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MAR 2 3 2015

Dear Stakeholder:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Nevada State Office (NVSO) recently launched the
Stakeholder Engagement for Healthy Lands Project in an effort to work more closely and
transparently with stakeholders and local staff on important issues facing riparian and rangelands
health. National Riparian Service Team (NRST) assistance was identified to lead this effort.
The initial phase of NRST involvement was the completion of a situation assessment (SA) in
January 2015. The purpose of the SA is to provide the team with an understanding of the issues
and players and to improve understanding of the context in which the BLM operates in the state
of Nevada. This information is then used to customize additional on-site activities.

Enclosed you will find a copy of the SA report, which summarizes the information and insights
gathered during the SA (meeting with over 185 people), and provides recommended next steps.
I plan to move forward with the general recommendations; as well as with the NRST’s offer to
assist in three areas: conflict resolution, education, and collaboration.

Conflict Resolution: NRST work on the Argenta allotment began in early March and is
ongoing. Recent activities include a field tour bringing together various specialists and
permittees; a Stockmanship training for permittees and BLM staff; and facilitated
discussions between permittees, managers, specialists, and others designed to build a
common understanding of the issues and pathway forward.

Education: NRST engagement in educational efforts is slated to being early April, with
team’s participation in the NVSO sponsored Drought Management Training and Field
Tour. Subsequent community-based trainings in riparian function and grazing
management will be scheduled this summer/fall. A Proper Functioning Condition
Riparian Assessment training for specialists is scheduled in Reno the week of May 18,

Collaboration: NRST will convene a community-based, consensus building workshop in
June 2015. The intent is to engage diverse participants in exploring ways to incentivize
innovative approaches to resource management, and provide the flexibility and
adaptability needed to improve riparian and rangeland health in NV particularly in terms
of enhancing sage grouse habitat.



[ want to thank those of you who participated in the situation assessment. Taking time out of
your busy schedules is no small task, and I appreciate your interest in the management of BLM
lands within NV. If you have questions or comments regarding the report or next steps, please
contact Laura Van Riper, NRST Social Scientist, (541) 416-6702 or lvanripe@blm.gov. I look
forward to learning with you as we continue to work together to build relationships and improve
the health of our land and communities.

Amy Lueder
State Director
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April 1, 2015
Subject: Situation Assessment a Report

In December 2014, the National Riparian Service Team (NRST) received a request for service from the
BLM Nevada State Office. The request was for NRST assistance with the Stakeholder Engagement for
Healthy Lands Project. The following expectations and outcomes were provided:

Improve understanding of the context in which the BLM operates in the state of Nevada;
Identify challenges and opportunities for improving and/or sustainably managing land health;
Build capacity for implementing management objectives on the ground;

Increase collaborative and solution oriented engagement with stakeholders; and

Identify a small and discrete location for a potential wild horse and burro collaborative pilot
project in Nevada.

uhwnN e

Upon receiving the assistance request, the NRST agreed to conduct a situation assessment in order to
gain a more in-depth understanding of both the issues and opportunities within the area. This type of
assessment draws on published information and stakeholder discussions. During the period of January
12-23, 2015 the situation assessment team including Laura Van Riper (BLM/NRST social scientist), Mike
Lunn (private conflict resolution specialist), and Liz Munn (NVSO Hatfield Resident Fellow) traveled
across northern NV (Reno, Carson City, Fallon, Lovelock, Orovada, Battle Mountain, Winnemucca,
Eureka, Ely, and Elko). The team met face-to-face with over 170 people to discuss their perspectives,
concerns, and potential opportunities for working together to develop a shared vision on issues
concerning drought, sage grouse, livestock grazing, wild horse and burro management, invasive species,
fire, and others. Telephone conversations occurred with approximately 15 other individuals.

Attached is the report summarizing the information and insights gathered during the discussions, and
providing recommendations for possible next steps. It is important to know that this report is not a
comprehensive statement of fact. The situation assessment process and subsequent report are not
designed to ascertain the accuracy behind individual statements; but rather to identify and document
the range of perceptions that exist. If you or others have questions or comments regarding the report,
please contact Laura Van Riper at (541) 416-6702 or Ivanripe @blm.gov.

Sincerely,
/s/ Steve Smitihv

Steve Smith
Team Leader, NRST

USDI, Bureau of Land Management ¢ USDA, Forest Service In Partnership With USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service



BLM Nevada
Stakeholder Engagement for Healthy Lands Project

Situation Assessment Report

The National Riparian Service Team
April 1, 2015

Project Contact:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Nevada State Office (NVSO) recently launched a
Stakeholder Engagement for Healthy Lands project in an effort to work more closely and
transparently with stakeholders and local staff on important issues affecting riparian and
rangeland health. National Riparian Service Team (NRST) assistance was identified to lead this
effort. During the months of January and February, a team of three people conducted a
situation assessment (SA) in which they contacted and spoke with over 185 stakeholders
throughout Nevada. The purpose of these stakeholder discussions was to: (1) learn about the
local situation; (2) meet involved parties and begin building relationships with them; (3)
understand their perspectives of the situation; (4) hear about the issues with which they are
concerned; (5) gain their insights on whether or not there may be a productive role where the
NRST could be of service and/or other actions that might help address issues; and (6) get their
suggestions for subsequent activities, if any.

In general, people recognized that the converging issues facing management of natural
resource ecology, economy and culture seem to be nearing a crisis point and could not be
effectively managed by going forward alone. The following themes, issues, and concerns were
identified during the discussions:

e People were eager to engage in the stakeholders meetings and share their perspectives
with the SA team, although a few expressed concern of retaliation.

e Riparian health was a pinch-point for ecosystems and grazing; many people were
unfamiliar with current approaches for restoring and managing riparian areas.

e Many were concerned about whether it was possible for livestock grazing to remain
economically viable for small operators while also meeting current and future ecological
objectives.

e Drought Environmental Assessments (EA’s) have created controversy and confusion.
Disagreement existed regarding the science behind various drought indices, the need
for the EAs given the existing grazing regulations, and the inconsistency of
implementation.

e There was little agreement over foundational principles for managing wild horses and
burros, including appropriate management levels, effects on resources, fertility control,
etc. National-level politics have impeded local decision-making and management.

e Agency requirements for developing private water rights on federal land have created
barriers to livestock management and projects to enhance range and riparian health.

e Potential listing of the sage grouse under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) has created
uncertainty for BLM and private landowners. The wide variety of threats to the species
and doubt in BLM’s ability to effectively implement a management plan had contributed
to this uncertainty.



e Mining and energy interests were concerned about the lengthy and expensive
permitting process required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for surface
uses including mining facilities, roads, power lines, etc.

¢ Invasive species are widespread throughout Nevada and generally out-compete native
grasses, particularly after wildfires. Many people felt grazing may offer a solution to this
problem; others were concerned that grazing will impede restoration efforts.

e Pifon-juniper communities are also becoming increasingly widespread and dense
across much of its range. Efforts to control the expansion/encroachment require large-
scale work, involving a number of cooperating groups, agencies and Tribes.

e People felt there was no clear strategy for identifying, containing, and/or controlling
infestations of noxious weeds on public lands.

e In approaching complex issues and making ‘tough decisions,” some preferred strict
enforcement of rules and regulations, while others saw value in fostering more
cooperative approaches.

e Lack of effective and efficient compliance with NEPA was as a major barrier to creative
and adaptive management, as well as everyday work and subsequent morale.

e Internal and external participants recognized inconsistencies in vision and
implementation of BLM policies and are concerned that there may be a lack of focused
leadership within the organization.

e Internal and external participants cited rapid turnover of BLM employees as a barrier to
good communication, creative solutions to resource management, and consistency.

e Many stakeholders were concerned about a lack of transparency, and an absence of
meaningful communication and collaboration. Identified areas for improvement
include law enforcement, initial attack for fire, management of cultural resources, and
noxious weeds.

Based on the SA findings, a series of potential NRST-assisted activities were identified that could
begin to build capacity to address some of the issues and concerns expressed during the
stakeholder discussions. The various activities fall within the spectrum of: (1) Conflict
Resolution, (2) Education, and (3) Coordination and Cooperation.

Conflict Resolution: NRST proposed engaging in conflict resolution activities regarding the
Argenta Allotment in the Battle Mountain District and has already begun working on this effort.
This work includes a field tour that brought together various technical specialists and
permittees; a stockmanship training for permittees and BLM staff; and facilitated discussions
between permittees, managers, specialists and others, designed to create a common
understanding of: (1) riparian/rangeland health; (2) current resource condition compared to
potential or desired future condition; and (3) management/monitoring options moving
forward. NRST assistance began in March 2015.

Education: NRST proposes a variety of activities designed to educate professional land
managers and stakeholders, including:



e Co-sponsoring with Battle Mountain BLM District a two-day Stockmanship Workshop to
facilitate improved management of livestock grazing in March 2015.

e Providing technical and policy expertise to the field component of NVSQO’s internally
focused “NV Drought Management Review” in April 2015.

e Hosting the Riparian Proper Functioning Condition Training for Specialists in the Reno
area in May 2015.

e Hosting customized Creeks and Communities and/or Riparian Grazing Management
workshops in different parts of the state for BLM, permittees, partners, Tribes, and the
public to build a common understanding of healthy riparian conditions and
management approaches for improving resource conditions while protecting social and
economic values. These activities are planned for summer 2015, dates to be
determined.

Coordination and Cooperation: NRST facilitate one or two community Consensus-Building
Workshops to engage diverse participants to identify and explore ways to support innovative
and cooperative approaches, including providing flexibility and adaptability as needed to
improve riparian and rangeland health in Nevada. The first session will likely occur in June
2015.



BACKGROUND

Project Description

The Nevada State Office (NVSO) of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) recently launched a
Stakeholder Engagement for Healthy Lands project in an effort to work more closely and
transparently with stakeholders and local staff on important issues affecting riparian and
rangeland health. In response to the National Academy of Science (NAS) recommendations for
increased collaboration and analytic deliberation, the BLM’s national Wild Horse and Burro
(WHB) program has chosen to partner in this effort. BLM’s national Collaborative Action and
Dispute Resolution (CADR) office also supports this work, as part of their ongoing efforts to
increase the use and effectiveness of these approaches throughout the Bureau.

The Stakeholder Engagement for Healthy Lands project is intended to:
1. Improve understanding of the context in which the BLM operates in the state of
Nevada;
2. Identify challenges and opportunities for improving and/or sustainably managing land
health;
3. Build capacity for implementing management objectives on the ground;
Increase collaborative and solution-oriented engagement with stakeholders; and
5. ldentify a small and discrete location for a potential WHB collaborative pilot in Nevada.

