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CHAPTER 1-PROJECT SCOPE

A. Project Location/Analysis Area

Project Record numbers are shown in brackets after each subject that was mentioned in other documents, e.g. (PR #xx).

The wild free-roaming horse herd Territory on the Jicarilla Ranger District has been designated by Congress to be approximately the northern third of the District.  It is entirely on USDA National Forest System lands, but surrounds six small parcels of private land.  There is a written agreement with the USDI, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for some horses to reside on the adjacent BLM lands, if they spread there naturally.  The approximate legal description is the Forest Service portions of Township 32 North Range 4 West, Township 32 North Range 5 West, Township 31 North Range 4 West, Township 31 North Range 5 West, small part of Township 30 North Range 4 West, and part of Township 30 North Range 5 West (see Vicinity Area Map on page 3).

B. Background

This environmental assessment has been done to define a proposed action (management of the Jicarilla Wild Horse Herd and Territory) and alternatives to it, to determine issues from the public and internally, and to determine the environmental effects of the alternatives.  Many more details about the Territory and history can be found in (PR #121)

There are four designated wild horse Territories on the Carson National Forest:  One on El Rito Ranger District, two on Canjilon Ranger District, and one on Jicarilla Ranger District.  This document deals with the one on Jicarilla Ranger District.  It is here-after called the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory or the Territory.

The Territory is located in northwest New Mexico, just south of the Colorado border and west of the Jicarilla Apache Reservation.  The Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory encompasses 76,272 acres (of which 74,630 are federal land) and three range allotments (Cabresto [26,697 acres {26,377 federal}], Bancos [17,084 acres {15,762 federal}], and Carracas [32,491 acres {all federal}].  (PR #30)

(Acreage computations in GIS are slightly different from the above acres.  Not all computations in GIS total to the same acreage due to slight mapping discrepancies.  This document uses the above acreages in most areas, however soils and watershed use GIS acres.  Just to note it, in GIS the allotments are Carracas (32,604 acres), Cabresto (27,061 acres), and Bancos (16,686 acres) totaling 76,351 acres.)

Management of the wild horses is based on several documents, with a summary of the pertinent points in these documents found in the Project Record (PR #121) for this document, including:  

The Wild Horse Protection Act of 1959 (Project Record #8), 

The Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971 (PR #9) {as amended by the Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976 and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978}, 

36 CFR 222 Subpart B 222.20 to 222.36  (PR #12a), 

Forest Service Manual Chapters 2200 and 2260 (PR #12), 

The Carson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP or Forest Plan)  (PR #2c) [“WILD HORSE POPULATIONS …Annually remove excess wild horse populations to levels outlined in Management Plans when territories were established.  Guideline:  21,246 acres.  Declassify Mesa de las Viejas Territory.”], and 

A management plan (3/16/1977) (PR #10a) (found in Appendix G in this document) based on the 12/28/1976 environmental assessment (PR #10) and the Excess Horse Removal Plan of 10/26/1978 (PR #11).

Based on the Act of 1971 and regulations, we manage a herd of wild horses not a specific type of horse or a horse of specific ancestry.

The 1977 Management Plan prescribes a herd with an average of 60 wild horses (PR #10, 10a, and 11).  This was felt to be within the ecological limits of the territory.

Captures of wild free-roaming horses were prescribed whenever the appropriate management level of an average of 60 wild horses was exceeded, but this has seldom been done successfully.  Wild horses that are captured are placed up for adoption.

Currently, there are an estimated 176 wild horses in the Territory.

There is competition for forage (grass and forbs) between elk, cattle, and horses.  In a few locations, it is in excess of what the ecosystem can handle and still maintain acceptable vegetation cover, e.g. around water sources on the mesa top.

The Forest Service on the Carson National Forest is unique, since we manage, capture, and adopt out our wild horses, rather than having Bureau of Land Management (BLM) do it, as do most other National Forests in the West.

This analysis is tiered to the Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision (PR #2a and 2b) for the Carson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP or Forest Plan) (PR #2 and 2c), as amended (PR #7a and 7b).  These documents discuss alternative land uses and the environmental, economic, and social effects of these land uses.  The Carson National Forest Plan provides direction for management, land use, and implementation standards and guidelines.  "What-to-do" was decided in those documents.  This current analysis will disclose the site-specific effects of “how, when, and where” to implement the Forest Plan within the area under consideration.

In the past 20 or so years, the only National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents that have been written for land within the Territory that have affected the forage available to the wild horses are:

Permit reissuance for the range allotments (not completed and signed yet).

Stabilization of archaeological sites in Bancos area.

Prescribed burns for wildlife.

Well and guzzlers for wildlife.

Pads for well-drilling for oil and gas.

Watershed projects (many silt traps)

Green fuelwood sales.

The Jicarilla Ranger District was formed on August 24, 1910 and at that time there were wild free-roaming horses living on the range.  The number varied from 300 to 3,000 depending on whose account you read.  In 1971 when the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act was signed into law, the population was 63.  The next count was in 1978 at just over 200.  A count done in January of 2000 showed 119 adult horses.  The last count in January of 2001 showed 157 horses, so the population was estimated at 176 wild horses.  The ancestry of the herd is also questioned.  Some believe it is a mixture of domestic horses that have been let go since the 1940’s.  (For more information and details about the history of wild horses and grazing, see the Wild Horse section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

Grazing within the Territory by sheep and cattle was heavy from the 1880’s to the mid 1900’s.  Grazing went on year-round.  Up to 1923 sheep and goat use was extremely heavy, while cattle and horse (domestic) use remained heavy until the late 1940’s.  According to some of the old residents, the area had become so overgrazed that the flood of 1911 started gullies that are today 20 to 30 feet deep.  Sheep and goat grazing was discontinued in 1941, but permitted cattle, trespass, and wild free-roaming horse use remained heavy until 1955.

Under Forest Service management, historically, the cow/calf operations graze from the beginning to the middle of May to the end of October.

Currently, the Carracas allotment is managed through one term grazing permit for a cow/calf operation with 8 head, from May 16 to October 15, with livestock kept in certain areas by salting and herding.  The Bancos Allotment is managed through one term grazing permit for a cow/calf operation with 80 head, from May 16 to October 31, with a four (4) pasture rest/rotation management system.  The Cabresto allotment is managed through one term grazing permit for a cow/calf operation with 101 head, from June 1 to October 31, with livestock managed through a one pasture management system.  Prior to 1955, the Carracas, Cabresto, and Bancos Allotments were one allotment (Carracas Allotment).    (For more information and details about the allotments and grazing, see the Social-Grazing section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

The Territory has approximately 74,630 acres that are suitable for grazing.  Suitability means that an animal can physically graze an area.  However, some of this land is very steep and animals do not willingly or preferentially graze on it.  This reduces the amount of land that is commonly used concentrating the amount of use into a smaller land base.  Within suitability is the capacity of the land to produce an acceptable amount of vegetation to be grazed.  All land in the Territory is considered suitable.  Within capacity is the vegetation-producing condition of the land.  The condition classes below include all suitable and all classes of capacity.  The 1974 range analysis for the Bancos allotment, the 1975 range analysis for the Caracas allotment, and the 1993 Environmental Analysis for the Cabresto Allotment found that range conditions on all federal rangeland for the Territory were:  (For more information and details about vegetation, see the Vegetation section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

Good condition

1,409 acres (2%)

Fair condition

6,569 acres (9%)

Poor condition

54,204 acres (73%)

Very poor condition
12,448 acres (16%)

Two factors cause much of the 89% of the land base that is in poor or very poor condition.  First is the climatic and geologic nature of the area.  Much of the land will never support much vegetation due to dry conditions, leading to much natural erosion.  Second is the concentration of grazing caused by the topographic conditions and the limited areas with good forage conditions.

There are five major types of vegetation in the Territory – piñon/juniper, ponderosa pine, grass/sagebrush, shrubs, and mixed conifers.  Riparian is a very minor component.  Seventeen percent (17%) (12,590 acres) is in the ponderosa pine type found in the higher elevations on ridges, north facing slopes and head-canyons.  Only 1% (662 acres) of the Territory is classified as mixed conifers.  This is a mixture of Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine at the highest elevations, on north slopes, and in small canyons in the area.  Sixty-five percent (65%) (49,782 acres) of the Territory is piñon and Rocky Mountain juniper (P/J), growing in the lower elevations and south facing slopes.  Primarily on steep, north facing slopes there is a shrub community (4%) (3,395 acres), associated with grasses.  Grasslands and sagebrush (13%) (9,721 acres) occurs along canyon bottoms on the deeper, more productive soils.  Riparian areas account for less than 1% of the Territory in uncounted acres.  They are in tiny scattered pockets near springs, seeps, and tanks.  (For more information and details about vegetation, see the Vegetation section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

Mean annual air temperature is between 40 and 60 degrees Fahrenheit.  Mean annual precipitation for the Territory ranges between 12 and 18 inches.  Winters are cold in this area, 50% of the precipitation occurs between August 1st and the end of March.  Snow cover extends from November to April 15th at all elevations.  Mean annual snow accumulation is between 20 and 36 inches.  The freeze period is around 140 days.

The elevation of the Territory is from 6,200 to 7,600 feet.

The Territory includes the following Forest Plan Management Areas.  None of these management areas have a desired condition that excludes wild horse grazing use or associated developments.

3 - Mixed conifer under 40 percent

4 - Ponderosa pine under 40 percent

7 - unsuitable timber 

8 - Piñon/juniper

12 - Sagebrush

13 - Oak

A Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey (TES) shows there are no soil units classified as having a soil loss rate that is greater than tolerance (above the soil’s ability to replace itself).  (For more information and details about soils, see the Soils section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

There are no perennial streams within the Territory.  There are several dry washes that connect into the San Juan River.  The most prominent drainages are Carracas Canyon, Eul Canyon, Cabresto Canyon, and Bancos Canyon.  (For more information and details about water, see the Water section in Chapter 3 of this document.)

C. Purpose and Need for Action

The Forest Supervisor, Carson National Forest, has determined that there is the need to decide what number of wild free-roaming horses is the appropriate management level (AML) for the Territory, while maintaining a healthy population of wild horses, and a thriving natural ecological balance.  The wild horse Territory will continue to be managed for a balance between the existing ungulates (horses, cattle, and wildlife, e.g. elk and deer).  Management must meet the requirements of the 1996 Amendment to Forest Plans for the Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk (PR #7a and 7b).  Management must do what is best for the wild horses, within multiple-use management and the other values of the land and resources.

The need for this analysis is based on the age of the existing analysis, which was completed in 1976.  This 1976 analysis does not address all of the current issues, laws, and regulations, e.g. the Forest Plan amendment of 1996, the Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (PR #7aa), and the Northern Goshawk Conservation Plan ("Management Recommendations for the Northern Goshawk in the Southwestern United States" (PR #5)).  Due to the current conditions and comments from wild-horse-advocacy groups, there is the need to re-visit the appropriate management level (number) of wild horses for this Territory.

The current wild horse population of 176 animals is much greater than the average of 60 recommended in the 1977 Management Plan.  The effects of a herd this size needs to be determined and addressed.

Present grazing activity by three ungulate classes (wild horses, elk, and permitted cattle) is creating competition for forage.  The result is overuse, especially during dry conditions near water sources.  If uncorrected, this activity could lead to insufficient available forage and accelerated soil erosion.  Furthermore, it could also jeopardize the wild horse herd by allowing the population to expand to levels that would not be sustained during hot, dry summers or cold, snowy winters.  Ungulate use should be 40% or less of the available forage each year and this may be exceeded at certain locations and times.

Structural and non-structural improvements to the Territory are needed to improve the watershed condition and to improve animal distribution.  There is a lack of permanent water sources away from streams and bottoms.  Excess use by ungulates has left much bare soil and a lack of desirable vegetation in key locations.

The Act of 1971 directs that:  "...shall manage wild free-roaming horses and burros in a manner that is designed to achieve and maintain a thriving natural ecological balance on the public lands.", "All management activities shall be at the minimal feasible level ...", and "Any adjustments in forage allocations on any such lands shall take into consideration the needs of other wildlife species which inhabit such lands."  (PR #9)

Goals.  The goals for this analysis for the management plan are:

(1) To determine the appropriate management level (AML) of wild horses that is consistent with ecological sustainability and that is consistent with the Carson National Forest Plan (as amended).

(2) To balance the amount of use by the existing ungulates (horses, cattle, and wildlife).

(3) To reduce overuse of forage in key areas by improving animal distribution.

More details are listed under Desired Condition. 

D. Proposed Action

The Forest Supervisor, Carson National Forest, proposes to manage the wild free-roaming horse herd at a population of 60 to 100 wild free-roaming horses and to do structural and non-structural habitat improvements in the Territory..  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

Management will comply with the Wild Horses and Burro Protection Act of 1971, as amended, and the Carson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended and with further amendments as needed.  (PR #2, 2c, 7a, and 9)

Gathers of wild horses to reduce their populations will be based on the following "trigger points".  The gathers will be done periodically (every 1, 2, 3, or 4 years) depending on population growth and vegetation conditions.  The number of wild horses left after a gather will depend on the existing conditions and the predicted severity of droughts and grazing pressure.  It will be based on the professional judgment of district personnel.

1.  The wild horse population is beginning to exceed the maximum number of wild horses prescribed by the alternative, or 

2.  The vegetation conditions have deteriorated or are projected to deteriorate below the acceptable level, based on:

Two or more consecutive years of drought (precipitation 20% or more below average), or

Greater than 40% forage utilization in key areas for two or more consecutive years and total ground cover is unacceptable, or

Drought conditions are predicted for the next two or more years, such that forage utilization is expected to be unacceptably high.

Management will incorporate some level of adaptive management.  The initial appropriate management level of wild horses is based on the analysis shown in Chapter 3 (Vegetation).  These numbers must be verified by vegetation/forage monitoring under actual field conditions.  These are the two methods of determining stocking levels based on past research (PR #77aa).  Adaptive management is the "stock and monitor system" described in that publication.  The spreadsheet is the "Forage Allocation" method described in this same publication.  It is assumed that the calculated figures will be used as a tentative stocking rate, which will be verified in future years by monitoring; and adjustments will be made based on this monitoring.

The horse herd will be managed within the designated wild free-roaming horse Territory or other adjacent areas by written agreement.

The population will be reduced by various capture techniques that are appropriate for the area and yearly conditions, e.g. helicopter roundup with the use of Judas horses and "water traps".  The capture season will be determined by the capture method.  If helicopters are used, capture will be in the very early spring (before foaling).  If other methods are used, the capture can be at almost any time of the year.

DNA testing, if done, will be by private parties or partners, not at our expense.

Selected areas of vegetation will be treated (burned and seeded, disk and seed, etc.) to improve the amount, species composition, and condition of the forage.  Treatments are estimated to be on about half of the sagebrush/grassland and an equal amount of ponderosa pine and piñon/juniper on a 5 year cycle.  This is about half of 13,000 acres divided by 5 to equal about 1,300 acres per year.

Additional water sources will be constructed (e.g. earthen tanks, spring developments, trick tanks, drinkers) on the uplands and mesa tops to improve animal distribution.

Animal distribution will be improved, particularly cattle, by various means, e.g. new fences, riders, and changes in grazing systems within or between allotments.

The MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land will be maintained.  Written agreements with the Utes and the Jicarilla Apaches may be obtained.

Wild horses which are captured and removed will be put up for adoption, in accordance with the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971, as amended and 36CFR 222.29.

Monitor the wild horse herd population by aerial surveys and reports of horses seen during visits to the Territory for other projects.

Monitor the wild horses, during other visits to the Territory, for abnormalities (club feet, birth defects, albinism).

Monitor forage conditions as part of range management for these allotments, e.g. to meet utilization guidelines.  Be sure the monitoring points are tied to TES units as well as to pastures, so the forage production capability spreadsheets can be validated.

Monitor the wild horses that are adopted for compliance with the agreement.

(See Appendix F for more details on monitoring.)

