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.. the _NM-IR. You ~pould tlSsure tlult the factor ·caus~ · visibility prob
:· ·• lems m the N\14-!R is vegetation rerooval .by ~ld rmses and not other 

, . causiiive agents or a ··CQ'ftbinatian o:f •agents e.g., natural geologic . 
· · · ero,ion, disturbed areas'. such · as roads or bc:IDb craters or other par
.· .· ticulate matter.. · If tha ~ -or · Sandia · has data substantiating an 
.. tncrease in dust caused by wild horses,· this infimnation should . be 

.·-' ·· · incorporated intQ the plan and~ -.:;: / .;- . · . 
. . . - ; --~.-:: . . . . 

. 2. Part IV B of the NtlfrrPAR idtmtifi,s whicle/horso collisic,os as 
a problem on the · range. ·If ·tmse · c:Qllliions are a problem, .doonentn
tion of their frequency and damage. ~d · be provided by the l5AP and .. 
Sandia. In addition, further analysis is suggested to identify when 
those collisions are oca.irring _ and the ·-speed capacity of tlle roads 
where collisions are occurring. Increased driver awarmu,,s$ may be 
a more approp4&te mitigating measure than wild horse removal_. Further, 
if the intent qf -the capture · plan is ·to alleviate such collisions, the 
location andruaber .of animals to be t"El!lOV'ec1 to accanplish that encl 
should be identified. · 

3. Part IV D of the . ~Hilt EAR identifies a pmported issue or contro~ 
versy by wild horse advocates and those who oppose encroachment of wild 
horses. As written, we do rot understand what this section means. 
Further, we wonder· what relation an issue of controversy regarding wild 
horses has w the Affected Envirorment. . . . ... 

4. Part V A(l) (a) of the. MIR EAR sh>uld have a verification of 
the problElll before the items discussed are presented as · positive impacts. · 

S. Part V A(l) (e) of the FAR is contradictory to the IMAP, which states 
that mst wild horses on the Nl'fHR are in good condition. 

6~ Part V A(l) (£) of the FAR as it relates to aesthetic aspects of l,HgB 
rEllKMll is not applicable to the M'lHR since the public is excluded from 
the area. · . : · -·· ' · . 

· 7. Part V D(S) (b) of th~ r:AR needs cou~ion. The 1'flfil is an estab
lished ·refuge far wild lm'ses • . It was estaplished in 1962 by the~
mmt of Interior in cooperation with the .. ~paµ .,._t of ~ense • . · 

. . . . '. ' ·_.· . --~•._.:' :\~.· .· ·~:·._.: , '. - . . .. . . . 

In addition to the above, please insure that .the Capture. Plan and F.AR receive 
appropriate public involveamt in accordance with ·mo Instruction r.bnorandurn 
No. 80-15, Clange 2, FlJ:rther, it is strmgly recQJIDended that ycu ~t the 
NWHR Wild fbrse ·Herd Managemnt -Area Plan • •. ,. ·'As presently written, thjs plan is 
primarily a justifh:atioo for mnoving wild ~~ The plan 1~ specificity,- · 
coordinat .ion ~ s~, and ·• . logical thought process for ~lopnent of 
management · actions ·. 'l1ie plan also ccntains statanents which are : unsupportable 
by factual data. · We suggest that more emphasis ·be: given to the· removal of wild 
horses fa,: the benefit of biglx>m ·.$eep. This does .not mean that yoo should 

· present msubstantiated ·conflicts as ·existing · cm __ the ·;.NltiR, but should discuss 
the fact $lt biglx,m sheep are -listed as a sensitive species and that biologists 

