals 
within reasonable economic limits. 

1. Ash Flat 20. Mccutcheon Springs 
2. Bennett Spring 21. Mahogany Peak 
3. Beacon 22. Pahranagat (East) 
4. Black Canyon 23. Pahranagat (West) 
5. Black Hills 24. Pinecone 
6. Breedlove 25. Pioche 
7. Caliente 26. Pulsipher Wash 
8. Cornet 27. Rabbit Springs 
9. Crescent 28. Red Bluff 

10. Crestline 29. Rocky Hill 
11. Crystal Springs 30. Rox 
12. Deer lodge 31. Schlarman 
13. Flat Top Mesa 32. Shadow Well 
14. Grapevine 33. Sheep Spring 
15. Haypress 34. Simpson 
16. Highland Peak 35. Snow Spring 
17. Highway 36. Terry 
18. Jackrabbit 37. Uvada 
19. Klondike 38. Warm Spring 

(MFP, Range Management 1. 4) 

8 - Implement an eartagging program on those allotments where the Caliente 
.Area Manager determines it necessary to achieve specific management 
goals and objectives. (MFP, Range Management 1.9) 

9 - Withdraw the following allotments from future livestock use because 
there is no forage available that meets BLM suitability criteria 
or because all available forage will be utilized by wild horses. 

Applewhite 
Clover Creek 
Cove 
Little Mountain 

Meadow Valley 
Mustang Flat 
Peck 
Sawmill Canyon 

Maintenance of some range improvements projects in above allotments 
will be accomplished by the BLM if needed for wildlife or wild 
horse management. (MFP, Range Management 1.10) 



10 - Increase forage by employing vegetative treatments on over 77,000 
acres - approximately 29,000 acres by mechanical treatment and 48,000 
acres by prescribed burning. Prior to any treatments, perform a 
detailed soils inventory, vegetation analysis, and environmental 
assessment on each site. Stress multiple use aspects in developing 
these projects. Allotment Management Plans and Habitat Management 
Plans will be developed and implemented prior to any vegetative 
treatment. (MFP, Range Management 2.1) 
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WILD HORSES AND BURROS 

General Information 

Wild horses and burros are found generally in the eastern half of the 
Planning Unit, with major concentrations observed in the pinyon-juniper 
areas of the Meadow Valley Wash watershed. Numbers of these animals 
have been expanding in recent years. It was estimated that wild horses 
and burros in the Planning Unit numbered 1,072 in 1977. 

Wild horses and burros, along with wildlife and livestock, are major 
consumers of the vegetative resource; this combination of uses has 
subjected the area to grazing demands above the current forage capability 
of the range. 

The wild horse and burro program would manage herd sizes and areas in 
accordance with forage availability. In addition, the program would 
assure that such use is compatible with water production and other land 
uses. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Designate and establish five Herd Management Areas (HMAs) within the 
Caliente Planning Unit. These areas and their allocations are listed 
in order of priority for development: 

Area and Name 
Allotment 

in Area 

HMA Ill - Little Mountain · Little Mtn. 
(58,748 acres) Peck 

Cove 

HMA #2 - Highland Peak 
(135,703 acres) 

HMA #3 - Miller Flat 
(81,016 acres) 

Panaca Cattle 
Buckboard 
Clover Cr.eek 

Bennett Springs 
·Black Canyon 
Ely Spring Sheep 
Highland Peak 
Klondike 
Pioche 

Oak Wells 
Sheep Spring 
Rabbit Spring 

Allocation 
AUMS 

638 
190 
214 
120 
120 
24 

1,306 

170 
35 
76 

135 
25 
39 

480 

240 
720 
240 

1,200 

Number of 
Animals 

53 
16 
18 
10 
10 

2 

109 

14 
3 
6 

11 
2 
3 

40 

20 
60 
20 

100 



HMA t/4 - Clover Creek Clover 278 23 
(63,064 acres) Mustang Flat 82 7 

Sawmill Canyon 90 8 

450 38 

HMA 115 - Delamar Mountain Delamar 684 57 
(191,570 acres) Elgin 144 12 

Oak Spring 1,212 101 

2,040 170 

TOTAL 5,476 457 

Management plans for these HMAs should be developed within three years 
(contingent upon availability of manpower and funds) and should con­
sider the indicated allocation as an average management level, with 
the actual numbers varying on a five year removal cycle as needed to 
ensure that proper utilization of the forage is achieved and distur­
bance to horses is minimized. 