The information and analysis in this document will be used to update the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory Management Plan.  The Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory Excess Horse Removal Plan will be completed to comply with this document each time capture is proposed.  This will not require new analysis each time because it is covered by this environmental assessment.

The alternatives listed and analyzed later will include mitigating measures (Best Management Practices (BMPs) associated with these projects to minimize adverse effects or maximize beneficial effects, e.g.:

Heritage resources will be protected.  Surveys will be done where structures or treatments are proposed.

Injury to wild horses during gathers will be minimized by using appropriate methods and seasons and having veterinarian services readily available.

E. Decision to be Made

Because the decision on Wild Horse Territory Management Plans is not delegable below the Forest Supervisor level, the Carson National Forest Supervisor is the responsible official.  As the decision maker and based on the interdisciplinary analysis in the environmental assessment, the Forest Supervisor will decide:

Whether or not to revise the 1977 Wild Horse Management Plan and, if so, how.

Whether or not to change the appropriate management level (number) of the wild free-roaming horse herd in the Territory and, if so, how much.

Whether or not to do structural and non-structural improvements to restore key disturbed areas, and if so, where and how much.

The forage utilization guidelines for the wild horse Territory.

F. Public Involvement

The ID Team conducted the analysis, following guidelines set forth in the Integrated Resource Management handbook for the Southwest Region.

An interdisciplinary team (IDT) meeting was held on March 31, 2000 in Canjilon to discuss the environmental analyses on El Rito and Jicarilla Ranger Districts (PR #16a).  A second IDT meeting was held in El Rito on May 18, 2000 (PR #19).  The information gathered at these meetings was used to write the scoping letter that was sent to the public on June 28, 2000 for the Jicarilla wild horse herd management.

Public involvement included:

A scoping letter sent to 49 persons, groups, agencies, and tribes/pueblos on 6/28/2000 and 10/27/00.  (PR #22, 23, & 37)

The project was included in the Schedule of Proposed Actions (NEPA Quarterly) on 4/3/2000, 7/24/2000, and 10/2000.  (PR #16b, 24a, and 33a)

The project was included in the NEPA Quarterly in January, 2001.  This document was mailed to 148 individuals, groups, and agencies.  (PR #70a)

The project was included in the NEPA Quarterly in April, 2001.  This document was mailed to 83 individuals, groups, and agencies.  (PR #83)

A 10/26/2000 Heritage Resources Inventory Form (PR #36a) talks about the past and future Section 106 consultation (PR #16c) with Native American Tribes and Groups.  It has been and will be done on a case-by-case basis as site-specific improvements are proposed.

There have been informal meeting with range allotment permittees over the years.  Generally they see horses as competing with their livestock for forage, but some of them also enjoy their presence as a part of the ecosystem.  They see improvements done for wild horses as benefiting cattle also.

In response to these requests for comments, we received seven notes, four letters, and two e-mails (see Appendix C for more details):

Note from 2 persons (2/2/2000)  (PR #16).  They are concerned that managing the wild horse herds at low population levels will result in inbreeding and irreparable genetic damage.  They quote one authority who says that 150 to 200 animals is the minimum needed to ensure long-term viability.  They do not want to transfer horses between herds to maintain genetic diversity because this could "dilute the unique characteristics these herds originally exhibited or developed over years, if not centuries, of natural selection".  They question whether there is any interchange of genes between different wild horse herds because most herds are quite isolated from each other.

Note from one person (8/5/2000)  (PR #26).  He wants the wild horse herd selectively culled.  New stock should be introduced to reduce inbreeding.  He wants horses to be of quality so they are in demand for adoption.

Note from representative of the Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance (9/1/2000)  (PR #27).  She is part of the organization that wants the wild free-roaming horses and burros preserved on public lands.  She apparently plans to comment further, but at this time requested a number of documents and information on this wild horse herd.

In a later e-mail (11/15/2000) (PR #50) the same representative of the Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance said that she got the information that was sent to her, but mentioned that it did not contain any monitoring data.  She wants to see the data that is available.  She mentioned several specific pieces of information that was lacking.  Without further data and more monitoring data to determine if there are excess wild horses, she feels that a proposal to reduce horse numbers is unsubstantiated and should not progress.  She wants to review our documents, with her legal staff present.

Note from one person with the BLM (9/20/2000)  (PR #28).  She forwarded some information about the effects of roundups on behavior and reproduction of feral horses in Idaho.  No long-term effects or differences were found in the horses that were herded by helicopter, captured, and adopted; herded by helicopter but not captured; and not herded.  Effects were studied for reproduction, resting, feeding, vigilance, traveling, and agonistic encounters.

Letter from New Mexico Dept. of Game & Fish (7/27/2000)  (PR #24b).  They support the reduction in wild horse number to improve the habitat for wildlife (mule deer and elk in particular).

In a letter of 11/11/2000 (PR #42a), two persons are adamantly opposed to the reduction in wild horse numbers and feel that horses take priority over cattle.  They want more study and dialog.  This is a form letter that mentions Kurt Winchester as the Ranger.

In a letter of 11/14/2000  (PR #42b), one person is opposed to the killing of the horses.  {This was written by someone who has not seen the scoping letters.  It is addressed to Jicarilla District but is concerned over the Jarita Mesa Territory, which is on El Rito.  This is obviously related to several form letters we have gotten.}

One private person (11/19/2000) (PR #51) was very concerned over the level of oil well development and the roads that went with them.  He feels that there is too much oil well development on the District and that proper environmental protection is not being done.  He feels that the Clean Water Act was violated and that permit requirements were not being met.  When hunting, they did not see any elk and he attributes that to road building and well development.  He feels that if roads are being closed and ATVs banned from the area, then oil development roads should not be allowed either.

One response was a request for more information (PR #67).

All of the above input has been considered in the drafting of this document.  Most of it is incorporated in the text as part of the alternatives or analysis.  Interdisciplinary team meetings were held on September 26, 2000 (PR #29) and November 15, 2000 (PR #49) to discus the public input and to analyze all aspects of the proposal, as shown in this document.

During the 30 day pre-decisional period, the environmental documents were sent to 52 interested parties or parties (PR #62a) who had participated in the process up to that point.  The letter was sent on November 29, 2000.  (PR #61 and 62).  A Legal Notice about the predecision was published in the Farmington Daily News on 12/5-10/2000 (PR #66).  Predecision letter was mailed to:

USDI, Fish & Wildlife Service

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service

USDI Bureau of Land Management - Farmington

USDI Bureau of Land Management - Cody, WY

New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 

Carson Forest Watch

Forest Conservation Council

SW Center for Biological Diversity

Wild Horse & Burro Freedom Alliance - Toni Moore

The Fund for Animals - Andrea Lococo

Tribes/Pueblos/Nations:

Jicarilla Apache (two)

Southern Ute (two)

San Juan (two)

Santa Clara (two)

Taos (two)

Tesuque (two)

Zuni (two)

Hopi (two)

Navajo (two)

Ute Mountain Ute (two)

Nambe (two)

Picuris (two)

Pojoaque (two)

San Ildefonso (two)

Jemez (two)

Comanche of Oklahoma (two)

Ginger Kathrens

Lewis George

Glen Johnson

Leo Johnson

Carl and Reda Powers

Tony Gross

Pamela Knapp

Anastasia Savage-Carroll

Sandy Claypool

Responses to the predecision document included the following six:

One person wants 60 to 90 horses.  The "stock" should be improved, so they are in demand for adoption.  More water sources should be developed.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #69).

One person replied but had no substantive comments.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #64)

A representative of The Fund for Animals replied to the predecision document with a 4 page e-mail of questions and concerns.  She felt that the analysis was not complete or adequate.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #70).

A representative of the Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance said that she did not get a copy of the EA that was sent out on 11/29/2000.  A copy was then sent to her but no further comments were made.  See Appendix G (PR #73).

The Jicarilla Apache Tribe considers the horses an important traditional animal and want us to meet with them to discuss the management of the herds (PR #103).

One group feels that we should be doing a roundup now, to reduce the wild horse population before there are catastrophic adverse effects to the forest (PR #117).

On 1/24/2001 an aerial survey by helicopter was done to see how many wild horses were present in the territory (or near it).  (PR #78)

On 2/8/2001 an ID Team meeting was held in Jicarilla to go over the comments received from the public during the predecision period.  (PR #80, 81, 82, and 82aaa).  The meeting resulted in minor additions to the Environmental Assessment document.

On 3/28/2001 a letter was sent to the various Tribes and Pueblos for Section 106 Consultation (PR #82c) of the wild horse management.

On 4/10-12/2001 a functional assistance trip was held for representatives from the Washington Office, the Regional Office, the Supervisor's Office and District personnel.  It included both Jarita Mesa and Jicarilla Territory.  (PR #84 and 84a)

G. Issues

After reviewing the above replies, considering internal comments, and meeting with the Forest Supervisor on May 9, 2001; only three significant issues were found:  

A population of 60 to 100 wild horses may not be enough to maintain a healthy population of wild horses, 

The current population of wild horses (176) may need to be reduced to enhance wildlife habitat, and

The current population of wild horses (176) may need to be reduced to meet Forest Plan utilization guidelines.
H. Measures

(to see if we meet our goals for Section B)

(see Chapter 2 for effects and comparisons between alternatives)

Goal 1: To determine the appropriate management level (AML) of wild horses that is consistent with ecological sustainability and that is consistent with the Carson National Forest Plan (as amended).

Number of wild horses present.

Goal 2:  To balance the amount of use by the existing ungulates (horses, cattle, and wildlife).

Percentage utilization of available forage by elk, cattle, and wild horses.

Goal 3:  To reduce overuse of forage in key areas by improving animal distribution.

Percentage utilization of available forage by elk, cattle, and wild horses.

I. Further NEPA Analysis Needed

If Alternative B, D, or E are chosen, no further analysis is needed to implement the proposals in this assessment.  If Alternative A or C is chosen, the decision on structural and non-structural improvements is delayed to other NEPA documents when site-specific analysis will be done.  No permits are needed for the proposed actions.

CHAPTER 2 - ALTERNATIVES

A. Alternative Development

Alternatives to the Proposed Action were developed based on legal requirements, public involvement, and internal concerns.  Alternative A is the Proposed Action Alternative.  It was premised on the need to reduce the current wild free-roaming horse herd population and to improve the condition of the Territory.  Alternative B is the No Action Alternative as required by regulations.  In this assessment, No Action is defined as a continuation of the current management plan (the status quo) and level of management.  Alternative C is the supposed minimum level of wild horses needed to maintain genetic diversity and minimize inbreeding.  Alternatives D and E are similar to Alternatives A and C, but without the structural and non-structural improvements to the Territory.

These five alternatives meet the Purpose and Need for the analysis and address the significant issues.

The maximum forage utilization level of 40% was chosen by the ID Team for use in this analysis, based on known conditions in the Territory and the following (PR #123):

Ungulate stocking rates are determined by grazing intensity, and grazing intensity is directly related to animal performance, vegetation, watershed, and habitat conditions.  Forage utilization beyond certain levels results in reduced animal performance as animals expend energy seeking forage that would otherwise go into weight gain.  General grazing intensity recommendations for range in fair to good condition during average precipitation years on arid midgrass and shortgrass range is 40 to 45% utilization (Holechek, 1993).

Shortgrass and Pinion Juniper sites dominated by blue grama as the primary forage species respond well to moderate grazing intensity (41 to 50% use of forage) defined by 1.5 to 2 inch residual stubble height (Holechek et.al. 2000).  These areas are dominated by warm season grasses with the majority of growth occurring after summer rains beginning in July.  These areas are grazed year-round by horses (more use in winter), during late spring and early summer by cattle and during winter and spring by elk.  Allowable use for these areas will be set at 40% use of current annual growth measured in Oct-Nov.  Allowable use monitoring should be conducted again in the spring to determine winter utilization levels.  No more than 50% use (1.5” stubble) will be allowed following winter use measured in March-April to provide sufficient residue to protect soils.

Mountain grassland and forested sites dominated by species such as Arizona fescue, muttongrass/Kentucky bluegrass, and mountain muhly as the primary forage species respond well to moderate grazing intensity (41 to 50% use of forage) which corresponded to 5-6 inch stubble height on Arizona fescue, and 3 to 4 inch stubble height on bluegrasses and mountain muhly.  These areas are grazed year-round by horses (except during heavy snow accumulation), during summer by cattle and during summer and fall by elk.  Allowable use for these areas will be set at 40% (6” stubble on Azizona Fescue and 4” stubble on bluegrasses and Mountain Muhly) use of current annual growth measured in Oct-Nov.

Other allowable use factors related to raptor prey base (small rodent) habitat and soil stability were also considered.  Residual forage structure and function are the primary concern related to small rodent habitat.  Here, the height, aerial cover, and arrangement are key components to this habitat.  Habitat needs are highly variable depending on the prey species in question.  Due to the variability in forage preferences and distribution patterns of ungulates it is assumed that a variety of habitat conditions will exist for small rodents, with some species preferring short (2 to 3”) contiguous cover, and others tall patchy cover.  Therefore, based on discussions with the wildlife biologist a utilization level of 40% of all herbaceous species within key foraging areas was defined.  Similarly, in discussions with the hydrologist a maximum of 50% use of all herbaceous species was required to prevent accelerated erosion.   

It is recommended that an allowable use coefficient of 40% be used in the forage allocation model to determine preliminary grazing capacity for the herd use area.  

B. Alternatives Dropped From Detailed Study

An alternative to reduce the population of wild horses to zero by removing all horses was dropped.  Wild horses are considered an unnatural part of the ecosystem by some people, however they have been present in this Territory for many years, (centuries?).  It is known that they have been present since 1912.  There has been a Congressionally established wild horse Territory since 1971.  This is not allowed by the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971.

An alternative to manage for a wild horse population of over 150 horses.  This appears to be more than the land can support when managed for a combination of horses, cattle, and wildlife.  Multiple use management of the land is a part of the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971.

An alternative to let nature take its course with the population.  This would allow great increases and sudden collapses in the population of wild horses.  It would have devastating effects on the vegetation and soil during “booms” and bad effects on genetics during the repopulating phase.

An alternative to capture and sterilize some of the horses (mares and stallions).  This would maintain the numbers of horses but reduce the growth rate.  This reduces the options for the future if non-sterilized horses die or are killed.  We have a hard time determining which horses truly have the desired ancestry without testing each one.

An alternative that is sometimes brought up by individuals is the shooting of the wild horses because they "do not belong", "this is the cheapest method", or "they are an animal just like deer or elk".  This is an unpalatable alternative to most people and will receive no further consideration.

An alternative to reduce the numbers on livestock to allow more (or the same) horses to be present - This is outside the scope of the analysis.  If we need to reduce the number of cattle due to the effects shown in an alternative, this will be addressed in Cumulative Effects, with the assumption that such a decision will be made in another analysis.  The FSM 2260.3-2 directs a balanced multiple use approach (cattle and wildlife) rather than exclusive use by wild horses.  Cattle numbers were reduced in the last five years and more are proposed in proposed Range Permit Reissuance EAs.

An alternative to remove all fences.  The concern that fences do not allow wild horses to be "free roaming" is inconclusive.  There are many Territories in grazing allotments where fences are present and the horses seem to thrive.  Gates are left open when cattle are not present so in addition to jumping over fences or pushing them down, wild horses often have the option of going through gaps in the fences.

An alternative that interprets "managing principally but not exclusively for wild horses" to mean that there must be as many or more horses than cattle.  The cattle, while greater in number, are only present for portions of six (6) months during a year, while the horses are present all year.  Management for cattle is not done to the detriment of the horses.  There is forage available to them.

C. Alternatives Considered in Detail

1. Objectives Common to Alternatives

Gathers of wild horses to reduce their populations will be based on the following "trigger points".  The gathers will be done periodically (every 1, 2, 3, or 4 years) depending on population growth and vegetation conditions.  The number of wild horses left after a gather will depend on the existing conditions and the predicted severity of droughts and grazing pressure.  It will be based on the professional judgment of district personnel.