' ' •: r • • • • • • • • ,' • • • • • 
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.' ·. . -., Jt-~~~t1i;~J;:; ··· .. ' . . . ' . . ..' . ._·. . . . . . . . . .· . . .. 
•::if:~Jr . ' ·'\lor 'many years held the professional opinion . that burros · and horses are 
:·:-:::~ :~~tal to bighorn sheep. In other wotds, BIM is giving the benefit of 
:· .. i~~:~~i~~1f~i>t::;~ the sheep by removing wild mrses • . PbJally, the I-MAP needs to be 
·: '.}::··:.Y><,f:rf~1y coordinated with wild · horse interes~ g:roup3 to assure that their ·con
. · · ... ~-1~if );.flmll are addressed. I l"e&lize that guidam:e in the preparation of IMA.Ps is 

.· ::;~:.~-~~~'.«ml!Duly limited in BIM. However, if you would like assistance in preparing 
.. .. · -~ --fi,.&·._EHAP which addresses the concerns :touclifitd ~ briefly above, please feel · ·· '.t-·:-.;.:;:t~:!.~ to contact NSO (930). · · ·., ·· ·· · 

. ! , . 

/s/ Roger J~ McCormao~ 

.. -., ·, " . _, : • 

:) _-;: '.··:.: · Encl. 1 .. Memo dat .ed -,Ul~ 1~ 1982 
·· < :,;. Encl. 2 - Wild Horse JTer ~huigmient Area Plan 
·,,::_. __ . Incl. 3 - Wild Horse REDOV&.l. Plan 
·_:.; .. ~- : · . . 
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In addition to th~ above, t~monitoring studies to be used in estab
.lishiDJt the grazing capacity ~te not i.dentifi"'1 in suffi~ient: detail 
in Section VIII A .and B (Studies and Assessment) to pl'OVl.do guidance 
in both the type and frequency of studios to be used. 

Problem 2 

Section III D(l)(a) ·of the plan states that the wild horse herd is in 
direct conflict with wle deer and' bighom sheep. This section also 
states that .hor,os are utilizing the same fOl"age species as antelope 
and .. tmCQntrolled horse. population increase and expansion will likely 
result in· reduced productivity of .bighorn sheep and mule deer. 

There is absolutely no data presented in the .plan to demonstrate that 
wild horses are in direct · conflict with any of the other he1 
In fact, such a statement as it relates to ~e -deer is con.1 
to available research on wild horses and mule· deer .diets. 

.. 

In addition, there is no correlation between wild horse popu 
and productivity of bighorn sheep and mule deer. l--m'e impor _, 
is the fact that data presented in the plan regarding wild horse produc
tivity indicates a reproductive rate of only 8 or 9 per cent. With re
productive rates this low, it is doubtful if wild horse population 
increase has been significant. 

Problem 3 .. ' . .. 

Section III B(Z) discusses range condition and trend on the NWHR. 
Since studies were not established until 1981, this narrative focuses 
upon apparent trend and ·apparent condition. TI1e conclusions drawn in 
the plan regarding apparent trend are not based upon established pro
cedures for estimating this parameter and there is no such thing as 
apparent condition in rangeland evaluations. 

Problem 4 

Section III D(l)(b) discusses a problem with suspended particulates which 
are interfering with visibility and weapons testing by the military. 
This section goes on to claim that the increased ch.tst is a direct 
function of reduced grotmd cover created by overgrazing by wild horses. 
This type of statement not only strains the limits of feasibility but 
defies reasonable logic. With wild horse densities of one animal per 
373 acres, it is simply impossible for horses to have reduced ~d . 
cover to the extent that dust is •now causing ~sibility problems. 

Problems 

Section IV (Objectives) identifies all of the objectives for ·managing 
wild horses and their habitat on tjie MYHR.· Unfortunately, the objec
tives presented are primarily a rest?itemen~ of law or don '·t say any- .• 
thing specific. For example, the obj.ective ·.f~r water on the '·l-Mlfil is ·· .. . .. ., , . . 

,.z 
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to maintain vresent waters and not to develop new waters. What is 
needed is .a listing of the -waters to be maintained, the type . . of 
main't.mance .required ._ and a maintenance schedule. 