E

Project Area

The State of Nevada is the seventh largest by land mass in the United States (U.S.) and was
admitted to the Union in 1864. Today, nearly 3/4 of the population of 2.8 million people
resides in Clark County, where Las Vegas is the principle city. The remainder of the state is
lightly populated. Native people have occupied parts of Nevada for at least 12,000 years, with
the Paiute, Shoshone, and Washoe tribes found within the area that is now Nevada.

Nevada leads the nation in the production of silver, and provides 75% of all the gold produced
in the U.S.. Other important mined products include barite, diatomite, copper, and gypsum. Oil
has also been produced in various locations since 1954. Nearly 1/3 of the state’s total gross
product comes from tourism, including gambling, amusement and recreational services, the
highest percentage for any state. While agriculture is important, particularly at the local level,
overall, it is a low contributor in percentage to the state economy compared to mining and
tourism. However, the historical, cultural, political and lifestyle influences associated with
Nevada ranching and agriculture greatly adds to their relative importance.

As the early miners came into Nevada in ever-increasing numbers, a new market was created
for livestock (cattle, horses and sheep). While large in surface area, Nevada is also the driest



state in the nation. Thus, homesteaders wanting to provide meat for communities settled
along the streams and rivers of the state where agriculture could succeed. The vast acres of
unclaimed lands surrounding private in-holdings provided large additional areas for livestock
grazing. The lands were controlled by the General Land Office, which was primarily concerned
with getting homesteaders on the land. As a result, grazing on these lands was largely
unmanaged. Eventually people realized that lack of management was causing extensive over-
use of the rangelands.

In 1934, the Taylor Grazing Act was passed in order to bring management to the unclaimed
lands. This brought the first federal management of grazing, and a fee was paid for grazing
based on the amount of Animal Unit Months (AUM) used by a permittee’. Part of the fee was
to be returned back to the originating area to be used for improving forage or access to water
on the range. Five Grazing Districts were created on the government lands in Nevada in 1934 -
Elko, Ely, Winnemucca, Carson City, and Las Vegas. A sixth Grazing District was created at
Battle Mountain in 1951.

While a very high percentage of flowing streams in Nevada are contained within private lands,
many of the critical resources are the small springs and seeps scattered across the public lands.
Because riparian areas occupy a very small percentage of the Nevada landscape, and across the
West, they were largely considered “sacrifice areas” for most people until about 1970. At that
time, people became increasingly aware of their importance for not only fish and wildlife
habitat, but also the capture, storage and slow release of waters throughout the year.
However, due to a century or more of largely unmanaged grazing, riparian areas have been
degraded (i.e., streams down-cut or over-widened, wet meadows drained, etc.). Unmanaged,
or poorly managed grazing in places today continues to prevent improvement or restoration.
Accelerating the recovery and restoration of riparian zones became a major focus of public land
agencies by 1980.

In Nevada, most (86%) of the land is federally owned — the highest proportion of any state.
Thus, the interrelationship between federal land and the state economy is critical; however,
historic interactions between the state and federal government have been conflicted; state and
local governments are often frustrated by their limited ability to meet the needs of Nevada
citizens due to the many federal agencies and regulations they impose. Many people in Nevada
strongly believe that the federal government is unable to know and do what is best for Nevada;
they preferred state ownership of all lands. As a result, there have been various efforts in the
past to increase state and local access to and control over the resources held on federally
owned lands. In the past several decades, the relationship between the state and federal
government has become increasingly strained over such topics as livestock grazing, endangered
species, water rights, travel management, and others.

! Currently, permittees pay a rate of $1.69 per AUM, where an AUM is equal to the amount of forage needed for
one cow, one horse or five sheep for one month.



Several incidents highlight the perceived grievances against the federal government. In 1977,
the Sagebrush Rebellion was focused on regaining the land that had been in federal domain. In
large part, it was a response to the federal government’s work in inventorying roadless areas
within the federal domain. In 2000, the Jarbridge Shovel Brigade resulted from an attempt to
open a washed-out road that had been permanently closed by federal action. County officials
and other protestors faced off with federal managers and law enforcement in a tense stand-off.
More broadly, it was a message from county leaders that the federal government was out of
control in its heavy-handed management. Similar efforts to regain public lands continue today;
there is active legislation in Nevada (and several other western states) attempting to gain
control of all or most public lands.

Most recently (2014), Cliven Bundy faced off against federal law enforcement officers in
another tense and highly publicized standoff over livestock being grazed without permit on
public lands. This incident drew supporters from across the nation, many of whom came
heavily armed and seemingly ready for battle to protect the perceived rights of Bundy. A tragic
ending was likely averted when BLM withdrew in the interest of public safety. The Argenta
grazing allotment on the Battle Mountain District also became the focus of heated protests in
the summer of 2014 over livestock removal due to drought concerns. Ranchers and supporters
conducted ‘Grass Marches’ to the capital in Carson City and to Washington DC, to present
grievances to legislators, again making national news over issues that, in most states, would
likely have gone unnoticed.

Nevadans are increasingly being faced with a convergence of big issues, including potential sage
grouse listings under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), a rapidly growing population of wild
horses, drought/climate change, invasive species and wildfire, water rights, and others. Many
believe that protests and conflicts will continue to increase; many fear for their future
livelihoods and lifestyles, as well as future resource sustainability.

The National Riparian Service Team

The National Riparian Service Team (NRST) was identified to lead the Stakeholder Engagement
for Healthy Lands project effort. The NRST is a federal-level, interagency? group of specialists
who work throughout the western United States to facilitate cooperative riparian stewardship
across land-ownerships and jurisdictions. Their Creeks and Communities (C&C) strategy,
initiated in 1996, is aimed at empowering landowners, managers, specialists/practitioners, and
stakeholders to work together to achieve sustainable riparian resources as a foundation for
resilient ecosystems and communities. Encouraging relationships and coordination, building

2 The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Service (FS), in partnership with the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), established the NRST.



trust, and creating a common vision for the land through a reliance on common terms,
definitions and methods provide the basis for achieving this vision.

The NRST, and the associated west-wide C&C network, focus their capacity building activities in
three areas: information/technology development, training and coaching, and on-site
assistance. On-site assistance efforts typically focus on bringing diverse groups of people
together to develop a common understanding of issues, and fostering collaborative problem
solving at the ground level by the people most affected and interested. The NRST engages in
on-site assistance at the request or invitation of the responsible land manager/owner. For
additional information about the NRST visit http://www.blm.gov/or/programs/nrst/index.php.

Situation Assessment Process

Upon receiving the assistance request (12/5/15), the NRST agreed to conduct a situation
assessment (SA) in order to gain a more in-depth understanding of both the ecological and
social issues and opportunities within the area. This type of assessment draws on published
information, including various websites, and stakeholder discussions. SA findings are then used
to inform the development of general recommendations and some specific NRST-assisted next
steps that are responsive to site-specific conditions or issues.

An initial participant list was developed by NVSO staff, and included a broad and diverse
spectrum of people (BLM employees and stakeholders). The SA team, including Laura Van Riper
(BLM/NRST Social Scientist), Mike Lunn (private Conflict Resolution Specialist), and Liz Munn
(NVSO Hatfield Resident Fellow) added other individuals to the initial list based on their
previous work in northern Nevada. Still others were added at their request as they became
aware of the work. Individuals on the initial list were sent a letter (12/22/15) informing them of
the opportunity to participate in the situation assessment, and follow-up contacts were made.
Some people forwarded the letter within their networks, generating additional interest and
conversations.

During the period of January 12-23, 2015, the SA team traveled across northern Nevada (Reno,
Carson City, Fallon, Lovelock, Orovada, Battle Mountain, Winnemucca, Eureka, Ely, and Elko).
They met face-to-face with a wide range of organizations and individuals (approximately 170
people) to listen to their perspectives, concerns, and suggested opportunities for working
together to develop a shared vision on issues concerning drought, sage grouse, livestock
grazing, wild horse and burro management, invasive species, fire, and others. Telephone
conversations occurred with approximately 15 other individuals.

SA team members usually met with individuals, and occasionally a few small groups, with
discussions typically lasting up to an hour. Time was extended with larger groups. The purpose
of the stakeholder discussions was to: (1) learn about the local situation; (2) meet involved
parties and begin building relationships with them; (3) understand their perspectives of the
situation; (4) hear about the issues with which they are concerned; (5) gain their insights on

7



whether or not there may be a productive role where the NRST could be of service and/or
other actions that might help address issues; and (6) get their suggestions for subsequent
activities, if any. With each conversation, it was noted that everything said was confidential;
nothing would be attributed to any individual in the report. The SA team did not take notes
during the discussions, beyond simple items such as cited documents, contact information for
other people, or other similar small reminders.

During the discussions, the SA team used a model of ‘listening with respect.” After initial
introductions, the team listened to the perspectives and insights of participants, without
judging the content. People were encouraged to speak from their own knowledge and
perspective about the situations they felt were most important. Some general questions were
asked by the SA team to prompt discussion and clarify points that were being made. This
approach helps foster a sense of trust between the participants and SA team, and provides a
foundation for working together. Discussions were also designed to begin to create a shift in
thinking within the participants, in some instances helping move them beyond the current
situation to ideas for how the situation might be improved for all parties. In addition,
participants were provided opportunities to ask questions about the NRST, their approach, and
why the NRST was involved.

Laura and Mike returned to Nevada during the week of February 23™ to provide interim

briefings on the SA findings and recommendations to the BLM State Leadership Team and other
individuals and groups.

Situation Assessment Report

This report documents, in general terms, the issues and concerns that were identified during
the situation assessment and provides recommended next steps based on this information. This
report will be distributed to all SA participants, as well as made available to the public upon
request.

The report is not meant to be a comprehensive statement of fact; rather, it represents the
personal knowledge and opinions of the people with whom the team spoke. By necessity, this
report condenses, summarizes and perhaps simplifies a huge body of complex information. In
some cases, the information provided by one person or group conflicted with other accounts or
with published documents and the report reflects this. The discussions and subsequent report
are not designed to ascertain the accuracy behind individual statements, but are intended to
identify and document held perceptions. As a result, it very likely contains what some people
view as errors or omissions, and clearly cannot capture all of the feelings and beliefs that were
heard during the discussions. The range of opinions and perceptions that exist is the starting
point for exploring the potential to develop understanding and shared visions. The SA team and
project sponsors greatly appreciated the willingness of the people in the area, and beyond, to
openly share their thoughts and ideas.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Stakeholder Meetings

General Attitudes Regarding Discussions

The response to the invitation to visit with the SA team was extremely positive, with the
number of voluntary sign-ups by far the largest of any previous NRST effort. The SA team found
people from all backgrounds willing to speak openly about their issues and concerns. While
their reasons for participation varied, people clearly wanted the opportunity to address their
perspectives regarding the situation and to seek options moving forward.

