IRCEES I



Trail Spring, northeast of Winnemucca Quarter Horse News — 2008

Jackson Mountain — Trail Spring tragedy:

In 2007, 185 horses died either during a gather or soon after reaching the wild horse facility at
Palomino Valley after citizens made official aware that horses were starving for feed and water
at Jackson Mountain northwest of Winnemucca. No investigation was made regarding the
cause of deaths. Nor was there any attempt made to determine the number of animals that
died before the horses were gathered.

Notice the numerous trails worn into the hillside — too many horses competing for water.

12



Trails Ieaing to Trail Spring Quarter Horse News — 2008

These two photos depict range abuse to the highest degree. Notice the greasewood plant
above. Rarely if ever do horses eat greasewood. A greasewood plant grubbed off to this
degree, clearly indicates the horses were starving at the time of their removal.

13



It should be no surprise that so many wild and free roaming horses have met with disaster.
Seldom are the horses run in numbers suitable for achieving or maintaining a thriving ecological
balance.

Most ranges were adjudicated prior to the passage of the Wild Horse and Burro Act in 1971.
Range analysis’ were completed considering wildlife needs, range condition, and estimated
carrying capacity. Permitted livestock use was set accordingly. Soon after the Wild Horse and
Burro Act was passed, public pressure objecting to the removal of excess horses won out and
the needs of wildlife, ecological condition and livestock were set aside.

The Wild Horses and Burros Act of 1971 instructs federal agencies to monitor horse populations
and if the horse or burro numbers do not represent a thriving natural ecological balance they
are to immediately be reduced or removed. If the number of horses run on the range had been
held to the numbers which were originally set by the Bureau of Land Management for each
management unit, things may have been alright. But that is not what has happened. Instead,
horse have been allowed to increase far beyond carrying capacity.

For example:

In 1989, 1,300 horses were counted on the Montezuma allotment near Goldfield NV. Fifty
horses were known to have existed on the allotment prior to the passage of the wild and free
roaming horse and burro act in 1971. BLM personnel had allowed the horses to increase to 26
times the number that had run in the area historically.

In 1991, more than 1,000 horses were removed from the Little Owyhee Herd Management
Area in northern Humboldt County, reducing the number of horses to 300 head. At the time of
the gather, 4.33 times as many horses were being allowed to run in the area, when no more
than 300 should have been allowed.

In 2007, 1,064 horses were gathered from the Jackson Mountains, northeast of Winnemucca.
Nine hundred and ninety were removed. The horse management level for the allotment was
set at, from 132 to 217 head. The number of horses within the allotment had been allowed to
increase to 4.90 times the number that should have been allowed.

In 2010 the BLM initiated a gather of wild horses on the Star Ridge portion of the Owyhee
Desert in northern Elko County. Estimates were, there were 1,550 horses running within the
area. The goal of the agency was to gather 1,100 horses and leave 337 to 561 horses on the
range - 2.76 times as many horses as should have been run within the area.

According the 2010 capture plan for the Antelope Valley, Spruce Mountain Complex, it was
estimated that there were approximately 2,086 wild horses running within the area — four
times the estimated number that should have been allowed.
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This level of abuse is unacceptable. Hundreds if not thousands of animals have suffered or died;
range lands have been over utilized and depleted; springs, seeps and waterways have been
beaten out; water improvements have been destroyed; critical habitat for threatened,
endangered and sensitive specie has been annihilated; ranching families have been put out of

business - all in the name of protecting wild and free roaming horses when in fact the horses
have suffered as much or more than other values.

Think of the public outcry, if someone was to suggest that a livestock operator be allowed to
run four or five times the number of livestock as the range was able to carry.

Section 3 of the Wild Horses and Burros Act of 1971, requires the wild horses and burros be
managed in “a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological
balance on the public lands.” This has never happened. Never in the history of wild horse
management have horses been managed in such a way as to achieve a thriving natural
ecological balance. Why should it be expected that the management of horses and burros be
improved should wild horse sanctuaries be created?
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Part il

Sensitive Species - Species of Environmental Concern

Columbia spotted frogs

In 1989, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) was petitioned to list the spotted frog
(referred to as Rana pretiosa) under ESA (Federal Register 45[1989]:42529). The USFWS ruled
on April 23, 1993, that the listing of the spotted frog was warranted and designated it a
candidate for listing with a priority 3 for the Great Basin population, but was precluded from
listing due to higher priority species (Federal Register 58[87]:27260). The major impetus behind
the petition was the reduction in distribution apparently associated with impacts from water
developments and the introduction of nonnative species in Nevada.