Problem 6 

Section V (Management Methods). i.s supposed to identify the specific , 
management actions to be lDldertakan . by BIJ.f to achieve the plan objec:-·· 

·· tives. However, the 1'M1-IR plan simply talks about reducing wild horse 
-· · mnbers. · 

Problem 7 

Section VIII (Studies and Assessment) is supposed to identify the 
specific studies and their scheduling that are tx, be used to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the management actions in meeting the objectives 
of the plan. However, the NWHR plan simply states that monitoring 
studies have been started and that the Fish and Wildlife Service is 
interested in studying population dynamics on the t·MHR. 

.. 

The above J)?Oblems exemplify what I believe reflect a major deficiency and 
lack of understanding as to the JXll"POSO and ftmction of J-MAPs. These problem 
also demonstrate the reason why BLM is looked upon as only being interested in 
getting rid of wild horses, rather than managing the animals. 

It is lllY understanding that one of the primary nmctions of my position in 
Nevada is to bring an advocacy role to ~B management and to develop a 
positive management program for the animals in an attempt to reduce or 
minimize adverse cri ticisra of BL\f' s management efforts. As a result, I 
reammend that for the present time, all wild horse 1-NAPs which are developed 
in Nevada, be reviewed in the Nevada State Office prior to being implemented 
at the District level. If desirable, this rmriew could be limited to the 
first two or three ff.W's developed by each district. By adopting such a policy, 
I believe that considerable improvement could be made in our I-MAP program 
with a corresponding reduction in criticism of our management efforts. 

MFRei:VM: 
· 08/i3/1982 .·. -~ '. ,. 

·~;~ ·, 
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I • Introduction 

.._- -':·: '.~;-✓-- • .~f<·:•:·Th~· Nevada Wild Horse Range (NWHR) was established :fn ' 1962 -bl !~ ··)~f}:}:i.1 . < :· °:__·\ ·cooperative agreement with the Department of Defense and the · . . ·· >?;:;i,. · 
.. ·:',· /;' ::_r·_\ Department of Interior. Wild horse population ~stimates i at ;_i,tllat ,. time ._,i~!+,¥?'~· 

'-·:· /;\Y>:·?~t? / ~re ',::placed _~at ·. 200400 head. ·These horses were : ··mainly :irij.:~~ j aI'ea ·: . . /:(.>if:{ii.i--1-;i 
·:.-: -~·::_>-.,_·?·:."<,-.designated as .the NWHR. Since 1962 the wild horses: have :·_exp-~ded :. ;(i:_:;:;;,:'•::/;];:6t~t .. 
. , . :i--_': _-• .... ,the 'ir range ·and roam over a much larger area. The present ··popula~ion >··•. _.:':i\·{h~-

estimates are 4000-5000 wild horses on the WHR and surrounding area. :·:-~, 
The NWHR is 394,000 acres of unfenced range lying within the northeast · · · ·-.:\~i 
corner of the USAF Tactical Fighters Weapons Center Range Complex in · \/l~ 
Nye County. The total area of the present home range is estimated at <;~~ 
1,165,000 acres. (See 1Dap), which is presently covered by a five • 1 

party agreement for management with the U.S. Air Force (USAF), U.S. \;§. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Department of Energy (DOE), .Bureau . · -c~ 
of Land Management (BLM), and the Nevada Department of Wildlife • 

( NDa.T) • . , :.'::"?·"/''':::r'·' . . . : . . 

Historically this area was grazed by livestock, horses and wildlife. 
Even though the area was withdrawn for military purposes in 1940, 
livestock grazing continued until 1979. Attenpts where made during 
the fifties and sixties to discontinue livestock grazing to no avail. 
In 1979 a fence along the northern boundary was completed thus 
eliminating livestock grazing from the area. Nationally the NWHR is 
not well knovn and does not generate much public interest, because of 
its remoteness and the inaccessibility of the area. The National Wild 
Horse Association, a Las Vegas based organization, has shown ·· ... ·· · 
considerable active interest and has been involved in helping develop 
and maintain water improvements. The members are also very much 
interested in the welfare of the wild horses. The USAF and the DOE 
has an on-going program of weapons development and military aircraft 
training which is presently increasing. These activities lessen 
and/or prevent even agency access to the area, especially the area 
designated as the Tonopah Test Range. 