(MFP, Wild Horse and Burro 1.1) 

2 - Within two years remove all wild horses ~nd burros from areas not 
established as Herd Management Areas or designated as Wild Horse 
Range; remove excess numbers within HMAs which are in excess of 
allocated forage levels. Priority and actual numbers for removal 
would be established through use of horse removal plans and horse 
management plans. These activity plans have not yet been developed 
and are contingent upon availability of manpower and funds. 

(MFP, Wild Horse and Burro 1.2) 



WATERSHED 

General Information 

The watershed program in the Caliente Planning Unit concerns stabilizations 
of VP-getation and soils in the 64 watershed areas, as well as quantity and 
quality of water yield. Present management must be altered if watershed 
conditions in the Planning Unit are to be maintained or enhanced. Speci­
fically, restrictions will be necessary to improve areas with severe and/or 
rising erosion rates. These restrictions will affect several land uses 
such as ORU and grazing. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Protect fragile soil areas and minllllJ.Ze disturbance to vegetation 
by restricting high impact uses. Enforce adequate stipulations to 
protect against construction damage to fragile landscapes by requir­
ing soil investigations prior to actual soil disturbance and full 
remedial action upon project completion. When feasible, hold ORV 
competitive events on existing roads, vehicle trails, and washes. 

(MFP, Watershed 1.3) 

2 - Construct small scale water control facilities on tributaries to 
the following major drainages: Clover Creek; Meadow Valley Wash 
through Panaca and Caliente; and the White River drainage above 
Crystal Springs and through the Pahranagat Valley. This action 
will reduce siltation in water courses, improve watershed conditions, 
and remove conflicts with private property. BLM should initiate 
action in those areas where public land circumstances are impacting 
on private land, rather then await private land owner's requests. 
Priority areas in this category are Meadow Valley Wash and the 
Paharanagat Valley. (MFP, Watershed 2.1) 



WILDLIFE 

General Information 

The Caliente Planning Unit provides important terrestrial, riparian, and 
aquatic habitat for a variety of wildlife species, including some classified 
under the federal list of threatened/endangered or the state list of rare 
and sensitive. 

Lack of water, competition f or forage, and lack of riparian vegetation are 
limiting factors for wildlife species which affect both numbers and species 
diversity. The wildlife program through research, inventories, and Habitat 
Management Plans seeks to maintain or improve wildlife habitat conditions. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Complete the Habitat Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for 
the aquatic and riparian zones of: 

a) Clover Creek drainage from the start of BLM - administered 
land (T.5S., R.69E., Sec. 8) to a point approximately 4 miles 
downstream 

b) Ash/Cottonwood Creek drainages 

Give priority to Clover Creek as the area contains miles of riparian 
and aquatic habitat, is accessible to the public and is near a popula­
tion center. Ash/Cottonwood Creek is a site of low priority because 
of lack of access and the frequent occurrence of flash floods. 

(MFP, Wildlife 2.6) 

2 - When a Habitat Management Plan is developed for the Mormon Mountains 
(bighorn sheep habitat), prescribed fire may be utilized if coordinated 
with all other multiple use values in the area. (MFP, Wildlife 3.1) 

3 - Whenever possible assure that water remains available for all users on 
a year-round basis while protecting water sources and riparian areas. 
Place a high priority or annual inspection and maintenance of water 
projects. Determine need for intensive management plans on a case-
by-case basis. (MFP, Wildlife 3.4) 

4 - In cooperation with the Nevada Department of Wildlife, determine the 
habitat needs of the Big Spring Spinedace (Nevada Rare List), determine 
all available alternative sites in the area, and help in the development 
of a site if it is on BLM - administered land. Because of social and 
economic impacts, Panaca Spring - especially the private lands - should 
be avoided as a site. (MFP, Wildlife 4.19) 