While overall, SA participants were very receptive to the effort, some expressed concerns. A
few people came to the discussions skeptical that the problems could be solved through
collaboration and/or that there was any possibility for change at all. A few chose to not
participate because they doubted the work would lead to any change. Others were afraid that
retaliation might follow if it was known that they had spoken with the SA team; and some came
to the meetings upset that they had initially not been on the list of people invited to talk with
the team and wanted the opportunity to be heard.

Most of the people who were initially fearful or frustrated became more comfortable during
the course of the discussions, as they came to better understand the process and purpose —
particularly regarding confidentiality. By far, people were appreciative of the opportunity to talk
about what for them are important issues, and hopeful that conditions could improve. They
were interested in visiting with NRST members, anxious to share their perspectives, and
supportive of continued NRST involvement in Nevada. Many commended the NVSO for
embarking on the SA process, which they viewed as a positive step. Most participants also
expressed a willingness to work toward a more collaborative approach moving forward; one
that effectively engages the full range of science and stakeholders.

Future Participation in Collaborative Efforts

Nearly all parties were asked about their views of whether or not it would be productive to
convene a diverse group of people to work together to explore the various issues and potential
areas for resolution. The SA team has been working within Nevada in various capacities for
more than a decade, and the responses to this topic seemed to indicate a changed condition. In
past work, there were often strong reactions in opposition to convening diverse groups for the
purpose of developing common understanding and approaches for working together to resolve



problems. But now, many of the diverse people stated they would participate as long as
processes were designed to be worthwhile.

Many SA participants recognized that solutions to the complex and connected issues
influencing land health couldn’t be addressed by focusing on single issues. They were aware
that while each issue was complex in its own right; the situation was exponentially more
complex given the need to consider the suite of issues that must be tackled in concert. The
many converging issues in the management of natural resource ecology, economy and culture
seemed to be nearing a crisis point where many people recognized they could be successful by
going forward alone.

Pockets of collaboration have developed across the northern area of Nevada over the past
decade, and most of the people we spoke with expressed interest in being able to work through
problems at the local or lowest level. Some individuals provided examples of existing, high-
functioning partnerships that were working to address complex management goals; these
tended to be geographically bounded projects. Some felt the BLM was an active and willing
partner in these efforts, while others expressed frustration with the lack of agency
engagement.

Some individuals favored collaboration that involves working together on popular,
noncontroversial, ‘white hat’ projects, but tended to oppose collaboration as an aid to solving
hard problems. They believed that collaboration resulted in compromise and watered-down
solutions, ultimately contributing to continued resource degradation. Stakeholders expressed
frustration that collaboration seemed more likely in some locations than others. That said,
many individuals expressed interest in working together and recognized the value of
collaborative approaches.

Riparian Health

Riparian areas associated with streams, wetlands, seeps, and springs connect ecosystems and
communities across the landscape. Riparian areas occupy a very small percentage of the overall
land base; but are highly important to nearly all resources. Maintaining the proper functioning
condition of riparian areas is critical to the long-term protection of water resources and
ecosystem health. Thus, concern over the health of these resources was a common thread
throughout most discussions.

It is widely known that properly functioning riparian areas are critical to the health of sage
grouse, particularly in the early life of the brood chicks, as these areas provide the insects and
tender forbs needed to sustain them. According to some, small springs/seeps may be an even
more important factor influencing the populations of sage grouse than flowing streams and
associated riparian areas. Recent studies demonstrate a strong relationship between sage
grouse nesting success and these small water features.
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Overall, people understood the importance of riparian values, but also recognized the need for
better approaches to protect, maintain and restore those areas. Underlying this to some
degree was the need for an increased understanding of riparian health, and the attributes and
processes that constitute properly functioning systems. Riparian resources are one of the most
resilient features of the landscape and generally respond well to management actions designed
to restore and maintain function. However, depending on the extent of degradation, and the
specific potential of a particular system, conditions may take a long time to improve.

There were numerous examples of riparian improvements across Nevada, and many people
were aware of the resiliency and recovery potential of degraded riparian areas through
changed management. However, there were still numerous riparian areas subject to continued
degradation. Overall, there was a general recognition that the rate of improvement in riparian
habitats would need to accelerate in order to meet the coming demands for ESA listed species
and other riparian related values.

Livestock Grazing

A large portion of BLM managed land in Nevada is leased for grazing; with many ranching
operations pre-dating the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (1976) and the Taylor Grazing
Act (1934). Many Nevadans see grazing as an important part of the culture, customs and
economy of the State. The public lands are vital to the continued successful livestock business
operations; few ranches could survive only on private lands. People expressed concern over
current and future impacts to continued public land grazing in the face of ongoing drought,
potential sage grouse and other ESA species listings, and the inability to manage wild horse and
burro populations. They also expressed concern over the ecological, social, and economic
impacts associated with declines in public land grazing. Some federal programs, such as those
administered by the USDA Farm Service Administration (FSA) and National Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), were important to operators. For example, in 2014 the FSA
intervened to provide emergency payments to livestock permittees whose operations had been
negatively impacted by drought. Likewise, NRCS is heavily invested in helping ranchers plan
overall operations, and for assistance in habitat improvement for sage grouse and other
species.

Some groups vigorously opposed public land grazing and advocated for the removal of livestock
from all public lands. Others, while not totally opposed, doubted that it was possible for
livestock operators, particularly in desert areas, to remain economically viable while also
meeting ecological objectives. They argued livestock grazing irrevocably altered ecosystems in
Nevada and West-wide, as evidenced by the loss of native sagebrush/bunchgrass ecosystems
due to what they saw as cattle-induced cheatgrass invasion and degradation of the fragile
macrobiotic crust and the impairment of critical riparian areas. They believed that livestock
interests have held federal land management agencies hostage long enough, and were tired of
what they saw as a systemic lack of accountability and sense of entitlement on the part of
public land permittees. They felt that public rangelands continued to be overgrazed and under-
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regulated and cited extremely low grazing fees ($1.35 - $1.69 per AUM) as evidence. Some
studies (i.e., Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility report) and BLM records
document that a large amount of riparian areas and rangelands in Nevada did not meet BLM
land health standards.

Some individuals noted that Nevada public land grazing accounted for less than 5% of national
beef production, and it came at a high cost to other resources. They pointed out that livestock
operations in other areas of the U.S. such as Florida, Texas and the mid-west were much more
effective and efficient, and the economic impact to the livestock industry would be minimal
with cessation of public lands grazing. They believed that it provided a relatively low socio-
economic benefit at a disproportionately high public ecological cost. Others argued that public
land gazing was critical to sustaining the economy of Nevada, and highlighted the important
contribution the ranching industry had to local communities. Many also strongly supported it
as part of maintaining food security. A few people noted that since grazing on BLM managed
land was one of the multiple uses authorized by law, wholesale decisions regarding grazing on
federal lands was outside the consideration of a single state and that any major change would
have to be approved by Congress.

Livestock grazing within the BLM is administered via the issuance of permits on a 10-year basis;
although many are overdue for renewal. As a result, many grazing management plans are also
outdated and some allotments have no plan. According to many, reliance on proper grazing
management systems, and tools focused on the timing, intensity, and duration of livestock
grazing were uncommon. When livestock management actions were taken, people felt that
BLM tended to focus only on strict adherence to permit dates, reduction of livestock numbers,
or removal. These actions generally have not resulted in riparian condition improvement
without further support in terms of distribution and/or wild horse and burro management. In
the absence of livestock distribution techniques, permittees were often forced to vacate an
allotment because they had met riparian ‘triggers’ (i.e., limits of use) even though ample upland
grasses may have remained available. In addition to the immediate impacts to the operators,
this practice has led to increased concerns over fire danger posed by fine fuels.

Many permittees and others noted that they were trying to update their permits and
management plans to achieve better resource conditions. However, they said were frequently
met with resistance from BLM staff who were already overwhelmed with the NEPA workload
and unable to process new requests. The sense was that the BLM’s answer to most permittee
requests was that an EA/EIS, including a cultural resource survey (another perceived agency
bottle-neck), was required. Some operators were working to develop improved practices and
management not only for livestock, but also to help reduce fuel densities and improve
conditions for sage grouse and other wildlife. They saw this as important for their economic
well-being, as well as for ecological improvements. However, they felt hamstrung by NEPA and
BLM planning processes, and unable to improve their land stewardship and livestock
operations.
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A number of individuals noted that it was extremely difficult to receive authorization to simply
do maintenance on existing water developments, let alone develop new ones. Others noted
that they were unable to get approval for temporary or permanent fencing in a timely manner;
some noted that approval for hauling water to livestock was also difficult to obtain. In many
cases, ranchers were willing to do the needed work at his/her own expense. Given the
perceived resistance to what many believe to be simple and straight-forward fixes, they felt
thwarted in their efforts to gain approval for other, more complicated range projects that could
help improve the health of the land. Many operators expressed that they felt like they didn’t
have any good options to move forward.

A number of individuals expressed interest in exploring innovative and creative ways to support
good resource management by allowing for increased flexibility and adaptability to improve
landscapes both for grazing and wildlife. As one permittee stated, “flexibility is better than
money.” Many people believed it would be increasingly important to think outside the box in
the future, and work together for success. They felt a larger “tool box” would be required to
manage more adaptively in response to changing circumstances.

Some individuals suggested using ‘stewardship contracting’ approaches for reduction of pifion-
juniper acreage, or the direct return of range betterment funds for improvements to the
allotments where the funds were derived. Other ideas included more flexibility in restoring or
installing water developments; and modifying the timing, intensity and duration of grazing to
better match seasonal opportunities. There was particular interest in using scientifically
supported ‘targeted grazing’ as a way to reduce or mitigate fire danger posed by increased fine
fuels (i.e., cheatgrass). While targeted grazing is the subject of much discussion and research,
some questioned the short-term logistics of moving herds in such a way to effectively mitigate
the danger of fine-fuels buildup. Similarly, people noted that in the long-term, it would be
difficult for ranchers to maintain herds based on a potential highly fluctuating forage base
(primarily cheatgrass) that might be available one year but not the next.

In addition to the work being completed in the BLM Districts to renew grazing permits, the
NVSO is currently standing up a centralized Permit Renewal Team to increase the number of
permits being processed. Several individuals, both internally and externally, expressed
concerns that this would not be a successful way to approach the backlog; rather, they felt it
would take funds away from local units where they feel the work is best done. They feared that
the limited knowledge of on-the-ground conditions and permittee operations would be a
deterrent to the planning process.

Drought Policy

The Drought Environmental Assessments (EAs) currently instituted by Nevada BLM were one of
the most talked about topics during discussions. According to the National Drought Index, in
2015, much of Nevada entered its fourth consecutive year of extreme/severe drought — with
limited relief in sight. In response, all District Offices were expected to follow the policies and
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procedures outlined in the handbook, “Resource Management During Drought” (NV H-1730-1)
which was issued in February of 2011. In addition to this, the Battle Mountain District produced
a Drought EA in 2012 which analyzed a suite of actions that could be taken if certain resource
triggers were met. -Following an inconsistent approach among Districts, District Offices were
instructed to follow a uniform template based on Battle Mountain’s 2012 example. This was
not met with unanimous support as many employees and stakeholders did not agree with this
decision, which they viewed as pushing a one-size-fits-all mandate.