• 
II. Pl ans Pur pos e 

III. 

T~e major purpose of this plan is to manage the wild horses according 
to the Wild Horse and Rurro Act of December 1S, 1971, (Public Law 
92-195) as amended by Public Law 94-579 and Public Law 9S-S14. 

Background Information 

A. Location 

The NWHR is located in the northeast corner of the USAF Tactical 
Fighters Weapons Center Range Complex (Range Complex) 
approximately 40 miles southeast of Tonopah, Nevada. {See area ., 
map) The general topography is of broad flat valley ·; 'and .)iteep 
rocky mountains. -.-· · 



NWHR··· 

Remaining Use Area 
394,000 acres 
771,000 acres 

1,165,000 total acres 

. -~ ,}))'./'.~!t/j}j_t~,,<:·i ._Reso~,: ,~t ··.· D~.:ta , 

•/•:·:+.•· c_:.1_. Vegetative Resoufce ·· 

2. 

I 
! 

No vegetative inventory has been conducted nor is one 
planned. To determine the grazing capacity monitoring 
studies will be conducted. Because of the security 
restriction pl~ced on• the area outside the N\.~R, monitoring 
will be conducted on NWHR only. 

Ltilization studies initiated in 1980 show that heavy to 
severe use is being made within 1/2 mile of all water 
facilities. , Outward frOUI waters to about 4 1/2 miles the 
use is moderate to heavy and even past this point, the 
vegetation appears to have been mown. 

Cactus Flat and Kawich Valley should have similar vegetative 
communities. However ·this is not the case. The intense 
grazing made on Cactus Flat has altered the vegetative 
community and rabbitbrush is increasing to a high percentage 
in the plant community. 

Generally the communities in the valleys are composed of 
galleta grass, Indian ricegrass, numerous forbs, big sage, 
low sage, rabbitbrush, buckwheat, desert globemallow, pinyon 
pine, and juniper. 

Range Condition and Trend 

Condition and trend studies were initiated in the spring of 
1981. Vegetative trends can only be determined after mal:y 

years of data collection. Based on the physical damage to 
the forage plants from trampling, and grazing and the 
abundance of undesirable plants, the apparent trend is 
down. 

The apparent condition varies from good to poor depending on 
the distance from water. These areas within 1/2 mile of 

.. 

water are in very poor condition whereas those farther Y--
removed are in fair to good condition, depending on distance ,lo'='_,.. o-}. 
from water sources. The visual appearance and field I• -_.--"J ,<-

observation of comparison areas were used to derive the <-1" r;_t 
apparent condition. ~ 

3. Soils 
.. 
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4. Water (see overlay #2) 

Water sources for the wild h.orses and wildlife in the home 
range consist mainly of undeveloped springs and natural 
catchment basins. Past livestock operations had developed 
some of the spring and pipelines, but since these operations 
have .been restricted from the Range Complex, these 
developments have deteriorated to the point that they 
provide water only at the source. 

The BLM with assistance from the National Wild Horse 
Association has developed five springs. Two of these spring 
developments are the ' water source for two pipeli~es for 
better water distribution. .. 

Waters in the Cedar Peak area are maintained by the Nevada 
Wild Horse Association. Summer and Cedar Springs, along 
with George's Water, are maintained by Mr. Joseph Fallin!. 
The Air Force maintains the water well at the Operations and 
Maintenance Compound on the Tonopah Test Range. 

Wild horse use areas are restricted to the above mentioned 
water sources especially during the summer months. 