5 - In cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, evaluate 
the habitat of the Pahranagat Bonytail Chub (Federal endangered 
species) on BLM - administered land. Identify all available alter­
native sites in the area, and assist in development if the site is 
on BLM - administered land. (MFP, Wildlife 4.20) 

6 - Reduce conflicts between livestock and wildlife on deer crucial 
areas by following the recommended seasons of use (see Table A 
under Livestock). (MFP, Wildlife 4.25) 

7 - Prepare Habitat Management Plans (HMPs) to protect areas of critical 
environmental concern and allow for habitat expansion and habitat 
improvement projects. Give priority to completion and implementa­
tion of existing HMPs; next, prepare HMPs for species considered 
"threatened, endangered, or rare", then prepare HMPs for other 
species, considering species sensitivity, available habitat, habitat 
condition, and public use periods. 

(MFP, Wildlife 4.21) 



RECREATION 

General Information 

Recreation in the Caliente Planning Unit consists primarily of hunting, 
fishing, camping, sight-seeing, and off-road vehicle (ORV) use. The 
area's fragile desert environment makes it susceptible to erosion and 
damage from indiscriminate and heavy recreational use. 

The recreation program is concerned with providing recreational oppor­
tunities in response to increasing public demand, while, at the same 
time, providing protection for important botanic, zoologic, geologic, 
and paleontologic values. 

Major Decisions 

1 - Develop Recreation Management Plans for the following areas; coordin­
ate plans with all other multiple use values and provide protective 
stipulations to all actions undertaken. 

Quaking Aspen Spring 
Mormon Peak Caves 
Cabin Pines 
Big trees 
Ella Mountain Summit 
Panaca Charcoal Kilns 
Highland Peak 

(MFP, Recreation 1.1, 1.4, 1.9, 
2.4, 7.3) 

2 - Develop a Habitat Management Plan for Ash Springs, considering the 
present level of Recreational use at the site. Establish as the 
primary management goal the protection of habitat for the White 
River Springfish (Nevada Rare Species). Withdraw the area from 
mineral and agriculture entry, and provide protective stipulations 
in all actions. Do not acquire private land in the area unless 
deemed absolutely necessary after completion of the HMP. 

(MFP, Recreation 1.5) 

3 - Complete the required inventories and develop an Off-Road Vehicle 
Recreational Management Plan for the Planning Unit within three 
years. Until this plan is developed, the PU - with the exception of 
certain sensitive areas - will remain open to ORV use, utilizing 
existing roads/vehicle trails whenever possible. 

To protect sensitive areas, the following restraints should be ini­
tiated: 

a) Limit ORV use to existing road and vehicle trails. Allow 
no competitive events in Rainbow Canyon, Kane Spring Valley, 
crucial bighorn sheep areas, and crucial deer habitat areas. 



b) Limit ORV competitive events in desert tortoise habitat to 
existing roads and vehicle trails. 

c) Limit ORV use in the Delamar Joshua tree area to existing 
roads and vehicle trails. 

d) Establish three competitive use ORV areas, one each in the 
Tule Desert, the lower Meadow Valley Wash, and Delamar Valley. 
Utilize existing roads and vehicle trails whenever possible 
and provide protective stipulations for fragile soils. Hold 
no competitive events within ¾ mile of a known water source. 
Pit and spectator control plans should accompany applications; 
no pits or starting areas should be within½ mile of known 
water or desert tortoise denning areas. 

e) Establish ORV play areas with cooperation of local communities, 
ensuring provisions for maintenance and supervision. 

f) Consider all competitive event applications outside of desig­
nated areas on a case-by-case basis to determine enviro~ental · 
impacts and multip~e use conflicts. 

(MFP, Recreation 3.1) 
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Source: USDI, BLM URA-3, Fisheries (1980). 

aT = threatened, E = endangered, S = sensitive. 

Table 2-12. WIid Horse Herd Unit characteristics tor the Schei I Resource Area. 