1.  The wild horse population is beginning to exceed the maximum number of wild horses prescribed by the alternative, or 

2.  The vegetation conditions have deteriorated or are projected to deteriorate below the acceptable level, based on:

Two or more consecutive years of drought (precipitation 20% or more below average), or

Greater than 40% forage utilization in key areas for two or more consecutive years and total ground cover is unacceptable, or

Drought conditions are predicted for the next two or more years, such that forage utilization is expected to be unacceptably high.

All alternatives will incorporate some level of adaptive management.  The initial appropriate management level of wild horses is based on the analysis shown in Chapter 3 (Vegetation).  These numbers must be verified by vegetation/forage monitoring under actual field conditions.  These are the two methods of determining stocking levels based on past research (PR #77aa).  Adaptive management is the "stock and monitor system" described in that publication.  The spreadsheet is the "Forage Allocation" method described in this same publication.  It is assumed that the calculated figures will be used as a tentative stocking rate, which will be verified in future years by monitoring; and adjustments will be made based on this monitoring.

The horse herd will be managed within the designated wild free-roaming horse Territory or other adjacent areas by written agreement.

The population will be reduced by various capture techniques that are appropriate for the area and yearly conditions, e.g. helicopter roundup with the use of Judas horses and "water traps".  The capture season will be determined by the capture method.  If helicopters are used, capture will be in the very early spring (before foaling).  If other methods are used, the capture can be at almost any time of the year.

Management will comply with the Wild Horses and Burro Protection Act of 1971, as amended, and the Carson National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended and with further amendments as needed.  (PR #2, 2c, 7a, and 9)

Wild horses which are captured and removed will be put up for adoption, in accordance with the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971, as amended and 36CFR 222.29.

Monitor the wild horse herd population by aerial surveys and reports of horses seen during visits to the Territory for other projects.

Monitor the wild horses, during other visits to the Territory, for abnormalities (club feet, birth defects, albinism).

Monitor forage conditions as part of range management for these allotments, e.g. to meet utilization guidelines.  Be sure the monitoring points are tied to TES units as well as to pastures, so the forage production capability spreadsheets can be validated.

Monitor the wild horses that are adopted for compliance with the agreement.

(See Appendix F for more details on monitoring.)

The information and analysis in this document will be used to update the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory Management Plan.  The Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory Excess Horse Removal Plan will be completed to comply with this document each time capture is proposed.  This will not require new analysis each time because it is covered by this environmental assessment.

2. Alternative Mitigation
The alternatives will include mitigating measures (Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize adverse effects or maximize beneficial effects, e.g.:

Heritage resources will be protected.  Surveys will be done where structures or treatments are proposed.

Injury to wild horses during gathers will be minimized by using appropriate methods and seasons and having veterinarian services readily available.

3. Alternative Description
Alternative A  (Proposed Action)- Manage the wild free-roaming horse herd at a population of 60 to 100 horses and to do structural and non-structural habitat improvements in the Territory..  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

DNA testing, if done, will be by private parties or partners, not at our expense.

Selected areas of vegetation will be treated (burned and seeded, disk and seed, etc.) to improve the amount, species composition, and condition of the forage.  Treatments are estimated to be on about half of the sagebrush/grassland and an equal amount of ponderosa pine and piñon/juniper on a 5 year cycle.  This is about half of 13,000 acres divided by 5 to equal about 1,300 acres per year.

Additional water sources will be constructed (e.g. earthen tanks, spring developments, trick tanks, drinkers) on the uplands and mesa tops to improve animal distribution.

Animal distribution will be improved, particularly cattle, by various means, e.g. new fences, riders, and changes in grazing systems within or between allotments.

The MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land will be maintained.  Written agreements with the Utes and the Jicarilla Apaches may be obtained.

(See Objectives Common to All Alternatives for more items.)

Alternative B - (No Action)  Continue to manage as in the last few years, with the wild free-roaming horse population averaging 60 wild horses and little or no improvements being made to the habitat specifically for wild horses.  This is the No Action Alternative (the Status Quo).  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

Maintain the MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land.

(See Objectives Common to All Alternatives for more items.)

Alternative C -  Manage the wild horse population between 100 and 150 adult horses, plus foals and do structural and non-structural improvements in the Territory.  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

Maintain the MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land.  Get written agreements with the Utes and the Jicarilla Apaches.

DNA testing, if done, will be by private parties or partners, not at our expense.

Do vegetation treatments (burn and seed, disk and seed, etc.) on selected areas to improve the amount, species composition, and condition of the forage.  Estimated to be treatments in about half of the sagebrush/grassland and an equal amount of ponderosa pine and piñon/juniper on a 5 year cycle.  This is about half of 13,000 acres divided by 5 to equal about 1,300 acres per year.

Construct additional water sources (e.g. earthen tanks, spring developments, trick tanks, drinkers) on the uplands and mesa tops to improve animal distribution.

Animal distribution will be improved, particularly cattle, by various other means, e.g. new fences, riders, and changes in grazing systems within or between allotments.

(See Objectives Common to All Alternatives for more items.)

Alternative D - Manage the wild horse population at 60 to 100 adults, plus foals (no structural and non-structural habitat improvements in the Territory).  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

Maintain the MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land.  Get written agreements with the Utes and the Jicarilla Apaches.

DNA testing, if done, will be by private parties or partners, not at our expense.

(See Objectives Common to All Alternatives for more items.)

Alternative E - Manage the wild horse population between 100 and 150 adult horses, plus foals (no structural and non-structural improvements in the Territory).  Management of wild horses includes the removal of horses that are outside the territory, the removal of excess wild horses, and the monitoring of their effects on the environment.

Maintain the MOU with BLM for them to manage up to 23 horses on their land.  Get written agreements with the Utes and the Jicarilla Apaches.

DNA testing, if done, will be by private parties or partners, not at our expense.

(See Objectives Common to All Alternatives for more items.)

Summary Table of Alternatives:

	Factor
	Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C
	Alternative D
	Alternative E

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Wild Horses
	60 to 100
	60
	100 to 150
	60 to 100
	100 to 150

	Forage treated to improve conditions
	1,300 acres per year
	0
	1,300 acres per year
	0
	0

	Number of New Water Sources
	Some
	None
	Some
	None
	None

	Improve animal distribution?
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No


Summary Table of Effects  (see Chapter 3 for more details):

	Factor
	Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C
	Alternative D
	Alternative E

	
	
	
	
	
	

	To manage the wild horses at an AML that maintains or improves the condition of the vegetation, soil, and watershed on Jarita Mesa (consistent with the 1996 Amendment to Forest Plans).
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Vegetation

[Percent utilization of forage by ungulates] 

[Standard is 40% maximum]
	24 to 28%
	26%
	28 to 33%
	26 to 31%
	31 to 37%

	Soil and Water Quality

[Percent utilization of forage by ungulates]  

[Standard is 50% maximum]
	24 to 28%
	26%
	28 to 33%
	26 to 31%
	31 to 37%

	Horses gathered initially to reach desired number
	76 to 116
	116
	26 to 76
	76 to 116
	26 to 76

	Horses produced per year (estimated)
	15 to 25 per year
	15 per year
	25 to 37 per year
	15 to 25 per year
	25 to 37 per year

	Wildlife

[Percent utilization of forage by ungulates]  

[Standard is 40% maximum]
	24 to 28%
	26%
	28 to 33%
	26 to 31%
	31 to 37%


CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A. Chapter 3 Description

This chapter shows the present conditions within the project area and the changes that can be expected from taking no action at this time or from implementing the action alternatives.  The No Action alternative sets the environmental base line for comparing effects of the action alternatives.

The Purpose and Need and Public Involvement (See Chapter 1) define the scope of the environmental concern for this project.  The environmental effects are the changes from present base line conditions.  Some of the environmental effects are confined to this action and the project area.  Others are cumulative with environmental effects from other actions and cover an area beyond the project area.  Cumulative effects are discussed for each resource when they occur and as a separate section.

B. Vegetation

Affected Environment:

The Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory contains the following vegetation types, based on the Geographic Information System (GIS) and Rocky Mountain Resource Information System (RMRIS) databases:

	Vegetation Type:


	Acreage:
	% of the Territory

	Piñon/juniper
	49,782
	65

	Ponderosa pine
	12,590
	17

	Grass/sagebrush
	9,721
	13

	Shrubs (Oak, misc.)
	3,395
	4

	Mixed Conifers (Douglas-fir

                       /Ponderosa Pine)
	662
	1

	     Total
	76,151
	100

	
	
	


There are five major types of vegetation in the Territory – piñon/juniper, ponderosa pine, grass/sagebrush, shrubs, and mixed conifers.  Riparian is a very minor component.

Seventeen percent (17%) (12,590 acres) is in the ponderosa pine type found in the higher elevations on ridges, north facing slopes and head-canyons.  Pine is usually associated with piñon/juniper also.  Browse species include Gambel Oak (Quercus gambelii), mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus Montanus) and antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tritentata).  The pine understory consists of some sagebrush, sedges (Carex spp.), blue gramma (Bouteloua gracilis) and mutton bluegrass (Poa fendleriana).

Only 1% (662 acres) of the Territory is classified as mixed conifers.  This is a mixture of Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine at the highest elevations, on north slopes, and in small canyons in the area.

Sixty-five percent (65%) (49,782 acres) of the Territory is piñon and Rocky Mountain juniper (P/J), growing in the lower elevations and south facing slopes.  These slopes are often quite steep with rock outcrops.  At its higher elevations it is often associated with ponderosa pine.  Gambel oak, sagebrush, and bitterbrush are the primary browse species associated with it.  Blue grama and galleta (Hilaria jamesii) make up most of the understory with various species of cactus.

Primarily on steep, north facing slopes there is a shrub community (4%) (3,395 acres), consisting of Gambel oak, mountain mahogany, bitterbrush, serviceberry (Amelanchier spp.), cliff fendlerbush (Fendler rupicola) and snow berry  (Symphorocarpos - oreophilus).  Various sedges and grasses are associated with these browse species.  The grasses are mostly muttongrass, bluegrass, junegrass (Koeleria cristata ) and pinon ricegrass (Piptochaetium  fimbriatum).  Piñon/juniper, ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), skunkbush (Rhus trilobata) and big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentate) are also found scattered through this type.

Grasslands and sagebrush (13%) (9,721 acres) occurs along canyon bottoms on the deeper, more productive soils.  Sagebrush is associated with rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus naauseosus), fourwing saltbush (Atriplex  canescens), shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia) and some grasses (Blue grama and western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii)).  There is also an extensive area of reseeded grasslands.  These are areas that were treated then sown with crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), pubescent wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum), perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne), and ladak and black medic alfalfa (Medicago lupilina).  These areas were either burned, treated with herbicides, or were areas of piñon/juniper crushing.  Burned areas are primarily in American and Cabresto Canyons.  Herbicided areas are primarily in Cabesto, Chicosa, and Mule Canyons (Buzzard Park).  Piñon/juniper crushed areas are on Bancos, Quintana, and Martinez Mesas.  Sagebrush is also sometimes found in the piñon/juniper and ponderosa pine stands.

Riparian areas account for less than 1% of the Territory in uncounted acres.  They are in tiny scattered pockets near springs, seeps, and tanks.
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.

There are some factors that have affected productivity or that could be used to improve it in the future.  The well pads and pipelines have a heavy grass/forb cover.  There has been some tree-crushing in the past that has resulted in higher grass/forb productivity, and some prescribed burning has been done in the past but in small areas and the effects have diminished with age or are such a small portion of the Territory that they are irrelevant.

Productivity is highly variable from year to year.

Estimates of productivity by TES Unit were very rough and there is high variability within them.

Overall, the vegetation in the Territory is in good condition.  There are just areas of heavy overgrazing.

In accordance with the above ideas, spreadsheet analyses have been done to show the amount of forage available to ungulates and the estimated amounts used by the various ungulates in the Territory.  See the following segments for more details and a discussion of the process and results.  See the spreadsheets, assumptions, and analysis in the Project Record (PR #105b and 111a to 111j) for all the details.

Estimated Grazing Capacity Analysis for the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory      5/14/2001 (PR #112a)
This is just a brief description of the process.  The whole spreadsheet and process is in the project record (PR #105b, 111a to 111j, and 112a).

There are many assumptions to this process, as shown in "Assumptions and Documentation for Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory Productivity Spreadsheet (5/9/2001)" (PR #105b).

Forage is defined as the estimate in pounds per acre of the annual yield (air-dry/normal year) of herbaceous/woody plants that may provide food for grazing animals.  The zone of estimation is from the soil surface to a height of 4½ feet.  (Page 7 of Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey of the Carson NF, 1987)  (Note:  This and all forage productions are averages for average conditions in average years and are estimates.  They can vary greatly year-to-year due to precipitation amounts and between sites with subtle differences, but they provide a baseline from which to start analyses.)

The forage utilization standard used in this analysis is based on a combination of on-the-ground evaluations of Jicarilla Territory conditions and the Standards and Guidelines for the 1996 Forest Plan Amendment for Mexican Spotted Owls and Northern Goshawk.  The ID Team set this for all TES Units at 40% maximum utilization for this analysis.  Ungulates can graze to the utilization maximum (40%).  The other 60% of the forage is available for soil/watershed protection and for use by rodents, other ungulates, and other grass/forb-eating species.  They are the prey base for the TE&S species, as well as other carnivores.

Based on average research findings, it was assumed that cattle eat 27.7 pounds per day, horses east 24.8 pounds per day, and elk eat 13.8 pounds per day.

It is known that varying numbers of cattle (totaling 189) are presently permitted for various time periods in the three (3) allotments, totaling 30,197 cow/calf units of daily use in the Jicarilla Territory.  This is roughly 160 days of use or about 44% of the year.  There is a proposal to reduce the number of cattle.  Only one spreadsheet was done with this reduced number of 152 cow/calf units (14,056 cow/calf daily units).

There are estimated to be 200 elk present in the summer and 400 in the winter.

Wild horses are the variable with 20 to 150 in the various alternatives and three spreadsheets with 0 and 176 horses just for comparison.

	Alternatives:  Number of Wild Horses in Territory
	Number of Cow/calf Units (Daily)
	Number of elk
	Estimated actual % forage utilization in the Jicarilla Territory
	% of net available forage that is used by the three ungulates
	Surplus or Deficit of forage for the year in Jicarilla Territory

	Alternative A:
	
	
	
	
	

	60 treated
	30,197
	200/400
	24
	66%
	1,370,481 lbs

	100 treated
	30,197
	200/400
	28
	75%
	1,008,401 lbs

	Alternative B:
	
	
	
	
	

	60
	30,197
	200/400
	26
	72%
	1,041,531 lbs

	Alternative C:
	
	
	
	
	

	100 treated
	30,197
	200/400
	28
	75%
	1,008,401 lbs

	150 treated
	30,197
	200/400
	33
	86%
	555,801 lbs

	Alternative D:
	
	
	
	
	

	60
	30,197
	200/400
	26
	72%
	1,041,531 lbs

	100
	30,197
	200/400
	31
	82%
	679,451 lbs

	Alternative E:
	
	
	
	
	

	100
	30,197
	200/400
	31
	82%
	679,451 lbs

	150
	30,197
	200/400
	37
	94%
	226,851 lbs

	Of Interest:
	
	
	
	
	

	0 horses
	30,197
	200/400
	19
	57%
	1,584,651 lbs

	176 horses
	30,197
	200/400
	40
	100%
	(-8,501) lbs

	176 horses, 152 cow/calf
	14,056
	200/400
	34
	88%
	438,605 lbs


With these assumptions, it is obvious that the Territory can support the animals that use the area and still meet the 40% utilization guideline.  Forage use is roughly 1/3 by each ungulate (elk, cattle, and wild horses).

It must be noted that overgrazing is not readily apparent in the Territory.

Range Analysis

The Territory has approximately 74,630 acres that are suitable for grazing.  This is all of the federal land.  The environmental impact statement for the Carson National Forest Plan defines rangeland suitable for grazing as follows:

Full capacity – terrain which is presently stable because effective ground cover is holding soil loss to an acceptable level.