A number of individuals wanted Districts to have the flexibility to create their own Drought EAs,
or plans that reflected and responded to site-specific ecological and social conditions. Others
did not want to do a Drought EA at all. They questioned the need; believing it added little, since
adequate tools/policy existed under normal permit administration. Many felt it added an
unnecessary layer of work and complexity; further taxing limited local resources that could be
focused on permit renewals. Others saw it as an effective policy innovation for streamlining the
NEPA process in times where rapid responses to changing conditions were necessary.

The internal and external divisiveness surrounding the Drought EAs has resulted in inconsistent
understanding and interpretation of their purpose and effect, as well as inconsistent
implementation. Many people were not clear whether the EA’s were simply an analysis, or a
decision. Some people believed they were not decisions, but building blocks to site- or
allotment-specific decisions that would be made individually with additional NEPA. Others
believed they were decision documents that provided direction for responding to drought
conditions, such as lowering utilization rates for key forage species groups. This has fueled
controversy, concern and distrust, both within and outside BLM. Many noted that clear and
consistent communications about the implementation of this policy, both internally and
externally, were also lacking.

A fair amount of disagreement also existed regarding the science behind various drought
indices, and their site-specific application. While many recognized that Nevada was indeed
experiencing a hydrologic drought, individuals noted that the effects on vegetation vary
depending on whether localized precipitation occurs at the right times. Some were concerned
about the predictive ability of national drought monitors, as areas shown to be in severe
drought may also have had average or better forage production (hydrologic vs. vegetative
drought). This has also led to concern over the build-up of fine fuels and increased fire danger,
and calls for more flexibility in grazing management and the use of prescribed or targeted
grazing. Several people stated that a “wet period” plan was also needed due to high fire
dangers following high production levels of cheatgrass, in particular.

A number of individuals felt that the BLM ‘sold’ the Drought EAs as a way to provide a
streamlined approach for responding to drought through the use of various grazing
management tools. However, some feel that implementation has typically focused on reducing
numbers of livestock or closing allotments because it is the most expedient. Implementing most
other tools (i.e., water hauls, temporary fencing, etc.) required further analysis under NEPA
(which is already back-logged), and was either discouraged or would take so long it would not
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be helpful. While many permittees have opted to take ‘voluntary non-use,” there was a sense
by many that these decisions have been coerced — with the alternative being a formal BLM
decision to reduce numbers or total closure that would remain in effect for one growing season
after the drought was declared over. By making these decisions based on the Drought EA,
permittees were also held to more stringent utilization levels or thresholds during the drought
periods.

Many ranchers and their supporters believed that the BLM was using the Drought EAs to
systematically remove grazing from public lands; led by the Battle Mountain District Manager
and supported by the Nevada BLM State Director. They argued that the BLM is engaged in
guestionable practices in support of this agenda, including: (1) colluding with environmental
and wild horse and burro advocates; and (2) harassment, intimidation, and retaliation against
permittees, which also impacted associated local communities.

They further noted that the Drought EAs focused only on livestock grazing because the BLM’s
hands are essentially tied when it came to managing wild horses and burros. On many
allotments, the number of horses far exceeded the limit established for the Herd Management
Area (HMA). For numerous reasons the BLM has been unable to remove excess horses, so the
only way to reduce range impacts has been to reduce permitted livestock use. While
temporary range improvements and other livestock management options have required
additional NEPA analysis (and were often delayed or ignored) under the Drought EAs, water
hauls for wild horses were automatically green lighted and have even been carried out by the
BLM. Gathers and other options for reducing wild horse and burro numbers were often
stopped via protest and/or litigation.

The Nevada BLM is currently engaged in an internal review of the Drought EAs. They plan to

share the results of this review with permittees and other stakeholders at a later date (see
recommendations).

Argenta Allotment, Battle Mountain District

Management of the 330,000+ acres, mixed operator, checkerboard (intermixed private and
public land) Argenta allotment, located in Lander County, is complicated in its own right. This is
further compounded by the fact that it is also preliminary priority-prime sage grouse habitat
and thus is subject to current regulatory uncertainty related to the sage grouse planning efforts.
Ongoing controversy surrounding Argenta management has become a symbol of larger
concerns related to drought and livestock grazing on public lands, and perceived heavy-handed
federal actions.

In summer 2014, the BLM Battle Mountain District closed nine of the 20 use areas on the
Argenta allotment due to unacceptable levels of livestock grazing impacts, particularly in the
face of continued drought. The decision to close nine use areas made it difficult to use the
allotment because there are no fences to keep cows out of closed areas. During this same time,
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across the State, ranchers ‘voluntarily’ agreed to forego roughly 440,000 AUMs in 2014; a 20%
reduction in total AUMs.

Livestock grazing permittees and their supporters opposed the Argenta decision; and launched
various protests in response to actions taken by the BLM, and specifically the Battle Mountain
District Manager, under the Drought EA. They viewed recent decisions as evidence of Federal
efforts (BLM, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), etc.) to remove livestock grazing from the
landscape.

Two horseback rides were organized to call attention to the plight of ranching families affected
by the decision to close the Argenta allotment. In May 2014, Grant Gerber (Elko County
Commissioner) planned a ‘Grass March’ to Carson City. Gerber gave petitions calling for
removal of the Battle Mountain District Manager to a ‘Cowboy Express’ that delivered the
petitions on horseback to the BLM State Director and the Governor of Nevada. In August 2014,
ranchers and their supporters conveyed these petitions and others from California to
Washington D.C,, in a similar ‘Grass March - Cowboy Express.” Grant Gerber was fatally injured
during this ride, which has further heightened the already emotionally charged atmosphere.

In addition to these rides, Argenta permittees and others erected a protest camp outside of the
Battle Mountain District Office, to serve as headquarters for the various protests and to ask
passers-by to honk in support of beef and the removal of the Battle Mountain District Manager.
The Nevada Land Action Association, the Public Lands Council, and others have also filed a
lawsuit against the BLM’s analysis and implementation under the Drought EA, highlighting the
Argenta decision. Western Watersheds Project has filed a countersuit.

Some environmental interests, on the other hand, applauded the efforts of the BLM Districts to
reduce cattle numbers and grazing impacts on public land. They regarded the Battle Mountain
District Manager, in particular, as a hero who has made ‘tough decisions’ in favor of the
resource and has been willing to stand up against the heavy pressures brought about by the
livestock industry. They viewed the Argenta decision as precedent setting, because the Battle
Mountain District attempted to bring some level of accountability to livestock grazing in the
arid west.

Coming into the 2015 grazing season, there was an expressed desire by the permittees and BLM
to come together and reach a settlement agreement for the nine closed areas based on a short-
term management strategy to reduce resource impacts — particularly in riparian areas. Any
short-term plan would ultimately be replaced by a long-term management strategy for the
entire allotment that fully complies with NEPA. The NRST was asked to assist with this effort;
they began work on the Argenta allotment on March 5t (see recommendations).
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Wild Horse and Burro Management

The Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros (WHB) Act (1971) requires the protection,
management, and control of wild horses and burros to achieve and maintain a thriving natural
ecological balance on public lands while considering wildlife needs (particularly endangered
species) and others. It directs the Secretary of Interior to remove excess animals as necessary to
achieve appropriate management levels (AML) via adoption and the most humane/cost-
effective population control.

Wild horse and burro management on public lands is one of the most complex and
controversial issues facing the BLM in Nevada. Nearly everyone the SA team spoke with had an
opinion about what should or should not happen with horses, and few were in agreement.
Some likened it to the national debate over legal abortion in terms of the emotional fervor and
political clout wielded by stakeholders on either side. As one participant put it, “Wild horse and
burro management is a big, huge, gnarly mess.”

After speaking with over 185 people, there seemed to be two near-consensus opinions: (1)
everyone supported having the wild horses in Nevada, and (2) no one believed the program
was being managed well. During discussions, almost everyone expressed concerns over historic
and current wild horse and burro management, or lack thereof. The reasons for poor program
management differed widely between wild horse and burro advocates, livestock supporters,
and others. Much of the controversy over wild horses was not so much about the animals
themselves as it was the failure to properly manage populations according to the law.

Many people pointed out that the historical and cultural context of wild horse and burro
management was unique in Nevada. They noted that the State was central to our societal
awareness of wild horses and burros; it is where the movie “The Misfits” was filmed, and where
“Wild Horse Annie” first raised the consciousness of the nation towards the abusive treatment
of “the wild ones.” In other states, such as Colorado, many people were completely unaware of
the existence of wild horses unless they lived near an HMA; they were a minor part of the
culture and background. In contrast to this, nearly everyone in Nevada knew about wild horses.

The Nevada BLM manages the largest wild horse and burro program in the west. According to
the BLM’s website, there were 49,209 horses on the range in the United States as of March 1%
2014 —almost double AML of 26,664. In Nevada, there are 25,035 horses on the range — again,
almost double the State’s AML of 12,796. A number of individuals believed the true population
estimate within Nevada fell somewhere between 14,000 and 48,000. Given a population rate
increase of approximately 20% per year, most agreed that the horse population doubled every
3-5 years.

Nationally, the BLM removed 1,863 horses from the range in 2014 (down from 8,255 in 2012);

and there were 2,173 adoptions (down from 5,701 in 2005). There are currently approximately
48,000 horses and burros in holding facilities. These animals remain under federal care, but the
studs are gelded and held separate from mares (practices that do not occur on the range). Both
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short- and long-term holding facilities are near capacity, thus limiting the number of animals
that can be removed from HMAs. Furthermore, life expectancies typically increase from 17-20
years on the range to more than 30 years in holding. In FY 2014, $43 million of the $77 million
national wild horse and burro program budget was used to pay for long-term care
(approximately $48,000/animal over its lifetime). Recent removals have been carefully planned
to avoid continuing the upward trend of horses in holding facilities, with the associated
increased costs. Complicating this, lawsuits against BLM in Wyoming have forced removal of
large numbers of horses on some HMA'’s, reducing the options for other states to send surplus
animals. Many people expressed concerns about the dilemma caused by continuing to put
large amounts of money into a program that has become increasingly problematic and less
sustainable every year.