Herd Size 
Size 

Herd Un It (ac) Allotments 1973 1975 1979 1980 L 

Antelope 311,869 Becky Springs, Chin Creek, 321 252 
Sampson Creek, Tippett, 
Tippett Pass, Goshute Mt., 
Deep Creek 

WI I son Creek 691,000 s. Spring Valley, Cottonwood, 151 130 
Hambl In Valley, Geyser, 
W 11 son Creek 

Dry Lake 496,500 Narrows, Geyser, Grassy Mt., 113 13 63 
WIison Creek, Fox Mt., 
Sunnyside 

Seaman 340,100 Fox Mt., Oreana Springs, 118 20 
Timber Mt., Needles, Seaman 
Springs, WIison Creek, 
Forest Moon, Batterman Wash, 
Sunnyside, Ory Farm 

Moriah 83,673 Pleasant Valley, Tippett, MIii 5 1 
Spring, Indian George 

White River 76,570 Hardy Springs 27 0 
Reserved for Wlldl lfe 

Source: USDI, BLM URA - 3 and 4, WIid Horses C 1981 ) • 
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Caliente Environmental Impact Statement 

The introduction shows a recommendation of 450-500 animals, yet the 

proposal would require the removal of a percentage above that for the exped­

iancy in management and the smaller numbers remaining would then be allowed 

to build up over a period of years before capture again. We assume the 

percentage above the recommendation was so that forage would be available 

for livestock during this period, We presume that some biological basis 

was used to devlop the optinum numbers of 450-500 animals, therefore our 

inquirie then would be what buffer is allowed that would prevent envirn­

mental stresses from threat ening the remaining animals, 

Proposed action: pre s ent 1980 

Livestock,,, ••••••• 77,51.3 74,29.3 
Wildlife ••••••••••• ...... 17,926 (when possible) 
Wild horses, •• ,,, •• 12,864 5,956 

Specific trends wer e not determined by allotment (FES 2-2.3), due to the 

lack of data. What data was used then to determine population levels, 

degree of conflict, if any? The horse and burro occupy aproximately .39% 

? 

of the Caliente Planning Unit (1,.39p,000) and with the removal of five HMA 

and reduction in numbers this figure will be altered significantly than 

intended by PL.92-195, According to NEVADA STATISTIC (BLM) y t he Caliente 

(Sec, .3) shows 5,864,277 acres devoted to livestock grazing, we assume the 

EIS ar ea is lisghtly reduced to the .3,.394,049 acres. With AUMs proposed 

at 87,764 for livestock, and 4200 for wild horses, Computation of that 

figure would be ,048% use of the area by wild horses, This proposal is 

not significantly different in it's dominant use, (FEIS 1979, est. 6% 

livestock reduction,) Unmistakenly we do not interpret that to be "multiple 

use" management by any stretch of the imagination, 

The proposed action would be dependant upon the availability of nine 

and one-half millinn dollars, which is highly unlikely in these austere times. 

It would require 492 miles of fencing, that benefits neither wildhorses o 

wildlife. The fences are not condusive to the free-roaming habits of the 

horses. Unfortunately horses do not recognize man's devine plan; and they 

would injure. 



As per requested we are documenting our objections to the Caliente 

proposal for wild horses and burros. 

Your introduction shows a reconnnendation of 450 to 500 animals, yet 

the proposal would requiretit the removal of a percentage above that 

for the experdiancy of not having to gather within a five year period. 

We would wonder why the animals could not be reduced ti to the 450-500 

level and gradually build up until gathering again is necessary. Our 

point is that, what if environmental stress or unseen occurance seriously 
biological 

threaten the 340-390 horses? We would assume that some basis was given 

for the 450-500 figure and therefore anything below that would be seriously 

straining the population. In areas where it is possible it would be 

advantageous to predetermine population liX levels by manipulating the 

sex and/or sex ration of the reamining horses. 

Probably the most disconcertive of all the proposal is the complete 

removal of wild horses and burros within certain areas. While we can appreciate 

the desire on the part of the Bureau to ease managmment, it never-the-less 
considered therefore 

emphasizes that horses are different and must be treated differently than 

other resources. t'li.t!A¢t/ttJtt,!tittfi;Yi. Since int most areas the 

competition factors can be reduced simply by reduction of the number of 

animals we see no i;i, basis for the ,t¢f' decision to remove them t,/ from 

any of the areas wiitt where they are presently found. 