Potential capacity – terrain which is undergoing accelerated erosion because it does not have sufficient effective ground cover to protect the soil.  These areas have a potential to recover and support grazing.

No capacity – terrain classified as having no capacity for grazing because:

soils are not capable of producing more vegetation than is needed to prevent accelerated erosion.

dense timber stands have little or no herbaceous understory.

talus and rock outcrops occur.

Patches of full capacity or potential capacity rangeland are sometimes isolated by one or a combination of the above “no capacity” factors.

	Allotment
	Full/potential Capacity Acres
	No Capacity Acres
	Total Acres

	Carracas
	32,006
	485
	32,491

	Cabresto
	24,518
	1,859
	26,377

	Bancos
	15,427
	335
	15,762

	Total
	71,951
	2,679
	74,630


Grazing by wild horses impacts vegetation by changing the mix of species in the plant communities being grazed; by changing the density and frequency of perennial forage plants; and by changing the vigor of the grazed plants.  These three vegetation effects are combined into five range condition classes (excellent, good, fair, poor, and very poor) that reflect the relative effects of grazing on vegetation.  The 1974 range analysis for the Bancos allotment, the 1975 range analysis for the Caracas allotment, and the 1993 Environmental Analysis for the Cabresto Allotment found that range conditions on all federal rangeland for the Territory were:

Good condition    1,409 acres (2%)

Fair condition    6,569 acres (9%)

Poor condition    54,204 acres (73%)

Very poor condition    12,448 acres (16%)

The range is quite "beaten up" by ungulate overgrazing this year (2000).  In localized areas wild horses have severely trampled vegetation, as is common in many years.  It seems that horses cause more localized soil/vegetation disturbance than either cattle or elk/deer.

Ungulates tend to concentrate grazing where water is readily available and grazing is easy (low slopes, brush not dense).  Wild horses tend to go farther from water than cattle and elk even further.  Wild horse use rougher ground than cattle and elk use even steeper and rockier ground than horses.  These factors tend to lead to overgrazing in the bottoms and near ponds and springs, with much less or no grazing on mesa tops and steeper slopes.  This is especially true in Cabresto Allotment where the ungulates are concentrated in the east end.  Discussions among district personnel indicate that ungulate distribution could be improved by fencing, more water sources, and/or salt placement

Precipitation records from Gobernador on the District have been taken from 1933 to 1991.  They show that the year 2000 had low precipitation but was not an unprecedented event.  Precipitation varied widely from year to year and in longer cycles.  It ranged from 6” to 26” per year with an average of 12”.  There have been differences of up to 18” between successive years and there have been up to four consecutive years of the same precipitation.

There have been several range inspections and production/utilization (P/U) studies over the last 20 years:

Carracas Allotment:

1994 & 1995 Range Inspection showed a 65% utilization on the mesa tops where cattle seldom go (thus wildlife and wild horses are the grazers).

August 1997 Range Inspection showed an overall utilization of 10%.

1975 Range Analysis recommended a maximum of 105 animal-months (AM) for livestock.  In the 1990s professional judgment recommended the same.  There are currently 12 cow/calf units grazing the area, which is well below the recommended amount.

Cabresto Allotment:

1981, 1987, 1991, and 1997 Range Inspections showed 20 to 30% utilization before cattle were put on the pastures.

8/13/98 Range Inspection showed the condition and trend going downward from before, but there were areas of improved condition.

1975 Range Analysis gave an allowable capacity of 440 animal-months (AM) for livestock.

1992 P/U study gave an allowable capacity of 240 animal unit months (AUM) for livestock.  There are currently 101 cow/calf units grazing the area, which is well below the recommended amount.

Bancos Allotment:

1991, 1996, 1997, and 1998 Range Inspections showed 15 to 40% utilization before cattle were put on the pastures.

August 1998 Range Inspection showed 50%+ utilization in key areas.

1981 P/U study gave allowable capacities of 384 AM for livestock and 811 AUM for elk and wild horses.

August 1998 recomputation gave 180 AUM for cattle, 360 AUM for wild horses, and 360 AUM for elk and deer.  There are currently 80 cow/calf units grazing the area, which is well below the recommended amount.

The 1974, 1975 and 1993 range analysis on the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory (Bancos, Carracas and Cabresto allotments) indicated that range condition was better than 50 years before, but still mostly poor in the bottomlands (a key area of grazing by all ungulates) to mostly fair conditions in the uplands.  For the past 20 to 25 years, several management activities and natural occurrences have significantly improved the Territory.  They include:

Wild Horse Reduction- A Wild Horse Management Plan (file # 2260 Wild Free Roaming Horses and Burros) was implemented in 1976 to manage a wild horse population of 60 head within the Territory.  On the average this has been achieved, until the last four years.

Prescribed burning  - To stimulate palatable browse and grass forage for wildlife, livestock, and wild horses; over 3,000 acres on the Carracas Mesa and 1,500 acres in the Cabresto Allotment have been prescribed burned in the last 10 to 15 years.  These included:  3,420 acres in 1998 in Carracas/Cottonwood/Cedro Canyons, 890 acres in 1993 in Saltoro/Banco Canyons, 60 acres in 1992 in Bancos Canyon, and 200 acres in 1991 in Turkey area; for a total of 4,570 acres in 10 years.  Many of these are the key grazing areas for ungulates.  Most of these are still in good condition, but a few localized areas are now reverting to cheatgrass, big sagebrush, and snakeweed.

Wildfires – Lightning-caused fires have opened small areas and have stimulated vegetation in the Territory.

Road closures – Several two-track roads have been closed and reseeded within the Territory.

Oil and gas – Well pads and pipeline rights-of-way are reseeded and provide forage for grazing ungulates.  They began exploring and drilling in the 1950s, but did no site restoration at that time.  Beginning in the 1970s, pads, pipelines, roads, and other bare soil were seeded with grass and forbs, resulting in good vegetation cover (good forage).

Sikes Act projects – Money provided through the Sikes Act has helped in implementing projects, such as water developments, prescribed burns, and reseeding of areas for improving distribution of wildlife.  This in turn benefits wild horses and livestock.

Allotment projects – A permit system introduced by the US Forest Service has directly contributed to an upward trend in range condition over the past 50 years.  However key areas in the bottomlands (Carracas Canyon and Boiler Spring area) are heavily utilized by horses, domestic livestock, and sometimes elk.

Permittee cooperation in developing and maintaining fences and stock ponds would enhance the range condition by providing needed rest and soil stabilization.

In addition to range condition classes, the range trend demonstrates whether range conditions are improving or declining.  Range trend expresses the direction of change (if any) in range condition in response to past and existing management practices or other land use activities, in combination with other environmental factors (FSH 2209.21 CH 40.5-2).  A stable trend means soil is held in place by vegetation, forage species are all aged and reproducing vegetation cover is being maintained.  A stable trend also indicates the mix of species is being maintained, as well as, density and frequency of perennial forage plants and plant vigor.  It is important to note that range condition on a downward trend may not necessarily be “bad”.  For example:  The encroachment of woody shrubs, noxious weed species, and saplings may indicate a downward trend in grass species that benefit livestock.  However, the new vegetation type may provide hiding cover and browse for wildlife.  A downward trend does indicate a reduction in forage availability for cattle, wild horses, and wildlife that benefit from grasses and forbs, which may reduce the grazing capacity of the Territory.

The following tables display an approximate percentage of range condition and trend for the 1974, 1975, and 1993 range analyses for all federal land on the three allotments that make up the Territory.  Also listed is existing information that is based on ocular estimates and best professional judgment of the District Range Staff.

CARRACAS ALLOTMENT

CONDITION CLASS



1975
Existing (2000)

EXCELLENT
0 acres
0 acres


GOOD
0 acres
6,498 acres – 20%


FAIR
3,998 acres - 12%
16,246 acres – 50%


POOR
25,062 acres - 77%
8,123 acres – 25%


VERY POOR
3,431 acres – 11%
0 acres


Total
32,491 acres
30,867 acres

CONDITION TREND



1975
Existing (2000)

UPWARD
8,448 acres – 26%
8,123 acres –25%


STABLE
6,823 acres – 21%
19,494 acres – 60%


DOWNWARD
17,220 acres – 53%
4,874 acres – 15%


Total
32,491 acres
32,491 acres

In Carracas Allotment the cattle grazed are so few (12 head) they make little difference in the entire allotment.  The difference between the 1975 and existing column shows there have been some improvement in condition because of actions listed in the previous paragraphs.  However, a May 1998 allotment inspection indicated that the allotment is overgrazed in the Carracas Canyon /Boiler Springs area, and the remainder of the allotment shows little use.

BANCOS ALLOTMENT

CONDITION CLASS



1974
Existing (2000)

EXCELLENT
0 acres
0 acres


GOOD
1,409 acres – 8%
0 acres – 0%


FAIR
977 acres – 6%
3,152 acres – 20%


POOR
11,976 acres – 78%
9,458 acres – 60%


VERY POOR
1,400 acres – 8%
3,152 acres – 20%


Total
15,762 acres
15,762 acres

CONDITION TREND



1974
Existing (2000)

UPWARD
788 acres – 5%
3,152 acres – 20%


STABLE 
9,457 acres – 60% 
9,458 acres – 60%


DOWNWARD
5,517 acres – 35%
3,152 acres – 20%


Total
15,762 acres
15,762 acres

From 1993 to 2000 less than 50 head of cattle grazed the Bancos Allotment.  In the Range Allotment Permit Reissuance EA, the entry date is proposed to be changed from May 16 to June 16 and the exit date from October 31 to September 16.

CABRESTO ALLOTMENT

CONDITION CLASS



1993
Existing (2000)

EXCELLENT 
0 acres
0 acres


GOOD
0 acres
4,005 acres  - 15%


FAIR
1,594 acres – 6% 
16,019 acres – 60%


POOR
17,166 – 65%
1,335 acres – 5%


VERY POOR
7,617 – 29%
0 acres


Total
26,377 acres
21,359 acres

CONDITION TREND



1993
Existing (2000)

UPWARD
1,846 – 7%
3,957 acres – 15%

STABLE
10,412 – 39%%
11,870 acres – 45%


DOWNWARD
14,244 – 54%
10,550 acres – 40%


Total
26,502 acres
26,377 acres

Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures.  Dividing the allotment into at least two pastures would provide vegetation a rest period from livestock grazing of each pasture in alternate years.

Environmental Consequences:  

In Alternative A vegetation conditions will improve as the population of wild horses is reduced to 60 to 100 adults and as there are structural and large-scale non-structural improvements to the Territory.

Prescribed burning followed by seeding on 1,300 acres per year should keep many former grasslands and understories in grasses and forbs.  It has also converted more big sagebrush areas to grasslands.

The additional water sources should induce cattle to use more of the allotments, especially the uplands and mesa tops.  There is less of an effect on horses because they can go farther between water sources.

In Carracas Allotment so few cattle are grazed (12 head) that they make little difference in the entire allotment.  Wild horses and elk/deer have more impact on the landscape.  The upward trend that began in the early 1980’s with the reduction in wild horse numbers and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and non-structural improvements will continue.  The proposal to shorten the grazing season for livestock should help to improve the condition class.

In Banco Allotment, the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the reduction of wild horses, the proposed reduction of permitted cattle, the proposed shorter grazing season, and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and on-structural improvements.
In Cabresto Allotment the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the reduction of wild horses, the proposed reduction of cattle from 101 head to 80 head, the proposed change of the grazing season from 6/1-10/31 to 7/1- 9/31, and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and non-structural improvements.  Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures or cattle grazing was controlled by riding or herding.
In Alternative B vegetation conditions will continue to deteriorate as the population of wild horses is reduced to 60 to 90 adults, but there are no habitat improvements done specifically for the wild horses.

In Carracas Allotment so few cattle are grazed (12 head) that they make little difference in the entire allotment.  Wild horses and elk/deer have more impact on the landscape.  The stable or downward trend that began with the increase in horse numbers recently will continue.  The proposal to shorten the grazing season for livestock should help to improve the condition class.

In Banco Allotment, the range condition should continue on an upward or stable trend due to the proposed reduction of permitted cattle, the shorter grazing season, and the 60-90 wild horses.
In Cabresto Allotment the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the 60-90 wild horses, a reduction of cattle from 101 head to 80 head (from the proposed Range Analysis EA), and a change of the grazing season from 6/1-10/31 to 7/1-9/31.  Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures or cattle grazing was controlled by riding or herding.
In Alternative C vegetation conditions will improve as the population of wild horses is maintained at 100 to 150 adults and as there are structural and large-scale non-structural improvements to the Territory.

Prescribed burning followed by seeding on 1,300 acres per year should keep many former grasslands and understories in grasses and forbs.  It has also converted more big sagebrush areas to grasslands.

The additional water sources should induce cattle to use more of the allotments, especially the uplands and mesa tops.  There is less of an effect on horses because they can go farther between water sources.

In Carracas Allotment so few cattle are grazed (12 head) that they make little difference in the entire allotment.  Wild horses and elk/deer have more impact on the landscape.  The stable to upward trend that began in the early 1980’s with the current number of wild horse, the shorter grazing season, and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and on-structural improvements will continue.
In Banco Allotment, the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the current number of wild horses, the proposed reduction of permitted cattle, the proposed shorter grazing season, and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and on-structural improvements.
In Cabresto Allotment the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the current number of wild horses, a reduction of cattle from 101 head to 80 head (from the current Range Analysis EA), a change of the grazing season from 6/1-10/31 to 7/1-9/31, and the improved vegetation conditions due to structural and non-structural improvements.  Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures or cattle grazing was controlled by riding or herding.
In Alternative D vegetation conditions will continue to deteriorate as the population of wild horses is reduced to 60 to 100 adults, but there are no habitat improvements done specifically for the wild horses.

In Carracas Allotment so few cattle are grazed (12 head) that they make little difference in the entire allotment.  Wild horses and elk/deer have more impact on the landscape.  The stable or downward trend that began with the increase in horse numbers recently will continue.  The proposal to shorten the grazing season for livestock should help to improve the condition class.

In Banco Allotment, the range condition should continue on an upward or stable trend due to the proposed reduction of permitted cattle, the shorter grazing season, and the 60-90 wild horses.
In Cabresto Allotment the range condition should continue on an upward trend due to the 60-90 wild horses, a reduction of cattle from 101 head to 80 head (from the proposed Range Analysis EA), and a change of the grazing season from 6/1-10/31 to 7/1-9/31.  Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures or cattle grazing was controlled by riding or herding.
In Alternative E vegetation conditions will continue to deteriorate as the population of wild horses is maintained at 100 to 150 adults and there are no habitat improvements done specifically for the wild horses.

In Carracas Allotment so few cattle are grazed (12 head) that they make little difference in the entire allotment.  Wild horses and elk/deer have more impact on the landscape.  The stable or downward trend that began with the increase in horse numbers recently will continue.  The proposal to shorten the grazing season for livestock should help to improve the condition class.

In Banco Allotment, the range condition should continue on an upward or stable trend due to the proposed reduction of permitted cattle, the shorter grazing season, but the 100 to 150 wild horses.
In Cabresto Allotment the range condition should continue on an upward to stable trend due to the current number of wild horses, a reduction of cattle from 101 head to 80 head (from the proposed Range Analysis EA), and a change of the grazing season from 6/1-10/31 to 7/1-9/31.  Range condition would improve a lot quicker if the Cabresto Allotment was divided into several pastures or cattle grazing was controlled by riding or herding.
C. Soil

Affected Environment:
A Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey (TES) was completed for the Carson National Forest in 1987.  The 1987 TES takes into account erosion hazard and current erosion for different types of soils with different levels of vegetation cover.  The TES shows there are no soil units classified as having a soil loss rate that is greater than the maximum tolerance level (above the soil’s ability to replace itself); although TES Units 176, 731, and 769 are close to the maximum erosion rate.  This is an area of high geologic activity, with soils that are highly erosive if exposed.  The terrain in the area is quite rugged and steep, rocky sideslopes are common.