On September 19, 1997 (Federal Register 62[182]:49401), the USFWS downgraded the priority
status for the Great Basin population of Columbia spotted frogs to a priority 9, thus relieving
the pressure to list the population while efforts to develop and implement specific conservation
measures were ongoing. As of January 8, 2001 (Federal Register 66[5]:1295-1300), however,
the priority ranking has been raised back to a priority 3 due to increased threats to the species.

This includes Great Basin Columbia spotted frog populations in both northeaster Nevada and
the Toiyabe Range.

Other Nevada spotted frog populations are located in the eastern portion White Pine County at
the Nevada/Utah border and are geographically and genetically associated with the West
Desert population in Utah. These frogs were withdrawn from Federal candidate status in April
1998 in a decision based upon the reduction and/or elimination of threats to this population
and a conservation agreement (UDWR 1998) which represents a ten year commitment for on-
going protection and management.

In Elko County Columbia spotted frogs have been found in the Jarbidge Mountains, the
Independence Range, and the southern portion of the Ruby Mountains. Data collected thus far
indicates Columbia spotted frogs may be found throughout northeastern Nevada.

Already many of the streams and springs that exist in horse management areas have been
trampled and denuded by wild horses. Elko County has no choice. Wild horse sanctuaries
cannot be approved within Elko County should it be found that such a designation will
jeopardize critical habitat for spotted frogs and other aquatic values.
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Mule deer

Mule deer have played an important part in the history of Nevada during recent decades. Deer
are always a welcome sight, no matter where they are seen. But even more important is the
hunting opportunity deer provide — not only from the standpoint of the pleasure they bring to
those who look forward to their yearly outings, but from the standpoint of the revenue that is
brought into the state. It appears now however, we are fast losing our mule deer. Decade by
decade year by year, fewer and fewer deer are seen.

According to 1994 data produced by Dr. Tony Lesperance in 1994, Elko County was, at that
time, losing $3,000,000 each year, due to the loss of annual deer production.

Fortunately, this situation can be reversed. History is clear —if those responsible were to
reinstate past grazing practices, reinitiate effective predator control practices, and reduce
harvest levels for two to three years, we would see an unprecedented return in deer
production.

Grazing impact on browse species is important ., Woody plants have built in mechanisms
whereby when they reach a certain size they cease growing. When this happens, leaf and stem
material become course, woody and less nutritious. Removal of the old growth stimulates sage
and bitterbrush — causing them to send forth nutritious new growth important to wildlife and
livestock alike.

Long time research specialist August L. “Gus” Hormay advocated grazing cattle during fall or
winter on key deer winter range where bitterbrush decadence had become a problem. Cattle
impact bitterbrush differently than do deer. Cattle, because of their large mouths and teeth,
graze and hedge plants back to a greater degree than do deer. Cattle also rub on the plants
with their heads and necks, breaking the plants back. As a consequence the plants are
stimulated and revitalized — to such a degree, they send forth large amounts of nutritious new
growth.

In a study completed by Paul Tueller and Jerald Tower in the 1970’s, it was found that grazing
often caused browse plants to produce as much as 80 percent more plant material than those
that were completely protected. In one instance, bitterbrush plants that were grazed,
produced 33.7 pounds of feed per acre, whereas fully protected plants produced only 7.3
pounds of feed per acre.

Deer that summer on the East Humboldt Mountains, the Jarbidge Mountains, the Snake Range,
Gollaher and Knoll Mountains, and even the South Hills in Idaho often winter in the Spruce
Mountain area South of Wells. Sage grouse that summer on the Toano Range, the southern
part of the Snake Range, Pequop Mountain, the Windermere Hills, and the East Humboldt
Range have traditionally migrated to the valleys floors near Spruce Mountain, the Pequop
Mountains and Dolly Varden in winter.
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Horses do not impact sage brush communities as sheep and cattle do. Benefits that occur
when sheep and cattle are run on a range do not necessarily occur when horses alone are
allowed to run within an area. As a consequence, sage grouse, mule deer and other wildlife,
may be adversely effected should a rangeland such as the old Sorensen outfit be converted
from a sheep or cattle range to a horse sanctuary.