Public Law 92-195, 92nds Congress, S.1116 on December 15, 1971 states, 

".c •• and to accomplish this they are to be considered in the area where 

presently found, as an integral part of the natural system of the public 

lands." Seeeiea-~-9eaee9,Sec. 2, (c) range means the amount of land necessary 

to sustain an existing herd or herds of wild free-roaming horses and burros 

which does not exceed their known territorial limits, ••• " tt/d,,i/i,t 

,t'-t,-/t'li.'-t Policy 4700.0-6(c) states " ••• Where found on public labds shall 

be considered comparably with other resource values. • 4730.l(a) states 

"inventory ••• sahll be maintained ••• where a herd exists for the purpose 



Your introduction shows a recommendation t of 450-500 animals, yet the 

proposal would require the removal of a percentage above that for the expedi­

ancy in management and the small percentage f of forage that would not be 

available for livestock consumption during this build up period, We assume 

that some biological basis was used to develop the optinum number of 450-

500 animals, therefore what buffer has been given for environmental stresses 

or natural occurences that could threaten the horses if brought down to such 

a low number? 

~ probably the most disconce±tive of all the prposal is the complete 

elimination of wild horss and burros within cerctain areas. While we can 
rert desire appreciate the desire on the ~ureau's to ease management, it never 

the less emphasizes that horses are considred diffePently and there~ore must 

be treated differentlh than other resorce values 1/ In most cases, competition 

facets~ can bet mitigated simply by reduction of the number of animals, :?i_ 
We see no basis for the decision to remove they from any of the areas where 

they are presently found. J/ 

Specific trends were not determined by allotment (FES 2-231, dee to 

the lack of data, we querie then, what U¢f¢/yt¢ data was used to 

determine population levels and impa,ct by species on the resource, with 

the end result being complete removal of wild horses and burros from certain 

areas, The horse and burro use is approximately 3~/ 39% of the Caliente 

Plaanng area (1,396,000 acres), with removal of five HMA and reduction 

in numbers this figure will be significantly different than intended by PL92-195, 

According to Nevada Statistics (last copy available with acreage for lvst 

frazing-1976) shows~e9, , Caliente to have 5,864,277 acres devoted to 
~ 3,3C/i/, 0 '-/1 

livestock grazing, /4 th AUM proposed at 87,764 for livestock, and 4200 for 

wild horses that would mean approx •• 048% use by wild horses within the 

Caliente Planning Unit, (FEIS, 1979 est, 6% licestock red), Unmistakenly 

we do not interpret that to be "multiple use" management by any stretch o 

the imagination, 

The proposed action would be dependant upon the availablity of 9½ million 

dollars, a highly unlikely occurence for 492 miles of fencing that would 

benefit single use. Fences are not conducsive to wild free-roaming horse 

behaviour ,,,,while restricting others, Fencing proposals ultimately bring 

claims that g/tl¢/yftt/ fences will be constructed with the horse pa,ttern 

in mind,, •• but looking back at the comments within the FEIS and we quote, 
we are less than sceptical of this occurence, Unfortunately horses do no 

recognize man's devine plans, nor ~Pl¢/~/ is he guaranteed they will be 

placed properly and opened and closed when necessary, 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Mrs. Dawn Lappin 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nevada State Office 
300 Booth Street 
P.O. Box 12000 

Reno, Nevada 89520 

Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
P.O. Box 555 
Reno, NV 89504 

Dear Mrs. Lappin: 

MAY 1 2 1981 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

4700 
(N-931.3) 

This is a follow-up response to your letter of January 19, 1981, arrl 
our meetings of January 22 and April 9, 1981, regardiTB the actions 
being prop:>sed in the Caliente Resource Area, Las Vegas District. It 
was xey impression fran our January 22 meetiTB €Fiat you are requesting 
answers to three primary questions. As I recall, these three ques­
tions are as follows: 

1. Will the Caliente MFP decision to eliminate wild h::>rses from 
specific areas l:::e thrown out or will it staoo as issued? 