5. Animals 

a. Wildlife 

An estimated 200- 300 oule deer, 120 antelope, 35-50 
desert bighorn sheep, and four (4) mountain lions make 
year long use of the area. The mule deer are found on 
all mountain ranges with i n the area. The antelope use 
the foothills and the valley s . Main conc entrations are 
in the nort he r n port io n of Cac tus Flat a nd all of 
Kawi c h Valle y wi th occa s i ona l sig ht i ngs around 
St o newall :tou nt:1in s . ·rhe <les, ?rt b i sho rn she ep and t he 
mountain l io ns a r e o n and a r ound St onewall :1ounta i n. 

Other wildli fe specie s f ound in t he a r ea i nclude a 
variet y of ra p t o r s , ~ch as Golden ea gl e s and hawks, 
numerous small birds and small mammals and many 
reptiles. Ja ckrabbits and cottontails are common, but 
population levels fluctuate periodically in high/low 
cycles. 

No endangered species are known to exist in the area. 

b. Livestock 

Livestock are no longer licensed to graze this area and 
only an occasional livestock 

• 
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6. 

• 

c. Wild Horses 

Origin of the wild horse in this area is not known, but 
it was probably from domestic stock of ranches and 
mining operations. Estimated wild horse population in 
the late 1950's was a 200-400 herd according to USAF 
personnel. Little emphasis has been placed on data 
collection, particularly due to the restricted entiy 
and remoteness of the NWHR. In 1960 a Wild Horse 
Management Plan was developed for the 1'.'WHR. Even 
though both parties agreed to the plan it was never 

I 
implemented. The BLM and USAF have been conducting 
aerial horse inventories since 1977. The present 
population is 3122 (actual count), with an estimated 
population of 3500-4000 horses present. 

.. 

Horse colors vary f rom white to black and all shades in 
be tween. However , the predomina nt colo r s ;-, re bay ,ind 
sorrel with a few pintos in the Stonewall Mountain 
.irea. The ',d ld horses are found T:1.3ir.ly within t he 
l\~11'-'. 'i'here are two ocher herds as shown on tlH· base 
map . \o efforts have bee n r.acie t o co ntrol the ·"·i ld 
ho r s e population at least for the past t..,.ency years. 
Prior co that period data is sketchy. 

Mose animals appear to be in good condition. Some ,p0.o.r. 
condition animals have been seen intermixed with 
animals of good condition. These poor condition 
animals could be the result of old age, sickness, 
parasites and nursing (mares). 

There is no data for sex ratio, age structure, or 
mortality. Productivity based on limited data from one 
year's observation is ap1;::-oximately 8 or 9 percent. 

d. Burros 

There are no burros on the N\.lHR at this time. Burros 
do exist around Stonewall Mountain and the Goldfield 
range. Present population estimates are: 

Stonewall Mountain - 110 burros 
Goldfield Range 50 burros 

Host of the burros are off the Range Complex but they 
do occasionally migrate onto the range. 

The animals appear to be in good condition. 

Seasonal Use Areas (See Overlay n 1) 

The horses tend to concentrate in the areas close to the 
water source during the summer months. Most of these areas 
are along the upper portions of the piedmont slope. During 
the cooler months the horses use a much larger area 
extending 10-15 miles from known water sources. 

4 



c. 

l 7. Home Range ( See Overlay II 1) 

Three home ranges have been identified in the area, I<awich, 
Stonewall, and Goldfield hills. 

Horses in the Stonewall home range do not mix with the other 
two herds. The I<awich and Goldfield herds do intermix 
during the winter months near the Mud Lake area. 

Existing Projects (See Overlay U 2) 

1. Water .. 
Water projects consist of three spring developments with 
troughs at the source and two spring developments with a 
pipeline distribution syst ·em. These projects are maintained 

·.( ,.,'.· by · the National Wild Horse Association. 

D. 

Water projects left over from past livestock operations have 
deteriorated and are in need of repair. The pipeline 
projects are no longer functional and provide water only at 
the spring source. There are also numerous nonfunctional 
wells and silted in reservoirs. 