The description of the TES Map Units in the first paragraph forms the basis for a discussion of soil stability (reference the Rangeland Analysis and Management Training Guide, 1997, page 2-10) and determining the capability of the land for grazing.  While no map unit currently exceeds soil loss tolerance, Units 176, 731, and 769 are close to this threshold, mainly due to steep slopes, but are still capable of being grazed.

The soils in the Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory that are flat and have adequate vegetation cover are in stable condition.  However, there are many soils or locations that are highly erosive or highly eroded, especially in piñon/juniper and sagebrush areas.  In many of these areas there is a lack of organic matter and the surface has been eroded so the topsoil is the “C” horizon.  Several of the major arroyos are six to 20 feet deep and actively eroding.  Much of this is due to overgrazing by early settlers, roads and ATV use, and natural geologic processes.  Some of it is due to the tendency of cattle and other ungulates to concentrate in bottoms where water and forage are more common.  A minor degree of it is due to beaten down hunter camps.

Most of the major roads used by the oil and gas companies have been surfaced with sandstone to reduce rutting and erosion.

Oil and gas development mitigation measures have provided numerous dirt tanks that act to slow erosion, as sediment traps.

Grazing by domestic livestock, wild horses, and elk/deer can affect soil functions that are important to maintenance of long-term productivity.  Specifically, the soil’s ability to accept, hold, and release water can be affected by physical compaction and trampling.  The nutrient recycling function of the soil can be affected by removal of vegetation that impacts aboveground nutrient inputs into the system.  Finally, the soil’s resistance to erosion can be affected by changes in plant density and productive litter.

	TES Unit
	Acres in Territory
	% of Territory in this TES Unit
	Slope Range of the TES Unit

	33, 70, 71
	9,081
	12
	0-15%

	119
	7,888
	10
	0-15%

	145
	3,119
	4
	0-15%

	162
	5,842
	8
	0-15%

	174
	2,970
	4
	0-15%

	176 +
	477
	0
	40-80%

	721
	5220
	7
	0-40%

	731 +
	7,000
	9
	15-80%

	765
	1,284
	2
	0-40%

	769 +, 626
	33,281
	44
	15-80%

	Total
	76,162
	100
	


+ close to maximum tolerance erosion rate

Based on information in the above table, which comes from the Forest’s Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey book and the Forest's Soil Scientist (PR #4 and 65), the Territory includes 40,758 acres (54%) of soils where there is a severe hazard of erosion exceeding tolerance if more bare soil is exposed.  The remaining 35,404 acres (56%) has little current erosion or it has a lot of current erosion but the hazard of increased erosion is low.  This is usually due to gentle slopes or abundant vegetation/litter cover.

A Range Management textbook dealt with the relationship between vegetation and soil with the following quotes.  "The use of vegetation as an indicator {of range condition} is based upon the ecological premise that vegetation is the product of its environment; the product, therefore, can be used as an indicator of the causal relationships.  The most accurate indexes of overgrazing are the early changes that take place in the vegetation as a result of plant succession.  Grazing gradually reduces the more desirable plants and makes available soil nutrients and moisture for less desirable plants."  "Soil changes, like vegetation changes, should be recognized early, for by the time that they are obvious, much damage has been done."  (PR # 9a)

"The best protection against erosion is to establish and maintain a good vegetative cover."  Livestock affect watershed properties by removal of plant cover and through the physical action of their hooves.  Reduction in the plant cover can increase the impact of raindrops, decrease soil organic matter and soil aggregates, and increase soil crusts.  The primary effect of hoof action is compaction of the soil surface.  Removal of cover and soil compaction reduce water infiltration rates, increase runoff, and increase erosion."  "Ground-cover levels of 30 to 40% appear adequate for flat, arid areas with low-intensity storms."  (PR #11f)  This analysis will use a standard of 50% ground cover to be on the conservative side.  This will be equated to 50% forage utilization.

Environmental Consequences

In Alternative A:  The conditions of the soils will remain unchanged from their current condition, except in areas where revegetation will occur.  There will be improvements due to the average of 1,300 acres per year of vegetation treatments done for wild horse (prescribed burning and seeding, disking and seeding, etc).  This will result in more grass/forbs, less sagebrush/shrubs, and less bare soil.  The additional water sources (tanks) will capture some sediment that erodes from the landscape.  The reduction in wild horse numbers will result in somewhat less grazing and trampling of vegetation.

The reduction of wild horse numbers will allow for vegetative recovery over the land, which will result in an improvement of watershed condition, via increased plant cover to reduce the current levels of erosion, more vegetative biomass retained on site to return nutrients to the soil, etc.  All of these improved conditions will result in better soil water retention and discharge relationships and less sedimentation as well.  Also, the improved condition of the land will allow for continued use of these areas by horses and all other ungulates that we are responsible to provide forage for.

In Alternative B The condition of the soil resource will worsen with time, with excess bare soil that leads to more erosion than is desired, due to no structural or nonstructural improvements, but the reduction in the wild horse population may help some.

In Alternative C The condition of the soil resource will worsen with time due to the increased wild horse population.  There will be improvements due to the average of 1,300 acres per year of vegetation treatments done for wild horse (prescribed burning and seeding, disking and seeding, etc).  This will result in more grass/forbs, less sagebrush/shrubs, and less bare soil.  The additional water sources (tanks) will capture some sediment that erodes from the landscape.  The larger number of wild horses will result in somewhat more grazing and trampling of vegetation than in Alternative A.

In Alternative D The condition of the soil resource will worsen with time, with excess bare soil that leads to more erosion than is desired, due to no structural or nonstructural improvements, but the reduction in the wild horse population from the current population may help some.

In Alternative E The condition of the soil resource will worsen with time, with excess bare soil that leads to more erosion than is desired, due to no structural or nonstructural improvements, but the increase in the desired wild horse population will lead to the potential for some increased soil damage.

D. Water

Affected Environment: 

There are no perennial streams within the Territory.  There are several dry washes that connect into the San Juan River.  The most prominent drainages are Carracas Canyon, Eul Canyon, Cabresto Canyon, and Bancos Canyon.

There are numerous springs scattered throughout the Territory.  There are also more water sources than are currently mapped.  New mapping is in progress now.

	Water Source Type
	Designated Territory

	Earthen Tank - Permanent Water
	13

	Earthen Tank - Intermittent Water
	95

	Springs
	21

	River - small piece of San Juan
	1


Bancos and Carracos Canyons contain the only extensive areas of riparian vegetation.  They have a small amount of cottonwood/willow/sedge vegetation, supported by the underground flow in the canyons.  There are numerous seeps and springs and at least 50 stock ponds; none of which support more than a very limited amount of riparian vegetation.  Some of the developed springs are fenced to protect the riparian vegetation and wet area from ungulates.

Oil and gas development has positive and negative impacts on the soil and water conditions.  It has resulted in the construction of numerous dirt tanks, which act as sediment traps, as well as providing water sources for animals.  It has also been the source of land clearing for pad development and road building, which leads to bare soil that is subject to erosion and it reduces the available “capable” grazing land.

Water quality is affected by erosion and sedimentation from roads, bare soil under sagebrush, and bare soil under piñon/juniper.

	Watershed

(5th code) (all figures include private land)


	Acres of Watershed in Territory


	Total Watershed Acres


	% of Watershed in Territory



	Bancos/Cabresto
	54,713
	106,519
	51

	Carracas
	13,193
	31,652
	42

	La Fragua
	7,748
	185,569
	4

	Total
	75,654
	
	


Environmental Consequences:
In Alternative A there will be some improvement in water quality due to the average of 1,300 acres per year of prescribed burning and seeding.  This will result in more grass/forbs and less sagebrush/shrubs, thus less bare soil and less sedimentation.  The condition of the watershed is linked to the condition of the land as described in the Soil Section.  If the condition of the upland watershed is not improved, the condition of water is not likely to improve either.

The increased number of water sources will help to distribute grazing over more of the land, thus lessening the amount of grazing in any given area.

In Alternative B there will be no large changes in water quality.  The condition of the watershed is linked to the condition of the land as described in the Soil Section.  If the condition of the upland watershed is not improved, the condition of water is not likely to improve either.
In Alternative C there will be some improvement in water quality due to the average of 1,300 acres per year of prescribed burning and seeding.  This will result in more grass/forbs and less sagebrush/shrubs, thus less bare soil and less sedimentation.  If the vegetation/watershed is improved enough, damage from wild horses should not be as great as at the present even though there will be more horses.  The condition of the watershed is linked to the condition of the land as described in the Soil Section.  If the condition of the upland watershed is not improved, the condition of water is not likely to improve either.
The increased number of water sources will help to distribute grazing over more of the land, thus lessening the amount of grazing in any given area.

In Alternative D there will be no large changes in water quality.  The condition of the watershed is linked to the condition of the land as described in the Soil Section.  If the condition of the upland watershed is not improved, the condition of water is not likely to improve either.
In Alternative E there will be no large changes in water quality, but minor changes are possible due to the increased number of wild horses and the soil trampling form them..  The condition of the watershed is linked to the condition of the land as described in the Soil Section.  If the condition of the upland watershed is not improved, the condition of water is not likely to improve either.
E. Wild Horses

Affected Environment:

Project Record 120 has a more detailed description of the wild horses in the area.  The following is a summary of only the more pertinent data.

History

The Jicarilla Ranger District was formed on August 24, 1910 and at that time there were wild free-roaming horses living on the range.  In 1912, the first year of written records on numbers, the wild free-roaming horse population was deemed to be 1000.  In 1971 when the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act was signed into law the population was 63.  The next count was in 1978 at just over 200.  We know by newspaper clippings that in March of 1979 over 500 and up to two thousand horses were taken into livestock sales by the Jicarilla Apache Indians who border us on the east and south.  We can only assume that some of those horses were wild free-roaming horses who had wandered onto the Reservation.  A situation that still occurs today.  In 1980 approximately 130 died due to a severe winter.  Our last count done in January of 2000 showed 119 adult horses.

Use within the Territory by sheep and cattle have been heavy since the 1880’s.  Grazing went on year-round.  Up to 1923 sheep and goat use was extremely heavy while cattle and horse (domestic) use remained heavy until the late 1940’s.

The bands of horses tend to roam across ownership boundaries, but the horses remain federal property no matter where they are found, even on the adjacent reservations.

Population (herd size):

The wild horse Territory presently supports a population estimated at about 176 wild horses.  The aerial survey in January 2001 counted 157 adults.  This actual count was increased to 176 wild horses to account for those not seen.  Counts of wild horses have yielded varying numbers over the years depending on weather, viewing conditions, and previous captures:

1980
  80 adult wild horses seen (PR #43)

1981
115

1982
  60

1985
  80

1987
144

1989
  94

1990
  53

1994
  87

1997
140

1999
  93

2000
119

2001
176 (PR #78)

The 176 horses are not all in one location.  The horses are dispersed in bands of from 4 to 15 animals each, with 27 horses being in the largest band seen.  The bands do not interact greatly except at foaling time when the mares tend to gather together, probably for protection.

It has been observed that gathering some horses seems to stimulate the others to regenerate faster.  This may be a reason to take whole bands of horses at one time.

The analysis in the 1970s determined that 60 wild horses was the appropriate number for the Territory.  Personal opinions put the proper number at between 0 and 5,000.  This is a highly volatile issue.

Studies elsewhere (PR #12aa) have found that about half of a wild horse herd is mares and that they have about 50% reproductive success each year.  With this assumption, the productivity under the alternatives should be about 15 to 25 new foals each year in Alternatives A and D, about 15 in Alternative B, and about 25 to 37 in Alternatives C and E.

Forage Condition/Competition

(See discussion under Vegetation Section)

The appearance of the range condition indicates that there are too many ungulates grazing in the Territory.  It is estimated that in the winter there are 140 to 160 adult horses, 700 to 1,000 elk, 1,700 to 2,200 deer, and no cattle.  In the summer there are 193 cattle, 140 to 160 adult horse, and a lot fewer elk and deer.  This combination of ungulates is out of balance for a thriving ecosystem in the Territory.

Most of the ungulates concentrate in key areas, e.g. bottoms and near water sources.  Therefore these areas tend to be overgrazed and other parts of the Territory, seldom used.  The bottoms are where the best forage is, with piñon/juniper and ponderosa pine on the uplands.  The uplands have fairly good forage in wet years, but little in dry years.

So far the wild horses have remained north of Highway 64, but they have spread to the BLM on the west, the Ute Reservation on the north and the Apache Reservation on the east.  Unless we have agreements with them, we are required to remove wild horses that stray onto other ownerships, e.g. Reservations and private land.

There is a written memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the BLM that they will allow up to 23 wild horses to grazing on BLM land as long as they migrate there naturally.

Wild horses are very territorial and cannot be pushed around like cattle to use different parts of the Territory.  They tend to return to their selected areas.  This is a problem when they stray out of the Territory.  They can be pushed back inside, but will tend to continue going outside.  They move to new territories when range conditions become poor or there are too many horses present.  Although sometimes they stay on a deteriorated range until they starve.

The horses are not confined to the Territory by un-crossable fences.  Therefore they can go onto adjacent lands to get forage if it becomes limiting on federal land.

Viability (heredity and in-breeding):

The key to the whole process of herd viability is to have a thriving natural ecological balance and avoid deterioration of the range.  The appropriate management level is the optimum number or range of numbers of wild horses that results in this balance.  The long-term viability of the herd depends on having "enough" wild horse to prevent interbreeding.  This number depends on many variables, including herd/band dynamics, interaction with domestic (private) horses, forage availability, weather conditions (e.g. drought), and numbers of other ungulates present.

The following is based on public comments and some research results.  There is concern that managing wild horse herds at low population levels will result in inbreeding and irreparable genetic damage.  One authority says that 150 to 200 animals is the minimum needed to ensure long-term viability.  Transferring horses between herds to maintain genetic diversity may not be desirable because this could "dilute the unique characteristics these herds originally exhibited or developed over years, if not centuries, of natural selection".  The commenters question whether there is any interchange of genes between different wild horse herds because most herds are quite isolated from each other (PR #16).

The Act of 1971 does not specifically address management for genetic traits, e.g. Spanish Barb, but it says that management should be at the "least feasible level".  We are not to introduce other horses into the territory, so we should not be changing characteristics that way.  Managing for a single trait at a low population lever may make it difficult to keep diversity and herd viability.  DNA testing to determine levels of inbreeding or ancestry is a good proposal but expensive.  It is not required or even implied in the Act of 1971 and the Forest Service has no appropriation of money to do this, so it is not proposed and will not be done, unless private parties want to finance and do it.  It is not improbable that many of the horses in the area have some Spanish blood in them, considering their location in Northern New Mexico.
Very little genetic testing of the wild horses has been done so there is not much information about their viability (in-breeding) and heredity.  Three horses from the Jicarilla Territory are being tested in 2000, but the results are not available yet.  It has become clear however that the physical appearance of the horse is not always a good indicator of the genetic background of the horse.  Dr Cauthram of the University of Kentucky has done the testing, but says that he needs to do 100 to 120 to get the types of results he wants.  

When the wild horses are captured, there is some selective culling.  Horses are removed that are obviously in poor health or have poor form or whose removal would improve the age or sex ratios based on the professional judgment of the personnel involved.  There are no attempts made to alter the genetic makeup of the herd.  Information about age and sex ratios can be gathered, non-scientifically during captures.  This can give some ideas about herd dynamics, fecundity, and birth/death rates.

Selective culling is appropriate when obvious signs of inbreeding are seen, e.g. albino horses or deformed horses.

We have been unable to find definitive, scientific research that tells precisely how many wild horses are necessary to eliminate inbreeding or the effects of inbreeding.

Capturing:

Capturing of wild horses is addressed here to present the effects, not to build alternatives around or to choose a specific type or season of capture.  This will be done in the future in the Excess Wild Horse Removal Document, which is done each time a capture is proposed.