Appropriate Management Levels

Wild horses and burros on rangelands in Nevada, and other areas of the U.S., are strongly
supported by the public. During discussions, most people expressed a belief that horses were
an important part of Nevada culture and history, and were rightfully being protected. The
iconic view of the wild horse racing across open landscapes, tail and mane flowing, stirred
passions in nearly everyone. For many people, however, support was qualified with “so long as
they are managed to AML.” The Nevada Association of Counties and the Farm Bureau filed a
lawsuit forcing BLM to manage populations at AML and reduce animals currently in long-term
holding facilities. This lawsuit was recently dismissed by Federal court because it was too
general and wide ranging, but other similar lawsuits continue in other states.

In accordance with the WHB Act, each HMA has an established AML that reflects the number of
wild horses and burros that can graze without causing damage to the range, while also
considering wildlife needs and permitted livestock. An AML is generally a range of numbers
(from low to high). According to specialists, the intent was for BLM to remove wild horse and
burro numbers in excess of the low range of the AML to allow populations to expand to the
upper level between gathers to reduce the needed number of gathers.

Many wild horse and burro advocates believed that current AMLs are too low, due to errors in
original population estimates (accurate counts continue to prove difficult) and/or competition
with livestock and wildlife for allocated forage (forage allocation for wild horses and burros is
significantly less than livestock and wildlife). They highlighted scientific evidence showing that
having populations of less than 150 within an HMA would adversely affect the genetic diversity
available within the herd to continue to evolve within the landscape, and could lead to local
extinction. Advocates further argued that the original areas where horses were found in 1971,
when the WHB Act was signed, included 23 million acres designated as HMA'’s. By 2012, those
acres had been reduced to 15.7 million acres, and additional HMA’s were zeroed out through
the removal of small herds. This represented approximately a 30% loss from the originally
designated area, and a 50% loss in the number of HMA’s.
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Overall, wild horse and burro advocates felt that these animals deserve more recognition and
equitable treatment. In the perspective of some, a reasonable AML would be at least double
the current national AML of 26,684 (required not actual). This figure came from taking the
original number of hard units (339) and multiplying by the minimum genetically viable herd size
of 150, and totals 50,850 (very close to actual population estimates). Advocates noted that
while areas may technically be over AML, horses were not necessarily the animals that were
overgrazing them. They argued that cattle outnumber horses 50:1 and they believed wild horse
and burro protection under the law supersedes livestock grazing privileges bestowed by BLM.
Thus, they felt that livestock numbers should be cut prior to the removal of horses. Several
advocates stated: “Just one time, we’d like to see the BLM remove permitted livestock from
ranges before reducing the populations of horses.”

Others argued that, like unmanaged livestock, unmanaged wild horse and burro populations
also significantly impacted resource conditions. Many believed that horses can have a more
severe impact on riparian areas than livestock because of their propensity to rip vegetation out
by the roots and paw/dig for water or destroy water developments. They also can be territorial
when it comes to water, often chasing off wildlife including bighorn sheep, deer, and antelope.
Furthermore, they are on the range 365 days/year with minimal efforts to distribute the
population. Others argued that livestock have a much greater impact due to sheer numbers and
their tendency to loaf on riparian areas; whereas bands of wild horses typically come to riparian
areas only periodically, drink with the stallion watching over the band, and then leave after the
stallion drinks.

Many ranchers and others believed that the Nevada BLM focuses on removing livestock as
opposed to wild horses and burros when riparian and upland ‘triggers’ were met. They viewed
this as a ‘band-aid’ solution and noted that even if livestock grazing were removed altogether,
unmanaged horses would continue to increase to the point where they degrade resource
conditions and negatively impact wildlife. Some individuals argued that if cattle were removed
from public lands, horse numbers would undergo a marked increase in response to newly
available territories. Still others believed BLM’s approach to call for permittee accountability
was unjust when the agency itself was not viewed as accountable.

Management Options
GATHERS

There was little agreement on appropriate tools and techniques for managing wild horse and
burro populations. Some felt that populations should be intensively managed; while others
strongly believed that these animals should be allowed to interact naturally with the ecosystem
and be protected from various interventions. Many believed that round-ups and gathers were
a central component of the management program. Others objected to what they saw as
inhumane treatment of horses during gathers. They particularly argued against the use of
helicopters, which they believed negatively impacts horse band behavior by separating family
groups; often resulting in higher birth rates among animals left on the range. Most advocates
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preferred the use of low-stress gather methods (i.e., bait and water traps); however, most also
recognized some HMA'’s were too inaccessible and/or rugged for anything but helicopter
gathers.

FERTILITY CONTROL

In contrast to continued round-ups and gathers of horses and burros destined for holding
facilities, many advocates supported the use of fertility control to manage populations on
rangelands. While most were opposed to more invasive measures such as gelding studs and/or
spaying mares, many supported the use of porcine zona pellucida (PZP) - a contraceptive
vaccine. They were most supportive of using bait traps and specially trained volunteers to dart
the animals with PZP. Some talked about experiments using hunters darting animals from
concealed locations to avoid negative association between horses and humans (darters).
However, this was recognized as a highly labor-intensive process regardless of how the drugs
were administered, and certification was required for the people who administer the drugs.
Several areas close to larger population centers were cited as models for how volunteer
workers, in concert with the BLM, may be able to do much of the management actions.
However, most people recognized that these endeavors would require considerable ongoing
investment of time, money, and labor.

There were differences of opinion over the use of PZP, even within the horse advocacy groups.
Opinions varied regarding the use of a one-year ‘native’ PZP versus a multi-year dose (PZP-22),
which some said has been linked to carcinogenic and behavioral impacts. Overall, the native
PZP seemed favored, with additional research conducted on efficacy of injection techniques
and understanding of side-effects before widespread use of PZP-22. Other people discounted
this and believed the multi-year fertility control to be another important tool. Some people
expressed concern that PZP in general had the effect of improving the body condition of mares
as they go through a full year without carrying a foal, and increased the likelihood of
impregnation after the dosage wears off.

While some believed fertility control alone could reduce wild horse and burro populations;
others disputed the notion that this approach could bring numbers into balance in any
reasonable time frame, if it all, given current rates of population increase. A recent attempt by
BLM to treat some mares with PZP and release them back into the Fish Creek HMA as part of a
fertility control experiment on the Battle Mountain District was appealed. Complainants
argued that horses, especially pregnant mares, could not legally be returned to an HMA that
was well above its AML. Friends of Animals and Protect Mustangs also recently brought (and
were upheld) injunctive legal action against the BLM for their limited analysis on the behavioral
effects of PZP-22 in regard to the Pine Nut HMA gather on the Carson City District. The
injunction was based on NEPA adequacy, rather than a scientific issue with PZP, but the
advocacy group opposed any PZP use.

Several horse advocates and groups noted they would like to have the opportunity to
collaborate and cooperate with BLM in management of specific HMA’s using PZP to control
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population size. The plan for managing the Fish Creek HMA was identified as one strategy that
some believed could be successful in controlling horse numbers, while also reducing overall
costs of management and being much more humane for the horses; assuming the PZP
applications were followed as planned. It was recognized by many that long-term holding,
given the expenses of gathers and transportation, was not economically sustainable. One way
to reduce those costs was by controlling populations on the land through fertility control.

SLAUGHTER

Although many people and animals worldwide consume horsemeat, the majority of Americans
oppose the slaughter of horses. People the SA team spoke with cited concerns over whether
horses can be managed humanely in industrial-scale slaughter, and whether it was appropriate
to consume what many considered to be a companion animal. Commercial slaughter of horses
has effectively been prohibited in the U.S. through legislative action since 2006. The ban briefly
expired in 2011; however, it was reinstated in 2013. The law prevents the USDA inspection of
slaughtered horses for human consumption and as a result, horse slaughter facilities are no
longer operating in the U.S. However, horse slaughter continues to occur in Canada and
Mexico, which many noted is substantially less regulated. Some argued that an unintended
consequence of the ban has been an increase in the number of cases of private horse neglect,
abandonment, and cruelty — with a number of unwanted horses simply being released onto
public lands, further compounding horse populations and impacts. They noted that this trend
increased during the recent economic downturn in the U.S.

NATURAL REGULATION

Some advocates viewed wild horses and burros the same as they view any wildlife species and
argued that their populations would naturally regulate at some point. They believed that if
these animals were allowed to be truly wild and free roaming with no human interference,
population growth would slow as herds occupied most of the territories and competition for
food and water depressed birth rate. Others noted that natural regulation is rendered
ineffective by the absence of large predators. While mountain lions have been known to kill
foals, predation on the whole has been relatively low. The introduction of wolves would likely
have an effect on wild horse and burro populations, but that option would be highly
controversial. Wolves from populations established in the Yellowstone ecosystem are
spreading naturally across ranges occupied by wild horses, but it would take many years for
numbers adequate to depress horse populations - assuming nothing was done to control wolf
populations.

In the absence of large predators, the principle path for achieving a natural balance without
active management is through starvation and/or dehydration. Some groups and individuals felt
this was more acceptable than any type of removal or euthanasia. Other people strongly
objected to this, noting that widespread and irreversible damage to the range would occur
prior to massive wild horse and burro die-offs. Further, they struggled with the notion of
purposefully allowing animals to die from starvation and dehydration which they saw as a truly
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inhumane act — stating that anyone who favored this fate had never watched a horse of burro
die on the range. Given these options, these people stated that they preferred euthanasia or
the use of humane slaughter in the U.S.

Going Forward

Almost everyone agreed that there were problems with wild horse and burro management;
although there were many disagreements about what the problems were. The growing
population on Nevada rangelands will pose major challenges in the coming decade. Converging
issues will greatly complicate the current situation. Long-term drought, or climate change, is
expected to impact water and forage availability on many ranges. Potential listing of the sage
grouse will also bring new challenges to managing herds and complying with both the WHB Act
and ESA.

A number of stakeholders believe they had been trying to help the BLM with wild horse and
burro management for more than a decade. Many were frustrated and felt their input and
recommendations either fell on deaf ears or had become lost in a bureaucratic black hole.
Interested individuals and groups, as well as members of formalized groups such as Resource
Advisory Councils and Committees, shared this sentiment equally.

Many BLM employees sincerely wanted to be able to manage horses as directed by law and
regulation and felt hamstrung by their inability to remove horses in adequate numbers to
protect rangeland resources, or even the horses themselves. At the local level, BLM has largely
been unable to remove animals in order to maintain populations at AML, in part due to legal
challenges and lack of support from wild horse and burro advocates. Interestingly, most people
did not blame local-level BLM employees for the inability to manage the herds because they
recognized the national scope and influence of the issue.

Many understood that the issue was controlled in Washington D.C. and believed that Congress
and major interest groups have been unwilling to confront the wild horse and burro issue in a
way that allows for management as prescribed by law. This was further compounded by the
fact that even though many individuals were concerned about current and future wild horse
and burro populations in Nevada, many organizations and representatives were unwilling to
take a public stand on the issue out of fear of political retribution (loss of votes, membership,
etc.). For many, it was easier to blame the BLM, and maintain wild horse and burro
management as a BLM problem, than it was to tackle it as a larger American (national) problem.
As a result, local managers were said to have their hands tied by national policies and politics
largely influenced by segments of the American public far removed from the west.