2. Will an inventory of the wild horse p:,pulation l:::e conducted prior 
to removal of excess animals in the Caliente Area to verify the 
need for removal of excess animals? 

3. What is the status of management (other than removal) of wild 
horses in the Caliente Resource Area? 

In resp:>nse t.o your first question , you are probably aware that the 
Caliente Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) created a controversy 
which originated fran the use of a one-point-in-tine vegetation 
inventory to make forage allocation decisions following completion of 
the EIS. 'l'his controversy led to questions as to the adequacy of the 
level of intensity of the existing BIM vegetation inventory. Also, the 
degree of livestock adjustments indicated led to an independent review 
of the BIM inventory by a range consultant firm. 'Ibis review effort 
was administered by the Nevada Department of Agricultu re. 

The preliminary results of the independent review coupled with BIM con­
cerns, other inquiries, concerns arrl protests received regardifB live­
stock grazing and wild horse and burro management in the area, resulted 
in our withholdifB final approval of the larrl use decisions pertaining 
to vegetation allocations until issues could te thoroughly examined arrl 
a more resp:,nsive implementation strategy a::lopted. 

-2-



We have now concluded an in-depth analysis of there arrl subsequent is­
sues raised by other affected interests and have decided upon the 
following course of action. The direction we are taking will hopefully 
defuse the controversy surrounding the Caliente EIS and permit the 
implementation of a sourrl arrl effective resource management program in 
Caliente. 

Essentially, we have taken a rrodified approach to forage allocation in 
Caliente. While the Caliente range survey contains information to 
assist in establishing a nonitoring program, the exisiting proouction 
data will not be used in making adjustments. Grazing adjustments, if 
required, will te made utilizing the results of an intensive utiliza­
tion, trerrl and actual use :rronitoring program arrl intensive levels of 
surveys as appropriate. Wildlife use will te :rronitored as well with 
the overall objective being management towards reasonable numbers as 
identified by the Nevada Department of Wildlife. At the start of the 
program, livestock and wild horse ure may remain at current levels, 
except where agreements are reached with the livestock users and/or the 
wild horse and burro interests. These agreed upon adjustments will be 
based upon current data and will consider any needs identified to pro­
tect the resources. However, this will not preclude the establishment 
of management practices that will allow realization of effective 
resource management. 

In summary, it is our intention to rrodify the MFP decisions concern­
ing elimination of wild horses fran specific areas in the Caliente 
Resource Area. We will note the records based on your protest, new 
information arrl our :rrodified approad1 to forage allocation, arrl we 
will delete from the Caliente MFP the decision which identified rerroval 
of all wild horses fran areas not established as Herd Management Areas. 

This approach will prevent further delays in implementing a progres­
sive resourre management program called for in the larrl use planning 
effort. Further, it will provide for the CPOperation needed to insure 
success in a shorter perioo of time. 

In response to your recond question, you can te assured that we will 
conduct an inventory of wild horses in the Caliente area prior to 
renoval of any excess animals. We are aware that inventory data in the 
Caliente area is greatly lacking, and we fully interrl to conduct such 
an inventory no later than the errl of Fiscal Year 1982. This inventory 
will be included as a part of the :rronitoring studies which will te used 
to evaluate actual grazing use and need for an crljustrrent in the nurrber 
of all animals inhabiting or using the Caliente Resourre Area. 

-2-



.... 

In response to your third question, I believe you are already aware of 
efforts currently under way regarding preparation of a Herd Management 
Area Plan (HMAP) for the Delamar Herd Use Area. Although this plan 
will not include all wild horse habitat in the Caliente Resource Area, 
it was the only HMAP we were able to fund in the Caliente Resource Area 
during FY81. When completed, the Delamar HMAP should identify all of 
the objectives, management methods arrl projects or facilities needed to 
attain wild horse population arrl habitat management in the Delamar Herd 
Unit. 

I ho}?e I have a:iequately oodressed your ooncerns. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to oontact me. 

Nevada 

cc: 
N-050 
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