A representative of the BLM forwarded some information about the effects of roundups on behavior and reproduction of feral horses in Idaho.  No long-term effects or differences were found in the horses that were herded by helicopter, captured, and adopted; herded by helicopter but not captured; and not herded.  Effects were studied for reproduction, resting, feeding, vigilance, traveling, and agonistic encounters (PR #28).

When the wild horses are captured, there is some selective culling done.  Horses are removed that are obviously in poor health or have poor form or whose removal would improve the age or sex ratios based on the professional judgment of the personnel involved.  There are no attempts made to alter the genetic makeup of the herd.  Criteria for wild horses to capture and adopt out are:  First, poor physical condition (jugheads, club feet) and second, sex/age ratio adjustments.  These both depend on the professional judgment of the people involved at the capture site.  We do not have age or sex ratios for the herd or bands now, but these can be judged during capture and appropriate changes made to keep the bands healthy.

Capturing has been from different bands throughout the Territory, but mostly centered in the Cabresto Canyon area.  Success and need for captures have varied considerably over the years.  In the winter of 1978/79 it is estimated that between 130 and 180 wild horses died due to harsh conditions.  It usually takes 2 to 3 days to do the capture and most of the wild horses are adopted and gone within 3 days with 20 days being the maximum in the past.

1977
11 wild horses captured (PR #43)

1978
  9

1979
15

1980
12

1981
48

1983
14

1985
15

1986
  9

1987
20

1988
33

1991
39

1993
  7

1994
42

1997
70

1998
30

Roundups have been done south of the Territory and on BLM lands, but they cannot be done on other lands where the horses may stray.  There is an MOU with the BLM dated 9/25/95 (PR #11g) that specifies that 23 wild horses may be managed on their land.  This MOU also gives details about coordination between us for capturing horses, caring for horses, and maintaining structural improvements.

Capture methods employed to date include helicopter herding with the use of Judas horses, "water traps", darting, cowboys with nets, and cowboys driving horses into traps.  The most successful and commonly used method has been helicopter herding with the use of Judas horses.  This involves closing selected areas to the public, installing chain link wing fences along the selected road and traps around a bend in the road.  Horses are slowly moved along the road into the trap, with minimal stress.

The season of capture is controversial.  Horses are easier to capture in the spring when they are still concentrated in the bottoms and restricted by snow, however this is when mares are pregnant and in late spring they have young foals with them.  This is also the time when the snow has driven the horses out of the tall timber into the piñon/juniper or sagebrush where they are more easily moved by helicopters.  In August or September the foals will be more mature, but the horses are spread out more and it is hotter, so there is more stress on the horses as they are herded.  Hunting seasons also begin in August and September so there is a conflict between herding horses and hunting.

There is the possibility of injury to wild horses during capture and transportation.  It can be minimized by selecting the appropriate method and season of capture and having veterinary services available onsite or on-call.  This is one time when we may have to destroy wild horses due severe or life-threatening injuries or physical condition.  The BLM has guidelines on how to determine which horses to treat and which to destroy.

Capturing and sterilizing some of the horses (mares and stallions) has been considered.  This would maintain the numbers of horses but reduce the growth rate.  However, this would reduce the options for the future if non-sterilized horses die or are killed.  We would need to be careful not to wipe out a genetic trait that we thought was undesirable, but is later wanted.  We have a hard time determining which horses truly have the desired ancestry without testing each one.  This could also be said about selective capturing during roundups, but at least then the horses are adopted out and would be available for return or breeding, if necessary.

Adoption:

The wild horses are captured, held, moved to Jicarilla, placed up for adoption, and monitored in the future for compliance with the private maintenance and adoption agreements.  Having the Forest Service in control of the process meets local needs and allows for rapid adoption.  No healthy wild horses that are captured will be destroyed.  (PR #93a)

Monitoring:

The wild horse herd population has been monitored by aerial surveys and reports of horses seen during visits to the Territory for other projects.  Informal monitoring of the wild horses for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding has been done during other visits to the Territory.  Monitoring of forage conditions is a part of range management for this allotment.

Environmental Consequences:

Under Alternative A there will be:

Not enough horses present to satisfy the public desire for a plentiful herd.

The number of wild horses will be varied periodically between 60 and 100 to be in line with forage conditions and predicted weather conditions.  These periodic adjustments may take a year or more to implement due to difficulties in capturing wild horses.  Under poor conditions horses will be reduced to the minimum number and under good conditions, the maximum number.

One or two major gathers initially to reduce the wild horse herd to 60 to 100 horses.  Then periodic gathers as necessary to maintain the population, with an estimate of 15 to 25 "excess" horses produced each year.

An average of about 15 to 25 wild horses available for adoption to the public each year.

Improved forage conditions by large-scale vegetation treatments (e.g. burning and seeding, disking and seeding, etc) and improving the distribution of animals (e.g. fences, riders, and/or additional water sources).

Capturing by various methods and various seasons as appropriate for yearly conditions and the number of horses present and the number to be captured.

Monitoring to follow the wild horse populations.  Monitoring of forage conditions to see if the ungulates are in balance with the ecosystem/vegetation.  Monitoring for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding.  Monitoring for compliance with agreements for the adopted wild horses.

Under Alternative B there will be:

Not enough horses present to satisfy the public desire for a plentiful herd.

The number of wild horses will be varied periodically with an average of 60 to be in line with forage conditions and predicted weather conditions.  These periodic adjustments may take a year or more to implement due to difficulties in capturing wild horses.  Under poor conditions horses will be reduced to the minimum number and under good conditions, the maximum number.

One or two major gathers initially to reduce the wild horse herd to 60 horses.  Then periodic gathers as necessary to maintain the population, with an estimate of 15 "excess" horses produced each year.

An average of about 15 wild horses available for adoption to the public each year.

Improved forage conditions due to a reduced number of wild horses, but not as good as in Alternatives A and C where structural and non-structural improvements are completed.

Capturing by various methods and various seasons as appropriate for yearly conditions and the number of horses present and the number to be captured.

Monitoring to follow the wild horse populations.  Monitoring of forage conditions to see if the ungulates are in balance with the ecosystem/vegetation.  Monitoring for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding.  Monitoring for compliance with agreements for the adopted wild horses.

Under Alternative C there will be:

Enough horses present to satisfy the public desire for a plentiful herd.  The large herd will also provide more protection from predators and give a better chance of survival.

The number of wild horses will be varied periodically between 100 and 150 to be in line with forage conditions and predicted weather conditions.  These periodic adjustments may take a year or more to implement due to difficulties in capturing wild horses.  Under poor conditions horses will be reduced to the minimum number and under good conditions, the maximum number.

One or two major gathers initially to reduce the wild horse herd to 100 to 150 horses.  Then periodic gathers as necessary to maintain the population, with an estimate of 25 to 37 "excess" horses produced each year.

An average of about 25 to 37 wild horses available for adoption to the public each year.

Improved forage conditions by large-scale vegetation treatments (e.g. burning and seeding, disking and seeding, etc) and improving the distribution of animals (e.g. fences, riders, and/or additional water sources).

Capturing by various methods and various seasons as appropriate for yearly conditions and the number of horses present and the number to be captured.

Monitoring to follow the wild horse populations.  Monitoring of forage conditions to see if the ungulates are in balance with the ecosystem/vegetation.  Monitoring for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding.  Monitoring for compliance with agreements for the adopted wild horses.

Under Alternative D there will be:

Not enough horses present to satisfy the public desire for a plentiful herd.

The number of wild horses will be varied periodically between 60 and 100 to be in line with forage conditions and predicted weather conditions.  These periodic adjustments may take a year or more to implement due to difficulties in capturing wild horses.  Under poor conditions horses will be reduced to the minimum number and under good conditions, the maximum number.

One or two major gathers initially to reduce the wild horse herd to 60 to 100 horses.  Then periodic gathers as necessary to maintain the population, with an estimate of 15 to 25 "excess" horses produced each year.

An average of about 15 to 25 wild horses available for adoption to the public each year.

Improved forage conditions due to a reduced number of wild horses, but not as good as in alternatives where structural and non-structural improvements are completed.

Capturing by various methods and various seasons as appropriate for yearly conditions and the number of horses present and the number to be captured.

Monitoring to follow the wild horse populations.  Monitoring of forage conditions to see if the ungulates are in balance with the ecosystem/vegetation.  Monitoring for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding.  Monitoring for compliance with agreements for the adopted wild horses.

Under Alternative E there will be:

Enough horses present to satisfy the public desire for a plentiful herd.  The large herd will also provide more protection from predators and give a better chance of survival.

The number of wild horses will be varied periodically between 100 and 150 to be in line with forage conditions and predicted weather conditions.  These periodic adjustments may take a year or more to implement due to difficulties in capturing wild horses.  Under poor conditions horses will be reduced to the minimum number and under good conditions, the maximum number.

One or two major gathers initially to reduce the wild horse herd to 100 to 150 horses.  Then periodic gathers as necessary to maintain the population, with an estimate of 25 to 37 "excess" horses produced each year.

An average of about 25 to 37 wild horses available for adoption to the public each year.

Current forage conditions.

Capturing by various methods and various seasons as appropriate for yearly conditions and the number of horses present and the number to be captured.

Monitoring to follow the wild horse populations.  Monitoring of forage conditions to see if the ungulates are in balance with the ecosystem/vegetation.  Monitoring for abnormalities that may indicate in-breeding.  Monitoring for compliance with agreements for the adopted wild horses.

F. Wildlife

Affected Environment:

need better discussions of MIS and NTMB

The entire district is managed under a travel management policy enacted primarily for the benefit of wildlife. The policy restricts the use of motorized vehicles to within 300 feet of open roads.  It also limits access behind numerous gates to authorized government and gas field operations only. 

TE&S species:

There are three threatened, endangered, or Forest Service Region 3 sensitive species that are of concern in the wild horse Territory: the bald eagle, the Mexican spotted owl, and the northern goshawk.

Bald eagles are a federally endangered species.  They are winter residents on the district, but do not nest in the area.  They roost in large trees and snags, usually on prominent ridgelines along major drainages.  They are known to use Carracas and Bancos Canyons for roosting.  Their presence is attributed to the near proximity of Navajo Reservoir.  The eagles fly inland from the lake to roost primarily in larger ponderosa pine and snags along major drainages.  They typically are seen on the district from early fall to late spring.  

Mexican spotted owls are a federally threatened species with proposed critical habitat.  The Jicarilla District has conducted surveys for Mexican spotted owl in all suitable nesting habitat on the district.  Typical nesting/roosting habitat used by the owls on the district is scattered and isolated mixed conifer stands found in the heads of canyons.  These stands vary in size from 5 acres to about 200 acres.  Two territories have been established on the basis of one pair and a single bird.  One Territory is located mostly within the boundaries of the wild horse Territory; however, both territories have been unoccupied since 1993.  Within the wild horse Territory, there are approximately 1200 acres of suitable/capable nest/roost habitat, all of which received at least two years of surveys between 1990 and 1995, with many of the areas also receiving follow-up re-survey.  For activities that could potentially disturb owls or their habitat, re-survey is required if the latest survey is over two years old.  Re-survey consists of one nighttime calling visit. 

Northern goshawks are a Forest Service sensitive species.  Approximately 11,000 acres of the wild horse Territory has been surveyed for goshawk between 1991 and the present. There is one Territory established on the Jicarilla Ranger District for goshawk, and it is located within the wild horse Territory.  Goshawks are forest-dwelling raptors that typically use stands of larger ponderosa pine with open understory.  They are predatory birds that feed on rodents, small songbirds, lizards, and other small prey.

Wild horses and raptor species do not directly interact, however, over-utilization of the range could lead to the decline of prey species for Mexican spotted owls and goshawks.

A BAE has been written for the Territory.  It contains more specific information about TE&S species (PR #68).

Big Game:

The wild horse Territory is a representative sample of typical wildlife habitat across the district.  It is estimated that there are 800 to 1100 resident deer and less than 500 resident elk in the wild horse Territory.  Big game populations increase in the winter with migratory animals, estimated at 1700 to 2200 deer and 700 to 1000 elk.  The exact numbers of big game vary depending on weather conditions.  Aerial survey data shows that deer population numbers have been fluctuating around a constant for the last 15 years, while the elk population seems to have peaked in the early 1990’s and is currently slightly declining.  These populations have been acceptable to the Forest Service and the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish for the last several years.  Private land depredation by elk has not been a problem due to the lack of private land in the Territory.

Big game and wild horses are not usually thought of as being antagonistic towards each other, however wild horses are known to be territorial and aggressive at times.  For example, the stallions will defend water holes against intruders while the herd is drinking, including against wildlife, which could potentially deny wildlife the use of resources that are in short supply.

Horses and livestock tend to be habitual in their areas of use, thus there are particular areas within the wild horse Territory that are overgrazed.  These areas are grass and sagebrush bottoms near water sources.  The overuse is the result of a combination of poor livestock management, wild horse use, and winter use by wildlife.  However, wildlife use estimated to be minimal compared to the two other uses.

The Territory is in Game Management Area 2, which places an emphasis on deer more than on elk.

Other Species:

The Territory also is home to mountain lion, bobcat, black bear, turkey, fox, ringtail cat, golden eagles, and Abert's squirrel, to name a few.  The Carracas, Bancos, and Cabresto drainages are of particular importance to wildlife because they are a few of the drainages on the district in which water can be found year-round. 

Environmental Consequences:

Under Alternative A there will be the following effects:

The wild horse herd objectives will be to attain and maintain a population of 60 to 100 horses.  Round-ups would be conducted as needed to meet that objective.  Overgrazing in key areas would be decreased and range conditions would improve due to the large-scale vegetation treatments and the additional water sources.  Forage availability for wildlife would increase.  Monitoring would be required to know whether guidelines would be completely met.

Under Alternative B there will be the following effects:

Management would be continued in the current manner, which is that horses would be rounded up as needed to keep the herd around 60 horses, but little or no vegetation treatments would be done specifically for wild horses.  There would continue to be certain key areas that are overgrazed.  Competition between livestock, wildlife, and horses would continue in those areas.

Under Alternative C there will be the following effects:

The wild horse herd objective would be raised to attain a population of 100 to 150 horses. Round-ups would be conducted as needed to meet that objective.  Overgrazing in key areas would probably increase and range conditions would decrease, although the large-scale vegetation treatments and the additional water sources should help to improve or maintain range conditions, even with the larger number of wild horses than in Alternative A.  Direct competition between wildlife, horses, and livestock for forage would increase.

Under Alternative D there will be the following effects:

The wild horse herd objectives will be to attain and maintain a population of 60 to 100 horses.  Round-ups would be conducted as needed to meet that objective.  Little or no vegetation treatment would be done specifically for wild horses.  There would continue to be certain key areas that are overgrazed.  Competition between livestock, wildlife, and horses would continue in those areas.

Under Alternative B there will be the following effects:

The wild horse herd objectives will be to attain and maintain a population of 100 to 150 horses.  Round-ups would be conducted as needed to meet that objective.  Little or no vegetation treatments would be done specifically for wild horses.  Overgrazing in key areas would probably increase and range conditions would decrease.  Competition between livestock, wildlife, and horses would continue in those areas.

G. Air

Affected Environment:

There are no major sources of air pollution in or near the Territory.  There is only smoke from private homes, dust from native surface roads, occasional smoke from prescribed or wild fires, and emissions from oil and gas field activities.  These are all minor and of very short duration (minutes to hours)

The wild horse Territory is located in a densely vegetated area with ponderosa pine, piñon/juniper, browse species, sagebrush, and grasses.  The vegetation cover over most of the Territory exceeds the amount needed to prevent excessive soil erosion and also excessive dust blowing off bare ground.

Environmental Effects:

Under Alternative A there will be the following effects:

The existing factors, plus short duration smoke from the increased amount of prescribed burning.  Increased vegetation ground cover from the vegetation treatments will reduce windblown dust from the treated areas.  This will result in good air quality.

Under Alternative B there will be the following effects:

Only the existing factors will be present, at current levels; thus resulting in good air quality.