During conversations, a majority of the people expressed concern that Nevada was facing a
perfect storm of issues and the possibility of ecological collapse, given the existing drought and
increasingly high levels of wild horse and burro populations. They also expressed a desire to
participate in a collaborative effort to address these issues; however, they recognized that their
hands were largely tied locally and this frustrated them. They believed that in the absence of a
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defined decision-space set at the national level, local or statewide efforts to collaboratively
managed wild horse and burro populations were futile. That said, a growing number of people
believed that an increase in common understanding that may arise from collaboration at state
and local levels could be important starting point to changing overall program management and
public perceptions.

One topic that needs much greater discussion and understanding by all concerned with wild
horse management is the use of fertility control. A number of advocates pointed to new and
evolving science that demonstrated the improved success of these approaches; which they
believed are more humane to the horses and economically favorable when all costs are
considered. While a majority of the individuals with whom we spoke felt that large increases in
removals would be required soon — before populations grew any larger. However, many also
recognized that removing large numbers of horses from HMA’s and putting them in long-term
holding facilities was not only unsustainable; it was not even feasible in many situations, given
budget and space limitations.

Because wild horse and burro removals cannot be done for many reasons, some felt it would be
necessary to do more work with fertility control since that has much broader support. The
approach promoted by many wild horse and burro advocates included intensive work on
fertility control with significantly reduced rates of removal. Another key part of this approach
involved limiting removals to those animals deemed most adoptable and trainable, as opposed
to older animals for which adoption is unlikely. Wild horse and burro advocates argue that this
would greatly change the cost equation for the program, and be more humane because horses
would remain with their bands.

Transfer of Public Lands

Many parties were concerned with the overwhelming presence of the Federal Government in
the state and supported the transfer of public lands at several scales to state, regional, or
private entities. This included interest in transferring large blocks of BLM managed land to the
State, particularly in the checkerboard areas. People in favor of this proposal cited cumbersome
federal bureaucracies as an impediment to good stewardship, and an interest in elevating local
values in land-management decisions. They also noted the particular challenges associated
with checkerboard land ownership patterns, especially with regard to Fifth Amendment rights.

Others expressed interest in pursuing land transfers to block up the checkerboard lands with no
net gains or losses on either side. Participants believed this would streamline and improve
flexibility in the management of these lands. Some participants also expressed concern over
smaller residences that were in trespass on Federal lands and other small parcels of land that, if
transferred, could help improve local municipalities by allowing for development and increased
recreation opportunities. Given the large amount of land in Nevada managed by the Federal
government, people believed that the benefits of these small transfers greatly outweighed any
drawbacks.
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On the other hand, many of individuals were opposed to land transfers, especially transfers of
federally managed land to state or private interests. They were concerned that local pressures
for economic growth would outweigh landscape-scale management principles, and doubted
whether state agencies would, in fact, be any more adept at handling the complex resource
management issues or even have the capacity to take them on.

Private Water Rights and Federal Land

The settlement pattern of early Nevada resulted in most of the prime, watered land being
owned by private individuals. Private landowners (many permittees) control most of the major
streams, as well as many seeps and springs — including some in highly productive wildlife and
sage grouse habitat. As a result, many believed that private lands and water rights must be
considered as central components of discussions regarding landscape-scale conservation.

Privately owned water rights held on federally managed lands have presented unique
challenges. Federal agencies have often required permittees to transfer a portion of their
water rights to the federal government via cooperative use agreements or other vehicles in
exchange for approval of developing water for livestock management. The agencies have
argued that water on public lands should be available for other uses including wildlife, fish, and
horses; however, permittees have been largely unwilling to compromise their water rights.
Ranchers said they nearly always provided for those uses as part of their developed livestock
water (often at their own expense), but did not want to formally relinquish any right they have
to the water.

Some ranchers expressed concern about developing water sources on allotments, believing
that if they give up any of their interest in water to BLM for horses and/or wildlife, it would

result in the cows being removed and only the horses being able to use the water. This has

essentially resulted in a stalemate, and will continue to present a barrier to future livestock
management and projects designed to enhance range and riparian health.

Sage Grouse

A significant portion of land in northern Nevada could be listed as critical habitat if the sage
grouse is listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA. Many people expressed fear and
uncertainty about what this designation would mean for BLM and private landholders. Given
the central role of private land and water in protecting the species, as well as its critical
connection to public lands, many believed that a change in the way people coordinated and
cooperated across the landscape was needed.

There have been large investments to date by federal and state governments, as well as private
individuals to improve sagebrush ecosystems. Nevada has worked aggressively to develop their
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own recommendations for the BLM plan, including innovative approaches and tools to ease the
regulatory burden. The Sagebrush Ecosystem Council formed by the Governor and its
Sagebrush Ecosystem Technical Team has provided a set of recommendations that can be
applied both to Federal and private lands. Additionally, the Sage Grouse Initiative administered
by NRCS offers financial and technical assistance to landowners and provides an important
source of support for improving and managing sage grouse habitat.

A key point mentioned by a number of people was the perceived inability of the BLM to
successfully implement needed changes in a timely way, even if the revised plans appear to
offer desired levels of protection. They highlighted poor past experience with BLM
management of livestock, wild horses, invasive species, and fire. A number of people were
interested to see how BLM handles the need to consult on wild horse and burro management if
the sage grouse was listed. They noted that most BLM staff appeared stretched to near their
limits just with the existing workloads; consultation would add yet another layer of work if
listing occurs.

One strong disagreement with sage grouse planning concerned the impact of predators, and
whether or not they were identified as a high-level threat. BLM and FWS ranked the threat
from predators substantially lower than the State did in its plan. The State sage grouse plan has
called for a three-phased approach to predators, particularly ravens.

The continued legal hunting season for sage grouse was also a source of considerable
consternation. While the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) has published papers and
explained the scientific data that is supplied as part of the hunter program, this action failed to
pass the “red face” test with most people, including many sportsmen. They stated that while it
may have been a very minor source of loss to the bird population, it just did not feel right to
hunt and kill potentially listed species of wildlife for which the populations have reduced
significantly over the past several decades — especially given the major impacts that may occur
to Nevada if sage grouse was listed.

Mining and Energy

Mining and energy development has a long history of economic contribution to Nevada. While
people would often like mining operations to occur elsewhere, ‘gold is where you find it.’
Although there were often high amounts of surface disturbance at a given mining site, this has
accounted for a very small percentage of the overall landscape surface when considering the
total land base. However, some stakeholders were concerned that dewatering from mining
operations was affecting water availability.

To mitigate or offset disturbed acres, a number of ranches have been purchased by mining
companies and managed specifically to protect and/or restore land health. These ranches
could potentially become demonstration areas for innovative land use practices and provide
high quality habitat for sage grouse and other wildlife and fish species. However, some
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expressed concern over the loss of small, family-run agricultural operations. There was also
concern over potential future scrutiny and impacts to small businesses if mine-owned ranches,
which have increased flexibility and financial resources, become the standard to which other
livestock operations in Nevada are compared.

Some of mining and energy representatives expressed concerns about the lengthy and
expensive NEPA permitting process for surface uses, including mining facilities, roads, power
lines (new/replacement), and renewable energy development. They explained that ‘time is
money’ for a number of these projects, and lamented the difficulty of having money tied up
awaiting various reviews (often for a period of years). There were additional concerns with the
perceived unreasonableness of some of the requirements; the cost of one project discussed
more than tripled because of regulatory requirements included by the BLM. Many believed the
situation would likely worsen if sage grouse were listed, because required consultation would
add to the already lengthy process.

Concerns were also expressed about the various cost recovery approaches taken by the BLM
with regard to NEPA and planning. In some instances, applicants have completely funded the
EA or EIS and specialist time to review the analysis documents. These added costs were not as
much of a problem for larger companies, as they could be for smaller ones. A number of
individuals also expressed concern that the BLM gave priority to funded NEPA projects. Thus, in
order to be competitive, small mining companies must secure finances to cover NEPA. In
addition, un-funded analyses, such as those for grazing projects and permit renewals, would
likely fall to the bottom of the list with respect to the BLM’s workload priorities, negatively
impacting permittees.

Invasive Species

The BLM considers invasive species and wildfire as the two greatest threats to sage grouse in
the Great Basin, and much of the planning effort to protect the species revolves around
mitigating these threats. Wildfire is considered a change agent on the landscape. The natural
fire regime has been significantly affected in the past 100 years due to fire suppression,
livestock grazing, and introduction of fire prone invasive annual grasses such as cheatgrass and
medusahead. Invasive species are widespread throughout Nevada. They generally out-
compete native grasses, particularly following wildfires; and cheatgrass expansion can
contribute to fine fuel loading, further increasing the risk of these fires. In addition, in many
areas unmanaged cheatgrass can convert to the more problematic species, medusahead, which
is nearly always irreversible and badly degrades the land.

Although most people recognized that something must be done, there was a clear difference of
opinion among scientists and user groups about the ways of managing cheatgrass and other
fine fuels. Fine fuels management has been an evolving topic for several years in Nevada. Many
believed cheatgrass was here to stay. While no approach would eliminate it, others believed
that there might be ways to economically treat or reduce management costs. A number of
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scientists, agency partners, and permittees talked about the potential for using livestock grazing
to reduce fine fuels (i.e., cheatgrass), and to create fuel breaks to aid initial attack opportunities
and safety for fire fighters. But other people believed that the large acreages of cheatgrass
could only be affected in a minor way, if at all, by targeted livestock grazing because of the
realities of livestock management. Given the unpredictability of timing and quantity of forage
available, they felt there would no way to match the number of cows to the amounts of forage.
People questioned where the extra cows would come from on the high forage years, or what
would be done with them when fine fuel availability was less.

Conditions range from pure monocultures of cheatgrass to mixtures of cheatgrass and native
bunch grasses/shrubs. All of these vegetative communities posed different opportunities for
grazing; and many felt it was very important to use all of the available tools to manage
cheatgrass. While no one viewed targeted grazing as ‘the’ the best and only answer, many
believed that it is a worthwhile tool to pursue. Many ranchers currently depend on cheatgrass
as an important part of their year-round operation. Hope was expressed that, over time, the
BLM may be in a position to take advantage of the growing body of evidence supporting
targeted grazing as a land health tool; particularly in the use of temporary, non-renewable
permits that could be offered in a timely manner to take advantage of the additional forage
some years — assuming it was feasible within an operation.

Pifion-juniper communities are also becoming increasing widespread and dense across much of
its range in Nevada. A combination of changing climate, drought, livestock grazing, and fire
suppression during the previous century has allowed pifion-juniper to encroach into many areas
where it previously was limited by low-intensity, frequent wildfire. Many of the areas now
occupied by encroaching pifion-juniper are highly productive sites that were once desirable
shrub-steppe communities. Historically, fire kept pifion-juniper within steep, rocky sites with
more broken topography where it is difficult for fire to carry.