Sage grouse

Perhaps the greatest friends sage grouse have had were the sheep outfits that were scattered
across western America during the twentieth century. From Mexico to Canada, and from the
coast of California to the western slope of the Rockies, wherever you found sheep, you would
find sage grouse. And why not, was it not the sheep men that saw to it that effective predator
control practices were always in place? Was it not the sheep that impacted the grass, the
shrubs, and forbs in such a way as to cause abundant new growth to emerge which was more
palatable and more nutritious than would have been the case if grazing and browsing had not
occurred?

It is not uncommon to find sage grouse frequenting areas recently impacted by domestic sheep.
Sage grouse broods often follow bands of sheep, and even come in on a bed ground soon after
the sheep leave to feed. Observant sheep men and herders have testified that sage grouse
chicks feed upon the droppings left by the lambs. And why not? Many persons have observed
coyotes and dogs eating the droppings of newborn calves. Desert tortoise feed on cow pies.
And various insects make their homes in the droppings of animals.

Recognition of the beneficial effects of cattle and sheep to wildlife is long overdue. Grazing
impact by cattle and sheep prevent decadence in brush species by interrupting maturity.
Grazing impact by cattle and sheep cause browse species to send forth new growth that is
highly beneficial to sage grouse and deer alike. Consider the vast black sage flats that dominate
the central valleys of Nevada that once were positively impacted by wintering bands of sheep
each year, and the benefit that was provided to sage grouse and mule deer. Sage grouse and
deer alike thrived during those years when great numbers of sheep were being grazed
throughout the State of Nevada.

Horses tend to avoid using sage and bitterbrush as a source of food. As a consequence, it takes
a good deal more country to support a horse than it does to support a cow or five head of
sheep. Horses too, are generally allowed to stay in an area year long. Consequently, preferred
plants and those that are situated close to water, are grazed over and over, month after month,
year after year. Plants that are repeatedly impacted in this manner generally are weakened.
Whereas, when cattle and sheep are grazed within an area, they are grazed for shorter periods
of time. Plants that are impacted for short periods of time are generally made healthier.
Whereas, plants that are impacted month after month, year after year, are weakened and
made unproductive.
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Twenty-five head of horses left to run on a range year long, year after year, will often damage a
rangeland. Whereas, if three or four hundred cattle are brought in for a short period of time,
such impact is beneficial.

Livestock operations situated within the high desert areas of the intermountain west are often
financially marginal. Wintering cattle or sheep on a sand grass or white sage country is not
easy. Attimes the feed is good. On other occasions it’s not so good. If it happens to be a year
when the feed is not as strong as it could be, a person’s cattle will lose weight and not breed
back as they should.

When horses are allowed to run within an allotment, they generally take the best feed first. By
the time a rancher is allowed to turn his livestock out, either in the spring or in the fall, much of
the best feed has already been taken. Therefore a situation is created whereby, instead of a
man’s cattle doing well, they end up doing poorly.

All of these factors must be taken into consideration whenever new actions involving wild horse
management are being considered. Not only from the standpoint of the effects that a horse
herd may have on rangeland values, but also the effects that a horse herd may have on the
ranching community as well. If management is to take action which, in the long run, will force
ranching families to run fewer and fewer livestock within their allotments, or force them to sale
their abandon their operations, the greatest losers may be our wildlife.

Summary:

Information thus far gathered indicates that the wild horse and burro management programs
which have been implemented since the time when the Wild Horse and Burros Act was passed
in 1971, have been a disaster. Not only have the horses themselves suffered, but so have
ranching families suffered - not to mention, the effects that these programs have had on the
environment itself, wildlife in general, and local economies.

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addressing the above stated issues must be pursued
at the earliest possible time — either to be initiated by the BLM as lead agency, by Elko County,
or as a joint venture, involving both the Bureau of Land Management and Elko County.
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