2. Fence 

The northern boundary of the Range Complex has been fenced 
to restrict cattle movement into the range. There are no 
interior fences. 

Coordination 

1. Relationship to Other Resource Use and Resource Conflicts 

a. '..lild Horse - \.Jildlife (See Overlay II 3) 

Present estimate of big game are 35 to 50 Desert 
Bighorn Sheep, 120 antelope, and, 200-300 mule deer. 

In the Stonewall herd area the wild horses (500 +) are 
making heavy demands on the water and forage resources. 
The highest mountain peaks show sign of horse use. 
This herd is in direct conflict with the mule deer 

-1, j . 
d 7rl ,<,I 

an I ,C /1· r I , ,~~"' 

desert bighorn sheep. 
~ ,I" f · ' n tic ..;t.....L 1 ~ ,-.,- ., 

' J (J -

The Kawich herd area has approximately 120 head of 
antelope and 1500 to 2000 herd of horses. During the 
winter months the antelope frequent the areas between 
the Silver Bow and Rosebud springs. However, as the 

1) T \. • , I 
r::·, .. c_; •• 

wild horses move back into the area in early spring the 
· antelope leave this area. It is not known if the 

·' ,;,>tir;{tf t'.:~1:,11'"''''''····• ·: ;<dwt:fJsci: ,:; ii'.'f:t*'.'.:l11;,Jtf!'.&~ii11:'.i1Z!t··•·#i~11,, ... · ... 
:f~ 
~~ 

-~' .,~'~>;\~}tf~}'.fii~ 
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b. 

IV. Objectives 

A~ · -,: _;H~ 1,·fi:a t · · 

... ... , ' • ' · . .. 

.,(\ 
v-' 

.? t f 
horses are responsible for their departure or just a ✓. )' f, 
seasonal movement of antelope. The horses are making t. J•f ~ 
heavy demands on the vegetative resources and are fh,-,:.1J;,1"~(J. 
ut_:!! _~~~~---~~=--~-~:~ forage species as the antelope. \J 10 0c1J_.,,v 

\J 
The resident herd of mule deer is very small in numbers fr" 

1
v 

at the present. The NDOW feels that this is the result 
1 

~ v•f' 
of too many horses in and around the deer habitat. Two l/ ; (; ➔ J~ 
to three hundred deer are estimated in the area on a \ \ b'' f' A\~•'· 

lb . i l f · h d ,, ·,J,.I , seasona as1s ma n y rom a migratory er • ,t ·J 1,I .,.,. ,r 

'- ,!. J .. ,, ~~ 
11 d h ,1 y.,• If ·l Continued l}eavy use of forage and uncontro e orse ~~ ,, 11 

population . ..i._ncrease and expansion of horse use will '~"? 
likely resultin-r~d~e;i" ·-pr~"cf~ct-ivity .. of bighorn sheep 
and mule deer in the area. Should the heavy forage 
utilization by horses continue, a demise of native big 
game species could occur in the area. 

Wild Horse - U.S. Air Force and Department of Energy 
Uses 

The U.S. Air Force has used the NWHR and surrounding 
area as a military training area for the past forty 
years. Initially there was little conflict between 
wild horses and the Air Force use because of the low 
wild horse population. In the last 10-15 years the 
horse numbers have increased and have interfered with 
the military's training to the point of in direct 
conflict between the two. 

DOE, through a contract with Sandia National 
Laboratories, has used the northern porti on of the 
R,1nge Complex for military weapons test and deve lopment 
fo r mere th a n t en yea r s . The wea pon s deve l op~ent 
sys t ems rt'q ui.res t he us e of ITl.'.lny opt ic al de vi c es in 
·~·hich 5on<! vi.si.hi l i t y is nece ss a ry in o r der to be 
effec t ive . The s uspe nde d pa rti c ulate s ha ve i nc reas ed 
t o the point th a t, at times, the optical equipment is 
r ende r ~d usele s s . The in c r ea sed particul a t ~s are the 
re s ult of redu ced gr ound cov e r from overgrazing. 