Under Alternative C there will be the following effects:

The existing factors, plus short duration smoke from the increased amount of prescribed burning.  Increased vegetation ground cover from the vegetation treatments will reduce windblown dust from the treated areas.  This will result in good air quality.

Under Alternative D there will be the following effects:

Only the existing factors will be present, at current levels; thus resulting in good air quality.

Under Alternative E there will be the following effects:

Only the existing factors will be present, at current levels; thus resulting in good air quality.

H. Minerals

Affected Environment:

The Jicarilla Ranger District is almost entirely leased for oil and gas development, and has about 200 natural gas wells in the Territory.  There are associated pipelines, compressor stations, and injection wells, and an estimated 140 miles of roads built primarily for the purpose of drilling for gas in the Territory.  New construction and drilling operations are allowed between April 1st and October 31st annually.  There are an estimated 800-1000 acres of land incorporated in well pads and roads in the wild horse Territory.

Natural gas extraction is not affected by the presence of wild horses.  Horses will adapt their movements and areas of use depending on the intensity of oilfield activity.  Minerals extraction has probably benefited the horses through the implementation of mitigation measures, such as construction of numerous water sources and planting of grasses along pipelines, roadways, and well pads.

Environmental Effects:

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E:  Energy extraction will not be affected under any of the alternatives.

I. Social Effects - Recreation

Affected Environment:

The Jicarilla Ranger District is not heavily used for recreation because it has no live water, is far from any major cities, and is heavily industrialized due to natural gas development.  The major recreation use on the District is big game hunting.  There are three small primitive campgrounds found on the district that typically only receive much use during big game hunting seasons in the fall.  The district does receive light use at other times of the year from non-consumptive users such as wildlife and bird viewing, family camping, scouting events, and wild horse observation.  Personal use woodcutting occurs in moderate amounts.

The gas wells incorporate "well head compressor pumps" that are relatively noisy.

Wild horses impact some recreational uses. The quality of non-consumptive viewing activities is increased by the presence of horses.  Many people come to the District just to view the horses.  On the other hand, some big game hunters feel their hunting experience is decreased because of horse competition with wildlife. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers are a consideration in this area due to Carracas Canyon, Bancos Canyon, and Cabresto Canyon.  In 1997, Forest Service specialists conducted a study to determine which rivers on the El Rito Ranger District were eligible for designation as a “wild and scenic river” as part of the national Wild & Scenic Rivers system (PR # 85):

Carracas Canyon from the Jicarilla Apache Reservation boundary to the Colorado border is determined to be eligible for its outstandingly remarkable values:

"wildlife" (key winter migratory corridor and holding area for deer, significant security area for large bucks, wintering bald eagles), 

"historic" (Boiler Springs and wagon road from Arboles to Dulce), and 

"riparian" (one of the few places in the area that can support riparian plant species).

Bancos Canyon from the Jicarilla Apache Reservation boundary to the Forest boundary is determined to be eligible for its outstandingly remarkable values:

"recreation" (popular hunting and hiking area and visiting historic sites),

"wildlife" (key winter migratory corridor and holding area for deer, wintering bald eagles), 

"cultural" (looking at proposing whole canyon as National Historic Site due to density of Anasazi and Navajo sites).

Cabresto Canyon from the Jicarilla Apache Reservation boundary to the Forest boundary is determined to be eligible for its outstandingly remarkable values:

"wildlife" (key wintering area at east end, wintering bald eagles at east end), 

"historic" (old school house and several homesteads), and 

"cultural" (major petroglyph area up Lion Canyon).

Environmental Effects:

Under Alternative A there will be the following effects:

Horse populations would be maintained at the same levels as the past 30 years.  Negative impacts to big game hunting experiences should decrease somewhat as the structural and non-structural improvements increase the amount of forage that is available to big game.  Horse viewing opportunities would remain the same.  Other recreational activities would not be affected.

The Wild and Scenic River characteristics of the river segments that have potential for designation will not be affected.

Under Alternative B there will be the following effects:

Horse populations would be maintained at the same levels as the past 30 years.  Horse viewing opportunities would remain the same.  Other recreational activities would not be affected.

The Wild and Scenic River characteristics of the river segments that have potential for designation will not be affected.

Under Alternative C there will be the following effects:

Impacts to recreation activities would not change from the current situation.  There would continue to be conflicts between big game hunters and horses.  The increased forage from the structural and non-structural improvements will increase the amount of forage, but the larger number of wild horses will need some of this forage.  Horse observation opportunities would increase.  Other recreational activities are not related to horse populations.

The Wild and Scenic River characteristics of the river segments that have potential for designation will not be affected.

Under Alternative D there will be the following effects:

Horse populations would be maintained at about the same levels as the past 30 years.  Horse viewing opportunities would remain the same.  Other recreational activities would not be affected.

The Wild and Scenic River characteristics of the river segments that have potential for designation will not be affected.

Under Alternative E there will be the following effects:

Impacts to recreation activities would not change from the current situation.  There would continue to be conflicts between big game hunters and horses.  The amount of forage available to elk and deer will decrease due to the large number of wild horses.  Horse observation opportunities would increase.  Other recreational activities are not related to horse populations.

The Wild and Scenic River characteristics of the river segments that have potential for designation will not be affected.

J. Social Effects - Environmental Justice

Affected Environment:

Environmental justice is a factor in the analysis because the communities adjacent to the areas used by the wild horses are Hispanic communities with long traditions of using the local forest resources.  Prior to 1968 the Forest was used for grazing domestic horses, so the local residents had a tradition of releasing and capturing horses as needed for agricultural purposes.

Environmental Effects:

Under Alternative A the local residents are not precluded from acquiring wild horses for domestic use.  However, the horses must be acquired through adoption rather than capturing them in the Forest.  The adoption process involves a nominal fee, but is open to anyone who wants a horse and has the facilities to care for it.  The alternative has minimal impact on local lifestyles.

Alternative B has the same effects as Alternative A.

Alternative C has the same effects as Alternative A.

Alternative D has the same effects as Alternative A.

Alternative E has the same effects as Alternative A.

K. Social Effects - Wild Horses

Affected Environment:

Wild horse management is a very emotional issue with many people.  Comments have been received from all over the United States, as well as locally.  Most comments dealt with the number of wild horses present either directly of indirectly.

Wild horses are a part of the local social environment and also a national resource.  Many members of the public want to adopt wild horses that are a part "the West".  Others just want to know that our history is still alive in the form of herds of wild horses roaming freely through "the West".  Representative comments include:

"The survival and maintenance of the La Jarita Mustangs should take priority over the private interests of the cattle ranches in the area."  (PR #42a)

"(These types of horses are) very rare now and there is a bit of romance surrounding remnants of a past time."  Every day we lose a little bit of what our heritage is..."  (PR #116a)

Environmental Effects:

Under Alternative A there will continue to be a wild horse herd in the Territory.  There will be 60 to 100 wild horses in the Territory.  This will be unacceptable to most of the people who commented about leaving the wild horses essentially untouched and who wanted more wild horses present in the Territory.  The amount of available forage will be increased due to treatments.  Initially it will provide a large number of horses to the people who want to adopt them, but long-term there will be fewer horses available for adoption.

Under Alternative B there will continue to be a wild horse herd in the Territory, managed under the same terms as the 1977 Management Plan.  There will be 60 wild horses in the territory.  This will be unacceptable to most of the people who commented about leaving the wild horses essentially untouched and who wanted more wild horses present in the Territory.  Initially it will provide a large number of horses to the people who want to adopt them, but long-term there will be fewer horses available for adoption.

Under Alternative C there will be approximately the current number of wild horses (176 vs. 100 to 150) present in the Territory.  This will be about enough wild horses for some of the people who commented.  The amount of available forage will be increased due to treatments.  Initially there may be very few wild horses available for adoption, but long-term there will be a large number of wild horses will be available for public adoption.

Under Alternative D there will continue to be a wild horse herd in the Territory, with 60 to 100 wild horses.  This will be unacceptable to most of the people who commented about leaving the wild horses essentially untouched and who wanted more wild horses present in the Territory.  The amount of available forage will increase slightly as the number of horses is decreased from the current level.  Initially it will provide a large number of horses to the people who want to adopt them, but long-term there will be fewer horses available for adoption.

Under Alternative E there will continue to be a wild horse herd in the Territory, with 100 to 150 wild horses.  This will be about enough wild horses for some of the people who commented.  The amount of available forage will decrease with the larger number of horses and no vegetation treatments.  Initially there may be very few wild horses available for adoption, but long-term there will be a large number of wild horses will be available for public adoption.

L. Social Effects - Grazing

Affected Environment:

Cattle grazing is a tradition in the area.  It is dealt with and continued in other documents.  Other documents propose changes in cattle numbers and the length of the grazing season, but there will be no such changes proposed in this EA.  The rate of growth of cattle could be affected by available forage, which relates back to numbers of other ungulates.

Grazing by wild horses is a tradition in the Territory.

Economic aspects of the wild horses include money from sightseers, competition with cattle for forage (rate of weight gain), and competition with elk and deer for forage (huntable populations).

The wild horse Territory encompasses three (3) grazing allotments (Cabresto, Bancos, and Carracas), which have 189 permitted head of cattle, plus calves.  Actual grazing over the last few years has been 158 to 168 head.

Prior to 1955, the Carracas, Cabresto, and Bancos Allotments were one allotment.  During the 1950’s, the three allotments were separated into the current situation.  (for more about the history of the horses, cattle, and grazing see the Wild Horse section of this report)

Cabresto Allotment:  Total acreage is 26,697 acres (includes 320 acres of private land).  It is managed through one term grazing permit issued to a partnership of individuals.  A new permit was issued to the current permit holders on August 25, 1998.  The permit is issued for a cow/calf operation with 101 head, from June 1 to October 31.  Management of the livestock consists of an annual operating plan that calls for livestock to managed through a one pasture management system.  There are no division fences in the allotment.  It has several areas of overgrazing.  There are several instances of cattle trespass in the winter when they are not to be there.  The proposal in a recent Range Permit Reissuance Analysis is for a reduction of cattle to 80 head, a shortening of the grazing season to 7/1 to 9/31, and a rest/rotation grazing system with a herdsman in order to enhance the range plant community by resting the cool season plants and to improve the watershed.

Bancos Allotment:  Total acreage is 17,084 acres (includes 1,322 acres of private land).  It is managed through one term grazing permit.  A new permit was issued to the current permit holder on January 19, 1996.  The permit was issued for a cow/calf operation with 80 head, from May 16 to October 31, but the permittee normally only runs 45 to 55 head.  Management consists of an annual operating plan that calls for livestock to be managed through a four (4) pasture rest/rotation management system.  The current Bancos Allotment was separated from two other allotments in 1955.  The vegetation and soil are in good shape except maybe in the southeast third.  The proposal in a recent Range Permit Reissuance Analysis is for a reduction of cattle to 60 head and a shortening of the grazing season to 6/16 to 9/16 in order to enhance the range plant community by resting the cool season plants and to improve the watershed.
Carracas Allotment:  Total acreage is 32,491 acres (all federal land).  It is managed through one term grazing permit issued to two individuals.  A new permit was issued to the current permit holders on January 25, 1996.  The permit is issued for a cow/calf operation with 8 head, from May 16 to October 15.  Management of the livestock consists of an annual operating plan that calls for livestock to be kept in certain areas by salting and herding.  For the past five years the permittees have requested an additional four head to add to their herd.  Since the herd is very small relative to the size of the allotment (32,491 acres) and amount of rangeland with grazing capacity (32,006 ac), the District Ranger has modified the permit to allow the four extra head.  There are no division fences in the allotment.  Cattle only graze in one small part of this large allotment.  The vegetation and soil are in good shape.  It is heavily used by deer and elk.  It is estimated that only about 36 horses utilize this allotment.  The proposal in a recent Range Permit Reissuance Analysis is for an increase of cattle to 12 head, a shortening of the grazing season to 6/15 to 10/15, and a deferred/rotation or rest/rotation grazing system in order to enhance the range plant community by resting the cool season plants and to improve the watershed.

The proposals in the other Range Analysis documents will result in the grazing of 152 cattle, plus calves, rather than 158 to 168 or 189 cattle.  They will also shorten the grazing seasons by various amounts.

Range utilization is not to exceed 40% in a year, based on inspections of on-the-ground conditions in the Territory and the 1996 Forest Plan Amendment for spotted owls and goshawks.  This may be exceeded in key areas now, e.g. near water.  Cattle tend to congregate in key areas and not move into the uplands and on the mesas when there are not riders or fences to force them to utilize these other areas.

More pasture fences would help to distribute the cattle around the allotments, especially in Cabresto Allotment.  However fences restrict the movement of the horses.  One way around this is to end fences at steep areas, where horses can slip around the ends but cattle are less prone to do so.

There is direct competition between the wild horses and cattle for forage (grass and forbs).  Wild horses prefer grass, but will also eat some oak and pine bark from fallen trees.

There should be enough forage in the allotments for the current numbers of horses, cattle, and elk/deer if the distribution of grazing is improved.  It is estimated by the spreadsheet analysis that the current numbers of elk and cattle, plus 176 wild horses would utilize 40% of the available forage, Thus the current conditions are about the maximum populations for the Territory.

Two options that were considered for improving distribution are moving some cattle from Cabresto Allotment to Carracas Allotment or grazing all three allotments together in a rest/rotation system.

Affected Environment:

Under Alternative A there will be:

The traditions of grazing cattle and having herds of wild horses will be maintained.

There will be continued grazing of livestock at present levels.  There will be no loss of money to the Forest Service or the permittees.  No permittees will be forced out of the livestock business by competition for forage from the wild horses.

Average forage utilization in an average year should be about 24 to 28%, which is less than the maximum 40%.

Economic effects include:  

Hunting opportunities may increase a small amount, if the elk population responds to the increased forage production.

Rate-of-gain for the grazed cattle may increase slightly with the increased available forage due to treatments.

Under Alternative B there will be:

The traditions of grazing cattle and having herds of wild horses will be maintained.

There will be continued grazing of livestock at present levels.  There will be no loss of money to the Forest Service or the permittees.  No permittees will be forced out of the livestock business by competition for forage from the wild horses.

Average forage utilization in an average year should be about 26%, which is less than the maximum 40%.

Economic effects include:  

Hunting opportunities may increase a very small amount, if the elk population increases as the wild horse population is reduced.

Rate-of-gain for the grazed cattle will remain about the same as current.

Under Alternative C there will be:

The traditions of grazing cattle and having herds of wild horses will be maintained.

There will be continued grazing of livestock at present levels.  There will be no loss of money to the Forest Service or the permittees.  No permittees will be forced out of the livestock business by competition for forage from the wild horses.

Average forage utilization in an average year should be about 28 to 33%, which is less than the maximum 40%.

There will be more wild horses, but also treatments to improve the forage conditions, so there will be more forage available for the cattle.

Economic effects include:  

Hunting opportunities should remain at about the current levels with the increased wild horse population, but increased forage also.

Rate-of-gain for the grazed cattle may increase slightly with the increased available forage due to treatments, even though there are more wild horses.

Under Alternative D there will be:

The traditions of grazing cattle and having herds of wild horses will be maintained.

There will be continued grazing of livestock at present levels.  There will be no loss of money to the Forest Service or the permittees.  No permittees will be forced out of the livestock business by competition for forage from the wild horses.

Average forage utilization in an average year should be about 26 to 31%, which is less than the maximum 40%.

Economic effects include:  

Hunting opportunities may increase a very small amount, if the elk population increases as the wild horse population is reduced.

Rate-of-gain for the grazed cattle will remain about the same as current.

Under Alternative E there will be:

The traditions of grazing cattle and having herds of wild horses will be maintained.

There will be continued grazing of livestock at present levels.  There will be no loss of money to the Forest Service or the permittees.  No permittees will be forced out of the livestock business by competition for forage from the wild horses.

Average forage utilization in an average year should be about 31 to 37%, which is less than the maximum 40%, but getting close.