Dense stands of these trees are subject to higher intensity wildfires than would be present in
the shrub-steppe conditions that previously existed. They also interfere with the ability of the
soil to capture, store and release precipitation - drying out sites. Juniper in particular transpires
relatively large amounts of water when temperatures are above freezing. This reduces early
season moisture that is needed by grasses and shrubs as they begin growth in warmer weather.
These are the areas where people believed most of the treatments should focus. They also
tend to be most valuable for sage grouse and other wildlife. Both site drying and the presence
of overhead structure that provides predatory bird perches are detrimental to sage grouse.

There are a number of ongoing and planned projects to reduce the acreages of pifion-juniper in
northern Nevada, most of which target areas where the stands have expanded their ranges
over historic conditions. Pifion pine is considered by Native Americans as an important food
source and also important for their cultural heritage. Tribal governments expressed that they
wanted consultation to occur whenever these types of projects are proposed.
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Noxious Weeds on Public Lands

In a number of places, people expressed concerns about the spread of noxious weeds from
public lands onto adjacent or downstream private lands. While they acknowledged the vast
acreages involved and the management difficulties presented simply by scale; most people felt
there was no clear strategy for identifying, containing, and/or controlling infestations on public
lands. There were also serious concerns about the federal agencies’ inability to use herbicides
that are currently approved by EPA; the BLM and Forest Service (FS) require additional
research/testing and analysis before use of these products. For example, certain effective
herbicides approved for use near streams or other water bodies have been applied on state and
private lands but not adjacent Federal lands thus contributing to the spread of weeds
downstream.

One particular concern expressed was that the FWS, and possibly other agencies, have bought
private land along streams in order to acquire water for refuges or in-stream uses. In some
instances, the acquired lands were then dewatered, and became strongholds for invasive
weeds that spread to neighboring properties. This has countered the efforts of Weed Control
Districts on state and private lands where they were using the full suite of approved products
and methods to control or contain weeds.

BLM Specific Issues

Tough Decisions

Many people talked about the need for better accountability by the BLM, both in terms of
livestock grazing and wild horse and burro management. A broad and diverse mix of people
noted that neither program has been managed well. As a result, riparian and rangeland
conditions have suffered (drought is a compounding factor); and many felt that the BLM suffers
from a lack of credibility. They believed that something must be done, particularly in light of
continued drought and the potential sage grouse listing. The difference for many lay in the
approach.

Some preferred strict enforcement of rules and regulations and stated that the BLM must “get
a backbone” and start protecting the resources under its care. Others saw value in fostering
more cooperative approaches, focused on working with the willing; supporting good livestock
grazing management with increased flexibility; and bringing others along primarily through
education, influence, and persuasion. Some recognized a combination of both approaches
might be required; believing that some ranchers would change their practices with improved
information and understanding, while others would continue to fight for the status quo. Many
noted that the various BLM Districts seemed to align themselves between these extremes.

Many also perceived the NVSO as currently supporting a more ‘hardline,” approach to livestock
grazing, while maintaining a hands-off approach to wild horse and burro management. Some
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expressed concern that high levels of protest and conflict that ensue from these strict
approaches to livestock grazing were distracting attention from important management needs
and concerns; this reduced progress towards improved range health, as the feuds have become
the focus rather than the health of the land.

NEPA and Planning

One frequent topic of discussion was the seeming inability or unwillingness of the BLM to be
flexible and adaptive at all levels. This was particularly important to individuals that recognized
the tremendous challenges posed by a rapidly changing political and regulatory environment,
as well as the high potential for conflicts among people. Many people (internal/external) noted
that the lack of effective and efficient compliance with NEPA was a major barrier to creative
and adaptive management, not to mention everyday work. They felt that the BLM was being
completely overwhelmed by the preparation of EAs and EISs. Individuals at the District level
acknowledged that core staff was stressed, exhausted, and unhappy with their workload, which
was expected to increase in light of sage grouse concerns.

Extremely lengthy EAs have complicated the work of specialists; increased length and
complexity of these documents is largely driven by the need to make them stand up to legal
challenge. Several people suggested it might take less time overall and provide more certainty if
an EIS was done rather than an EA. Some noted that long EAs (300+ pages) were ultimately
deemed to have no significant impacts. Yet the length and complexity of the analysis required
to support this finding, typically increased the vulnerability to challenge.

Preparation of NEPA documents has greatly extended the time necessary to implement project
work and required people whose job normally would be in the field to spend most of their time
in the office. Some people noted that it often takes 3-5 years to process relatively simple
requests due to the time lags with NEPA. The net effect of NEPA compliance has resulted in a
highly frustrated and overworked staff at several locations; and reduced agency capacity to
respond to the new and rapidly evolving environment in Nevada, as well as the associated
proposals for projects designed to meet changing needs.

Leadership and Consistency

A number of people, both internally and externally, discussed perceived dysfunction and
inconsistency in leadership, planning, and implementation. They cited examples of situations
where leaders had failed their employees and contributed to high stress levels, dissatisfaction,
rapid turnover and an overall unhealthy workplace environment. This did not apply to all units;
the differences among the various workplaces were apparent to the SA team even with limited
time available to meet with people. Some people felt micro-managed, and not appreciated or
supported. Although a fair amount of the concern was related to the NEPA workload, a
significant amount was also aimed at leadership at several levels.

A number of people were concerned with inconsistent and sometimes ineffective
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implementation of statewide policies. Internal divisions and lack of civility with the State
Leadership Team were also well known; and had fostered an ‘us versus them’ attitude. This
was exacerbated by the pressure and high visibility of some of the issues being confronted by
management. Many people pointed to drought planning as an example of a situation where
leadership seemed unfocused or disjointed and this had widespread impacts on workload and
morale.

Workforce Capacity

Many people (internal/external) complained about the relatively rapid turnover of BLM
employees. They commented that this turnover negatively affected communication with
individual and agency partners, and was a barrier to forward movement on projects. Some
people sensed that there were things going on in the BLM that made it difficult for people to
want to stay at some of Districts. They perceived that existing levels of tension and discord
within some units was a contributing factor, as was the inability for many to assimilate to small
and sometimes hostile communities.

It was well recognized that for range management specialists, tenure in a particular region was
critical to gaining experience with the land, allotments, and operators, regardless of past
familiarity with the job. One permittee said he had five range conservationists in the past year,
another had three. Numbers varied among permittees, but clearly there was frustration over
the rapid turnover and ability for people to come to the job, learn the land, understand the
management approaches, and build the relationships that were necessary to work successfully
with the users.

A number of permittees expressed frustration that they worked with a range management
specialist on-the-ground and developed a grazing approach for the coming season, only to later
hear that this plan was overturned by the manager in charge who had neither examined the
specific area nor spoken personally with the permittee. People felt that it was very difficult to
build trust with occurrences such as these.

Communication and Collaboration

Reasons differ among groups, but generally the BLM was not viewed in a positive light with
regard to communication and collaboration. Participants felt that there was room for
improvement in both of these areas; and that investing time and capacity towards them could
yield valuable social capital if pursued.

The SA team heard numerous examples of failed or inappropriate communications with
stakeholders, other agencies, local and state governments, and Tribes. People expressed
concern over what they saw as a lack of transparency and unwillingness to work through
difficult problems with stakeholders. Many felt that BLM was better at informing people of
what they were doing (one way communication) than working with partners for improved
outcomes. Some tribal people were frustrated that the BLM simply sent e-mails or letters to
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Tribes informing them of planned actions. They believed this was not an appropriate level of
consultation and would be better done in face-to-face meetings between managers and the
tribal councils.

Typically, County Commissioners noted that District Managers were available and briefed them,
or met with them on a regular basis; however, they also felt opportunities for a more partnered
approach to planning or other activities often were not pursued. Similarly, permittees noted
that communication typically occurred via form letters and decision notices rather than through
active deliberation about a situation and generating options for moving forward. Many also
said that they have expressed interest in fostering better communication and collaboration to
no avail — one example given was the expressed desire to engage in cooperative monitoring
between BLM specialists and permittees. Non-BLM specialists also noted the perceived inability
to work together with BLM on technology development and transfer. Other examples included:

e Law Enforcement - Coordination with Counties on law enforcement plans and objectives
was seen as a problem, particularly when serious confrontation situations occurred. A
number of people expressed support for local sheriffs and other local law enforcement
over armed BLM law enforcement; they felt that local enforcement officers were more
respected, and less likely to cause elevation of confrontations. Some believed that the
use of force might come to bear faster with federal enforcement, and gave examples of
instances where BLM law enforcement practices and outcomes were seen as
unreasonable.

e |Initial Attack for Fire — Coordination with Counties, permittees, mining companies, etc.
on initial attack for fire was also seen as a problem. A number of people expressed
concern over the BLM’s regulations and policies regarding fire; particularly the inability
for individuals to engage in initial attack. Ranchers often were closest to wildfire
ignitions and it has been a long-standing approach and part of the culture to respond to
these immediatly, as they have much at stake for rapid suppression. They felt it made
more sense for locals to have the flexibility and authority to respond to fires at ignition,
rather than waiting for an approved BLM crew to arrive — by which time fires had often
grown dramatically in size.

Some also noted concerns over the time spent determining whose fire it is, rather than
simply extinguishing it and working out the details later. Some people took this even
further, believing that there was a culture in federal fire management to allow fires to
grow large, insuring more overtime, fire camps, and other economic generators for
those who benefit from large fires.

e Management of Cultural Resources and Tribal Consultation — Tribal people and their
supporters provided examples of situations where the internal and contract
archaeologists for projects ignored the findings and knowledge of trained and certified
tribal specialists, who not only had information regarding the various artifacts and use
areas, but also had extensive knowledge of the oral history that was critical to providing
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context. Several instances were discussed whereby important cultural resources and/or
sacred sites were damaged or destroyed during operations such as exploration, road
construction, and others. Strong concern was expressed that the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act was not being adequately followed, and tribal
people were not fully involved in, or in accord with, agency actions. Access to culturally
important medicinal plants including pine nuts, herbs and forbs is another important
concern, and people expressed a desire for more opportunities to actively partner with
the BLM in managing these resources.

e Noxious Weed Management — A number of people expressed a desire for the BLM to
engage proactively with local Weed Control Districts and existing partnerships in their
efforts to develop a coordinated approach to weed management. People hoped to see
a united front against invasive and noxious weeds. Because the federal government
controls such large areas of land, they saw the BLM’s full participation, using all means
available, as critical to success.