Another problem is that of wild horses on or near the 
test site air field. This presents a potential safety 
hazard to aircraft that use the airfield. 

The increased vehiclular use and the large wild horse 
population have resulted in vehicle/horse collisions. 
To date there have been no human injuries, but the 
potential for serious accidents exists. 

. ·.•,·-·:_-
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1. Forage 

Maximum allowable use on the key forage species should be 
55% for perennial grasses and forbs, and 45% for shrubs. 

2. Cover 

The main source of cover is provided by the pinyon-juniper 
on the mountain slopes. Some cover is provided by the 
canyons and rocky outcrops along the foothills. 

3. Water 

Present waters will be maintained. No new developments are 
planned. 

Wild and Free Roaming Horses 

1. Primary Objectives 

.. 

The primary objectives are to manage, _ _erotect and ccmtro171.,/ ~ 0 

wild free roaming horses whe they-existed in -.-the 
wild horses will be managed in acco e with Wild, Free-
Roaming Horse and Burro Act, and the Range Land Improvement 
Act for protection against capture, branding, harassmeut, or 
death. 

2. Animal Numbers 

Representatives of the five agencies responsible for 
management of the Nw~R, Tonopah Test Range, Desert Game 
Range and USAF Tactical Fighter Weapons Training Center 
Range Complex (formerly Nellis Air Force Range) made the 
following recommendations on February 12, 1982: 

a. Reduce the numbers of horses from r.he ;iresent numbers to 
an average of 1000 animals. l 

b. Confine and manage these animals to the Kawich Home 
Range. 

c. Remove the horses/burros from the Stonewall and 
Goldfield Ranges. 

1 These interim numbers were derived by estimating the 
available suitable forage within a four mile radius of 
water. Numbers to be managed on NWHR will be derived from 
monitoring studies over a period of years. The selected 
number will be allowed to fluctuate an average of 20 percent 
between periodic removal operations. 

3. Specific Objectives for the Three Hoaie .Ranges .are: ... . •· ... ~:·;· ::(,,'Jtt}f-/--:,_. :;.,,,:_;_.::·, . .... ': ':.' . : ."<. :,~,.:· .-···-;::'~,:>:'. ·. - :<t'\ '•,:, :;_'. 
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Kawich (See Overlay Ill) [ / I . / 
Aerial counts in May 1981 showed 1700 horses using this \\te'/'t V 
home range. The horses have expanded this range in,the {v' -/bl:, r 
recent past which is evident by the difference in f'i' ~1

, r l 
vegetal . cover in the Cactus Flat area to that in Kawich•l'fl t_)l 1,.1 . 
Valley. · Livestock operators using the Kawich Valley ,r.• rJ I . 
possibly kept the wild horse level at a minimum in ,.:f ri 
area. . . ,f 

•,1 ,,1 
If this herd is not reduced to a level that is in line 
with the vegetative carrying capacity serious resource ·{- k · ,, .,...,. ft::, 
damage can l?e expected. b,,._f- y, ........ ~,:;;.J / 0 ....._ dO'""" 

An average herd size of 1000 horses will be maintained. 

b. Goldfield Range (See Overlay lll) 

C • 

The area is within the Tonopah Test Site and ground 
entry is severely restricted. Only aerial horse count 
and general vegetative data have been collected. 

!--b monitoring studies can be conducted in this area 
because of the inherent danger and security 
restriction. 

:\11 horses will be removed from this area. 

Stonewall Range (See Overlay lll) 

There are approxicately 570 head of horses currently 
using this area. The Nevada Department of Wildlife 
recommends total removal from this area because of the 
conflict between wildlife and wild horses. Only a 
small portion of the "home range" can be monitored, and 
the recommendation is co remove all horses from 
Stonewall Mountain. 

4. Wildlife Objective 

Increase Desert Bighorn -Sheep herd popul:it ion on Stonewal 1 
Range to 150 head. 

Increase resident mule deer herd on Stonewall range to 300, 
Kawich range to 80. 

Increase Antelope population on Kawich range to 300. 

V • . Management Methods 

Minimal Management 

.. 
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B. 

In order to keep ma.nagemcG minimal level, there will be no 
pasture fencing even tho~V~igher population level might be 
maintained if fencing were used. The objective can be attained 
by reducing the wild horse population to the current grazing 
capacity of the . suitable range. Wildlife demands shall be 
considered when determining the grazing capacity. 

Methods to be Used 

I . 
\'J 

c. 

~lethods to be used to reduce the wild horse population will be 
~ater trapping and/or helicopter gathering. 

Timing 
\ (,if~ 

The initial reduction should take place in FY82 in accordance 
',,lj_th the U.S. Air Force and Tonopah Test Range scheduling. Close(}, 
coordination is required in order to effectively accomplish any 
removal of wild horses. A longer period (three years) of 
reduction may be required due to limited funding. 

Cooperative Arrangements (See Five-Party Cooperative Agreement) 

The Bureau has entered into a Cooperative Agreement with the U.S. Air 
Force, Department of Energy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, and the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife. This agreement details the different roles 
and responsibilities of each cooperator. 

Management Facilities and Equipment 

Existing management facilities on the Kawitch consist of two pipelines 
a :id t•...ro corrals plus five spring developments. (See Overlay 113 for 
locition) . The pipelines and spring developr.ients have increased the 
dr,::a of use made by the ·...ri '.d horses . The cor rals are in disrepair and 
se r ve no pur pose at this time, hu t cou ld he repaired easily and used 
in~ cap ture operation. 

~tud i cs :ind .-\ssessr:icnt 

c\ . l:2.bita t Studi,::,s 

~!onitoring studies have been started on the Kawich area (NWHR) to 
evaluate range condition and trend, utilization, climate and 
grazing patterns. 

B. Animal Studies 

• 
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C. Animal Census 

1. The NOW will continue annual wildlife census. 

2 ~ . BLM will continue annual wild horse census. 

IX. Modification 

This plan may be modified as new data and evaluation deem necessary. 

X. Persons, Groups and Government ~gencies Consulted 

xr. 

XI I. 

U.S. Air Force Nellis Air Force Base, 
U.S. Department of Energy, 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wild Horse Association 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 
Animal Protection Institute 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 

Participating and Review Staff 

Dave Pu.lli am, Staff Wildlife Biologist 
Terry 1river, Staff Range Conservationist 
John jamrog, SERA Range Conservationist 
Stan VanVelsor, Caliente RA Range Conservationist 
Marta Witt, Writer Editor (P&EC) 
Cheryl Hoke, Environmental Coordinator (P&EC) 

Signatures 
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I.___ • (..-(. (__ (...,. v c-i,~ 5" - ·1 i7 - Y 1-. 

Date Willi am T. Comhs , iJ!l&B Speci alist ' 

Reviewed by: 

{,,":f' - tJ 6 - ii J-
Date 

fe-t-%Z-
Date 

.... ...... 

Specialist 

.,-,,_:::,::i:~·.,\ttt::_y~~-J>; ?: }.:'-:tj: _: ' ,; ., . 
David Pulliam, Wildlife Speciali _st 
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Approved by: 

~- -
Date 

Date 

Date 
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Date 

Caliente Resource Area 

Kemp Conn, Dist1ict Manager. Las Vegas 
U.S. Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

C:ommander Nellis Air Force Base 
Department of the Air Force 

Regional Director, US Dept. of Interior 
U • S • Fi sh and !Ji 1 d li f e Service 

Director 
~cvada Dcrartncnt of Wildlife 

~anager, Department of Energy 
Nevada Operations Office 
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