A number of diverse users expressed concerns that the BLM needed to find ways to say “yes” at
times, instead of regularly answering “no” when requests are made. In part, this may have been
linked to the NEPA demands and timelines, but there was also a sense that a partnered,
proactive approach was not part of the current agency culture. A number of BLM managers and
staff talked about their collaborative approaches, but these were seen differently from the
perspective of many users and stakeholders. Many believed that the BLM tended to coordinate
and partner on popular, non-controversial projects, typically with individual interest groups. Ely
District was often noted as an exception, as evidenced by their strong working relationship with
the Forest Service and others, and their ability to “get things done.”

Lastly, a number of people were concerned with BLM’s tendency to construct and review plans
and policies in-house. They believed this further supported BLM’s focus on one-way
communication rather than true stakeholder engagement. Many people also expressed similar
concerns regarding the level of communication and opportunity for true engagement across
Districts, programs, and disciplines within BLM.

Safety and Security

Some people expressed concern over the volatility of the situation in NV, fearing additional
outbreaks of violence toward people and property in light of ongoing conflicts regarding
livestock, WHB, drought, and sage grouse. The Cliven Bundy standoff was cited by a number of
people as an incident that brought the BLM and the public to the brink of open conflict where
people could have been injured or killed. Some BLM employees noted that there have been
additional threats of violence or death following the Bundy situation. As a result, the Nevada
BLM contact list was removed from their website. While this has enhanced security, is has also
made already strained external communications even more difficult.
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RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS

General BLM

The SA findings outline a number of issues and concerns that are specific to BLM and, in
particular, BLM leadership. Following are steps for BLM leadership consideration:

1. Convene statewide BLM leadership to create a shared understanding of the situation; a
common vision regarding the development of consistent approaches that assure quality
management while providing needed adaptability for differing conditions of the land,
resources, and people; and demonstrable leadership commitment to proactively
address concerns and issues across the state.

2. Stand-up a task force to review NEPA and planning and identify ways to streamline the
process, making it more efficient and effective.

3. Increase levels open, honest, and transparent communication both internally and
externally about issues and activities that affect BLM and user groups.

4. ldentify and pursue opportunities to improve collaboration and coordination with

Tribes, local governments and user groups on weeds, law enforcement, wildfire
suppression, and other planning efforts led by non-BLM groups.

NRST Assisted

Based on the SA findings, a series of potential NRST-assisted activities have been identified.
The various activities fall within the spectrum below (although many overlap):

(1) Conflict Resolution ------------- (2) Education----------- (3) Coordination and Cooperation

Considered as a whole, activities are designed to accelerate improvements in riparian and
rangeland health throughout northern Nevada by enhancing opportunities to creatively
leverage resources and apply management tools/techniques to improve resource conditions for
sage grouse and other wildlife, wild horses, livestock grazing, and other uses. The focus is on
bringing diverse parties together to; (1) build a common understanding of and commitment to
manage for land health; and (2) enhance collaborative capacity and partnership efforts.
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Conflict Resolution:
ARGENTA ALLOTMENT

March 5" week: An NRST-led effort aimed at conflict resolution has already occurred. This
initial activity included a field tour to bring together NRST technical specialists, Battle Mountain
District specialists, permittee consultants, and individuals responsible for managing the cows.
The purpose was to get a good understanding of current, on-the-ground conditions, and ideas
for future management/monitoring.

March 23-24: NRST also co-sponsored a Stockmanship Workshop with the Battle Mountain
District. The workshop focused on the fundamentals and practical application of low-stress
livestock handling; an approach that has been shown to significantly increase livestock
performance and production, while meeting various resource objectives.

April 6™ week: A technical review will be followed by a facilitated discussion between
permittees, managers, specialists and others, designed to create a common understanding of:
(1) riparian/rangeland health; (2) current resource condition compared to potential or desired
future condition; and (3) management/monitoring options moving forward.

Education:
DROUGHT REVIEW

April 13" week: The NRST plans to participate in the NVSO’s “Drought Tour” as part of an
ongoing internal BLM process to review drought policy implementation and effectiveness. The
intent is to have NRST and others work with specialists to understand the current on-the-
ground situation regarding drought and develop ways to better use the tools at their disposal.
Findings will be shared and further discussed with permittees/stakeholders at a later date.

RIPARIAN PROPER FUNCTIONING CONDITION (PFC) TRAINING FOR SPECIALISTS

May 18" week: The NRST is already scheduled to host a PFC for Professionals course in Reno.
The intent is to provide training to specialists responsible for completing high quality riparian
assessments and incorporating them into management plans. (NRST provided Multiple
Indicator Monitoring training in Reno in May, 2014).

CREEKS & COMMUNITIES WORKSHOP

Summer 2015: NRST host one or two customized C&C workshops to build a common
understanding of healthy riparian conditions and approaches that can help protect, maintain,
and restore stream and wetland health. The workshop will focus on understanding and
assessing riparian function, identifying riparian grazing management tools and techniques,
implementing short/long-term monitoring, and adapting as needed. It will include classroom
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instruction, field-based learning, and facilitated discussion; and will be open to BLM,
permittees, partners, Tribes, and the public®.

RIPARIAN GRAZING MANAGEMENT TRAINING

Fall 2015: NRST host one or two customized riparian grazing workshops (Battle
Mountain/Winnemucca and Ely/Elko) for BLM, permittees, partners, Tribes, and the public, to
understand and implement actions for improving degraded streams and wetland areas,
managing for riparian health, improving livestock distribution, and using targeted grazinga.

Increased Coordination and Cooperation:
CONSENSUS BUILDING WORKSHOP

June/July (Date TBD): NRST convene one or two community workshops to engage diverse
participants (BLM, permittees, partners, Tribes, etc.) in exploring ways to incentivize good
resource management and provide the flexibility and adaptability needed to improve riparian
and rangeland health in Nevada, particularly in terms of enhancing sage grouse habitat. The
workshop will focus on highlighting adaptive approaches to improve riparian/rangeland health;
identifying current examples of good management; and considering opportunities to develop
and support additional innovative approaches. The outcome of the workshop will be stronger
relationships, increased awareness of partnership opportunities, improved collaborative
capacity, and identified short and long-term strategies and actions for moving forward>.

Wild Horse and Burro Management

Although wild horse and burro management will likely be touched upon during all NRST-led
activities; the NRST will not be engaging in any wild horse and burro specific collaborative
efforts this time. The national wild horse and burro program has chosen a different vehicle for
selecting collaborative pilots as part of their effort to respond to the recommendations outlined
in the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report. That said, opportunities for place-based
collaborative engagement regarding wild horse and burro management that arise during
scheduled NRST activities will be noted and passed onto the national wild horse and burro
program, as appropriate.

Based on the results of the SA, a number of potential areas for future collaboration exist that
lend themselves to further consideration.

3 The NRST recommends seeking co-sponsors for this activity to expand the reach of this event and continue to
cultivate new and existing partnerships.
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Collaborative Learning

Considerable interest was expressed by diverse people about simply getting a better
understanding of the overall topic, what did people believe, and why. Some wondered how it
was that so many very intelligent people can come to such different places in terms of topics
like herd population management. In a safe learning environment, where people listen to each
other with respect, this curiosity may launch the first step for better engagement and
understanding.

HMA Management

A number of people talked about management areas with existing collaboration and the
opportunity for more or broader work. One area just north of Las Vegas has a strong
background of work with the Spring Mountain Alliance. The area is a discrete landscape unit
with both horses and burros, and a strong contingent of volunteer labor that is willing to work
for the benefit of the animals and land. This area has no permitted livestock, which helps
reduce conflict. The Virginia Hills area near Reno/Carson City is another that has much ongoing
volunteer work and collaborative capacity. It is not a Federal HMA, as it is largely private and
state lands, but there is a solid organization and background for collaborative management that
might provide opportunities for learning. Some believe that other HMA’s might lend
themselves to a collaborative, volunteer-based management approach. Ely was noted as a
possible location due to what people see as a high level of existing cooperation with partners
and other agencies; no specific HMS was named. Bringing these discrete projects and others
together into a more formal network may help leverage resources (such as dart-guns), promote
peer-to-peer learning on effective management techniques, and help to improve resource
conditions.

Another area supported by horse advocates as a potential opportunity for collaboration is the
Fish Creek HMA on the Battle Mountain District. The environmental assessment was developed
to analyze the efficacy of PZP, by administering the drug to gathered horses and release them
back to the range for future observation. Supporters of this approach believed that the design
and planning of the EA was well done; and some view it as an opportunity to learn more about
the methodology and outcomes of PZP. The use of and/or more experimentation with PZP
and/or other fertility drugs was recommended by the National Academy of Sciences in their
recent review of the BLM’s wild horse and burro program, and is supported by most advocates.
Several people believed the Fish Creek HMA, and associated EA and study plan, provided a
strong foundation for future collaborative learning and discussion. However, others believed
that the design and development of the Fish Creek EA was unduly influenced by wild horse and
burro advocates, and did not adequately reflect the concerns of livestock permittees and
others. They noted that in the face of continued drought, livestock grazing has been
significantly (and forcefully) restricted in this area; yet horses are 300+% above AML. They
fundamentally reject the idea of returning gathered horses, a number of them pregnant mares,
back to the HMA regardless of administration of a PZP injection. Since the SA team’s January
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visit, the Fish Creek gather was appealed. Captured horses were transported to BLM holding
facilities and are awaiting a final Interior Board of Land Appeals decision regarding their release.

In the judgment of NRST, the Fish Creek HMA brings into play many of the major issues facing
the BLM regarding WHB management. For the purposes of extending the use of collaborative
approaches within Nevada, the Fish Creek HMA would present a major challenge. Other areas,
with lower levels of controversy, offer a higher likelihood of success at this time.

Philanthropy

Some people suggested solutions to the expanding wild horse and burro populations that were
focused on addressing humanitarian and global food production initiatives. Further exploration
of the opportunities and challenges of this kind of international program would require bringing
together a diverse group of representatives from industry, municipalities, activists, and aid
agencies along with potential financial supporters to explore options that might be amenable to
all parties.

Ecotourism

A number of people spoke about what they see as a large opportunity to capitalize on the
passion and support for the American wild horse and the deserts and mountains where they
live. Guided trips could bring groups of tourists to better understand the resources and
management complexities through a variety of educational and interpretive tours. Because
they are such a truly American resource, this should generate strong interest both nationally
and internationally. BLM, perhaps in association with a Friends group, could provide leadership
and management of these efforts. In areas with relatively accessible herds, and ones
conditioned to nearby human presence, people might be able to gain views and photo
opportunities unlike few places in the world. And the wild horse and burro program overall
would benefit by this increased exposure and demonstration of BLM leadership.
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Note: Many participants are
associated with more than
one category. To avoid
double-counting, each
participant was assigned only
one category. As a result, this
chart represents only an
approximation of participant
diversity and the viewpoints
expressed.
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Particapation By Catagory
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Specific, 9
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