There will be more wild horses and no treatments to improve the forage conditions, so there will be less forage available for the cattle.

Economic effects include:  

Hunting opportunities may decrease from the current levels with the increased wild horse population.

Rate-of-gain for the grazed cattle may decrease slightly with the increased number of wild horses.

M. Social Effects - Heritage Resources

Affected Environment:

Reviews done in November 1995 and March 1999 of the Jicarilla District Heritage Resources Site/Survey Atlas indicate that 6,070 acres or 12.56 percent of the Territory has been inventoried for heritage resources.  330 heritage resource reports have been written.  The survey reports were for activities such as oil and gas well pads and pipelines, water developments, road obliterations, and fuelwood areas.

As of these reports, 425 heritage resource sites have been recorded, all as results of formal surveys.  347 of the sites are prehistoric, 26 are historic, 38 are of unknown cultural affiliation, one is listed as late archaic and 13 are LA or other site numbers we have no description of.   Survey and reconnaissance suggest a large number of heritage resources are within the Territory.  Most of the sites are dispersed, although a higher number of sites occur on mesa tops.  Even though much of the Territory terrain is steep and rugged, sites can also be found on the benches of the constricted canyons with rock outcrops, and in canyon bottoms.

Prehistoric site types include but are not limited to pit houses, knapping sites, refuse scatters, food processing camps, surface houses, field houses, town sites, isolated burials, walled ruins, rock shelters, and pit house villages.  Most of the prehistoric recorded sites are Anasazi and most of the historic recorded sites are Navajo.  Historic site types include refuse scatters, rock shelter/cave, gathering camps, wickiups, sweat lodges, and knapping sites.
Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal. 

Changes that are most likely to occur within the Territory due to this analysis in the next two the three years include wild horse round-ups, prescribed burning of sagebrush, piñon/juniper, and ponderosa pine stands.  All will be surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking.

There are no known traditional cultural properties within the Territory or on the entire Jicarilla Ranger District.  The Navajo, Jicarilla Apache, and Ute Southern Ute tribes were contacted through a scoping letter and no responses were received, and those tribes identified no traditional cultural properties.

Environmental Effects:

Under Alternative A there will be the following effects:

Impacts to heritage resources from wild horses will not change from the current situation, since the number of horses will not change.  Impacts from management activities will become a possibility due to increased vegetation treatments, but careful surveys will mitigate the possible impacts.

Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.  It is expected that a continuation of the same practices will not impact the sites either.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins, or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal.

All projects will have been surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking, so heritage resources, including TCPs, will be avoided or protected.

Under Alternative B there will be the following effects:

Impacts to heritage resources would not change from the current situation, since numbers of horses and management activities will not change.

Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.  It is expected that a continuation of the same practices will not impact the sites either.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins, or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal.

All projects will have been surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking, so heritage resources, including TCPs, will be avoided or protected.

Under Alternative C there will be the following effects:

Impacts to heritage resources from wild horses could increase, since numbers of wild horses will be increased, however this is unlikely, since this number of horses (and more) has been present in the past.  Impacts from management activities will become a possibility due to increased vegetation treatments, but careful surveys will mitigate the possible impacts.

Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.  It is expected that a continuation of the same practices will not impact the sites either.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins, or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal.

All projects will have been surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking, so heritage resources, including TCPs, will be avoided or protected.

Under Alternative D there will be the following effects:

Impacts to heritage resources would not change from the current situation, since numbers of horses and management activities will not change.

Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.  It is expected that a continuation of the same practices will not impact the sites either.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins, or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal.

All projects will have been surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking, so heritage resources, including TCPs, will be avoided or protected.

Under Alternative E there will be the following effects:

Impacts to heritage resources from wild horses could increase, since numbers of wild horses will be increased, however this is unlikely, since this number of horses (and more) has been present in the past.  Impacts from management activities will become a possibility due to increased vegetation treatments, but careful surveys will mitigate the possible impacts.

Of the 425 sites recorded in the Territory, grazing or overgrazing from livestock or wildlife has not been mentioned as impacting the site.  It is expected that a continuation of the same practices will not impact the sites either.

Sites that may be susceptible to grazing impacts are rock art and standing ruins or structures.  There are no known rock art sites, standing ruins, or structures in the Territory.  The walled ruins mentioned are of such small remaining courses (one or two at most), that the grazing impacts on these and other open sites are considered to be minimal.

All projects will have been surveyed or will be subject to the Section 106 process prior to the undertaking, so heritage resources, including TCPs, will be avoided or protected.

N. Cumulative Effects

Past Actions:

Vegetation - - annual personal use products and green personal use fuelwood sales

- sales of timber from the well pad sites as new sites were cleared

- large timber sales up until 1973 to 1975, with about 13 million board feet of timber were sold annually

- prescribed burns:  A total of 4,570 acres in 10 years, including 3,420 acres in 1998 in Carracas/Cottonwood/Cedro Canyons, 890 acres in 1993 in Saltoro/Bancos Canyons, 60 acres in 1992 in Bancos Canyon, and 200 acres in 1991 in Turkey area.
- treatment of sagebrush with 2,4-D and 2,4,5-T decades ago

- pushing/crushing several hundred acres of piñon/juniper to convert to grasslands decades ago

Noxious weed control - 450 acres treated in 1999 by hand grubbing (shovels, pulaskies)

Watershed and Soils - oil and gas development mitigation measures have provided numerous dirt tanks that act to slow erosion, as sediment traps, and to provide water sources for animals.

Wild Horses - - periodic reductions to about 60 adult wild horses

- MOU with BLM that allows 23 wild horses in larger area than the Territory

Wildlife - - closed and seeded over 100 miles of logging roads in the last few decades

- constructed over 50 earthen tanks/silt traps

- installed 3 guzzlers

- constructed 1 solar water well for wildlife

Air - smoke from prescribed burning, 

- dust from driving roads, 

- dust from animals moving around

- emissions from oil and gas activities

Recreation - big game hunting, 

- wildlife viewing

- wild horse viewing

Grazing - reductions in cattle numbers in past (voluntary and permitted) (Bancos grazed by 45 to 55 rather than 80 - cattle since 1993), 

- interaction of cattle with other ungulates,

- the tradition of grazing cattle and having wild horses is maintained

Oil and Gas Developments - about 200 natural gas wells and associated pipelines, compressor stations, and injection wells,

- an estimated 140 miles of roads built primarily for drilling for gas in the Territory. 

- an estimated 800 to 1000 acres of land incorporated in well pads and roads in the Territory.

- vegetation from seeding well pads and pipelines

Present Actions:

Vegetation - - annual personal use products and green personal use fuelwood sales

- sales of timber from the well pad sites as new sites were cleared

- prescribed burns, including 450 acres per year for other resources.

- other vegetation treatments, e.g. disking and seeding.
Watershed and Soils - oil and gas development mitigation measures have provided numerous dirt tanks that act to slow erosion, as sediment traps, and to provide water sources for animals.

Wild Horses - - more than the desired 60 wild horses in the Territory due to no gathering under the old Management Plan

- MOU with BLM that allows 23 wild horses in larger area than the Territory

Wildlife - vegetation treatments as mentioned under Vegetation.

Air - prescribed burning, 

- dust from driving roads, 

- dust from animals moving around

- emissions from oil and gas activities

Recreation - big game hunting, 

- wildlife viewing

- wild horse viewing

Grazing -

- interaction of ungulates, 

- the tradition of grazing cattle and having wild horses is maintained

Oil and Gas Developments - - continued development of new wells with associated roads and pipelines

  - vegetation from seeding well pads and pipelines

Future Actions:

Vegetation - lot of personal use products and green fuelwood sales

- small-scale timber sales are possible

- sales of timber from the well pad sites

- vegetation treatments to get more forage, including prescribed burns/seeding and disking/seeding, which vary by alternative:

Alternatives A and C - 1,300 acres per year for wild horses and 450 acres per year for other resources.

Alternative B, D, and E - 450 acres per year for other resources.

Noxious weed control - continued control of a few acres per year by hand grubbing (shovels, pulaskies)

Watershed and Soils - oil and gas development mitigation measures continue to provide dirt tanks which act to slow erosion, as sediment traps, as well as to provide water sources for animals.

Wild Horses - - reductions in wild horses periodically to maintain 60 to 90, 60 to 100, OR 100 to 150 adults

- additional water sources built specifically for them, but used by all animals in Alternatives A and C (not in B)

- vegetation treatments as mentioned under Vegetation.

- MOU with BLM that allows 23 wild horses in larger area than the Territory

- construction of new holding facilities for the captured wild horses that are not as visible from the highway and include more modern ideas.

Wildlife - - a few additional water sources built for wildlife

- vegetation treatments as mentioned under Vegetation.

Air - prescribed burning, 

- dust from driving roads, 

- dust from animals moving around

- emissions from oil and gas activities

Recreation - - big game hunting, 

- wildlife viewing

- wild horse viewing

Grazing - - proposed reductions and increase in cattle numbers and shortening of grazing seasons from Range EA’s have been implemented.

- interaction of ungulates, 

- the tradition of grazing cattle and having wild horses is maintained

- control of animal distribution by fences or salt placement

Oil and Gas Developments - - continued development of new wells with about 100 acres per year of associated controlled-access roads and pipelines

- vegetation from seeding well pads and pipelines

Cumulative effects of Alternative A:  

Past treatments have left us where we are, with too many ungulates for the available amount of forage and the lack of dispersion of the animals (overgrazing key areas).

Present treatments are not changing the past conditions.  Present proposals will change them.

Future treatments based on present proposals will improve Territory conditions:  

Only 60 to 100 wild horses will be present.

Vegetation/range conditions will improve due to the number of wild horse numbers and large-scale improvements to the forage and the dispersion of ungulate grazing pressure.  Improved habitats possible from other resources (Sikes, wildlife, timber, roads, oil/gas tanks), as well as with wild horse dollars:

1750 acres per year of vegetation treatment (burning/seeding, disking/seeding, etc.)

Timber and personal products sales

Additional dispersed ponds.

Maintain the tradition of grazing cattle.  Should be able to maintain cattle numbers at proposed levels if forage is improved and elk/deer numbers are maintained at current levels.

Continuation of minor dust in the air.

Somewhat more smoke than in the past.

Continued big game hunting with good potential due to same number of wild horse numbers, but improved vegetation conditions.

Same wild horse viewing opportunity as in the past.

Cumulative effects of Alternative B:

Past treatments have left us where we are, with too many ungulates for the available amount of forage and the lack of dispersion of the animals (overgrazing key areas).

Present treatments are not changing the past conditions.  Present proposals will not change them.

Only 60 to 100 wild horses will be present.

Future treatments based on present proposals will continue downward or stable-but-not-acceptable vegetation condition trend:

Overgrazing in key areas (lack of dispersion of ungulates) and not enough improvements to the forage (lack of vegetation treatments).  Improved habitats possible from other resources (Sikes, wildlife, timber, roads, oil/gas tanks), but NOT with wild horse dollars:

450 acres per year of vegetation treatment (burning/seeding, disking/seeding, etc.)

Timber and personal products sales

Maintain the tradition of grazing cattle, but potential need to reduce cattle numbers if wild horse and elk/deer numbers are maintained at current levels and forage is not improved greatly.

Continuation of minor dust in the air.

Continuation of minor smoke in the air.

Continued big game hunting with present satisfaction level due to same number of wild horse numbers, but vegetation conditions that are not improved.

Same wild horse viewing opportunity as in the past.

Cumulative effects of Alternative C:

Past treatments have left us where we are, with too many ungulates for the available amount of forage and the lack of dispersion of the animals (overgrazing key areas).

Present treatments are not changing the past conditions.  Present proposals will change them.

Future treatments based on present proposals will improve Territory conditions:  

Vegetation/range conditions will stay the same or improve due the large-scale improvements to the forage and the dispersion of ungulate grazing pressure, even though there will be more wild horses present.  Improved habitats possible from other resources (Sikes, wildlife, timber, roads, oil/gas tanks), as well as with wild horse dollars.

1750 acres per year of vegetation treatment (burning/seeding, disking/seeding, etc.)

Timber and personal products sales

Additional dispersed ponds.

Maintain the tradition of grazing cattle.  Should be able to maintain cattle numbers at proposed levels if forage is improved and elk/deer numbers are maintained at current levels.

Continuation of minor dust in the air.

Somewhat more smoke than in the past.

Continued big game hunting with good potential due to same number of wild horse numbers, but improved vegetation conditions.

Continued big game hunting with satisfaction levels probably similar to the present due to increased number of wild horse numbers, but improved vegetation conditions.

Increased wild horse viewing opportunity due to more wild horse being present.

Cumulative effects of Alternative D:

Past treatments have left us where we are, with too many ungulates for the available amount of forage and the lack of dispersion of the animals (overgrazing key areas).

Present treatments are not changing the past conditions.  Present proposals will not change them.

Future treatments based on present proposals will continue downward or stable-but-not-acceptable vegetation condition trend:  

Overgrazing in key areas (lack of dispersion of ungulates) and not enough improvements to the forage (lack of vegetation treatments).  Improved habitats possible from other resources (Sikes, wildlife, timber, roads, oil/gas tanks), but NOT with wild horse dollars:

450 acres per year of vegetation treatment (burning/seeding, disking/seeding, etc.)

Timber and personal products sales

Maintain the tradition of grazing cattle, but potential need to reduce cattle numbers if wild horse and elk/deer numbers are maintained at current levels and forage is not improved greatly.

Continuation of minor dust in the air.

Continuation of minor smoke in the air.

Continued big game hunting with present satisfaction level due to same number of wild horse numbers, but vegetation conditions that are not improved.

Same wild horse viewing opportunity as in the past.

Cumulative effects of Alternative e
Past treatments have left us where we are, with too many ungulates for the available amount of forage and the lack of dispersion of the animals (overgrazing key areas).

Present treatments are not changing the past conditions.  Present proposals will change them.

Future treatments based on present proposals will improve Territory conditions:  

Vegetation/range conditions will stay the same or improve due the large-scale improvements to the forage and the dispersion of ungulate grazing pressure, even though there will be more wild horses present.  Improved habitats possible from other resources (Sikes, wildlife, timber, roads, oil/gas tanks), as well as with wild horse dollars.

1750 acres per year of vegetation treatment (burning/seeding, disking/seeding, etc.)

Timber and personal products sales

Additional dispersed ponds.

Maintain the tradition of grazing cattle.  Should be able to maintain cattle numbers at proposed levels if forage is improved and elk/deer numbers are maintained at current levels.

Continuation of minor dust in the air.

Somewhat more smoke than in the past.

Continued big game hunting with good potential due to same number of wild horse numbers, but improved vegetation conditions.

Continued big game hunting with satisfaction levels probably similar to the present due to increased number of wild horse numbers, but improved vegetation conditions.

Increased wild horse viewing opportunity due to more wild horse being present.

O. National Forest Management Act and Other Legal Findings

This action does not violate Federal, State, or local laws or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.

The action is consistent with the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act of 1971 (PR #9).

It is consistent with and implements the Carson National Forest Land and Resources Management Plan (as amended) (LRMP or Forest Plan) as required by NFMA (FSM 1922.41).  (PR #2, 2b, and 2c)):

It is consistent with the Biological Analysis and Evaluation (BAE) prepared for this project.  This requires monitoring and meeting the utilization guidelines in the Forest Plan.  (PR #68)
Vegetation management in the form of grazing is consistent with the National Forest Management Act (PR #0h) as specified in 36 CFR 219.27.

It is consistent with the Executive Orders for Wetlands (11990) (PR #0j), Floodplains (11988) (PR #0i), and Migratory Birds (13186) (PR #77ab).

It is consistent with the analysis for Wild and Scenic Rivers (PR #85).

It is consistent with the Clean Water Act (PR #0a).

CHAPTER 4 - LIST OF PREPARERS
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	Mark Catron
	District Ranger
	

	Cipriano Maez
	Range Technician
	Range

	Lorri Ketterman
	Support Services Specialist

Paraprofessional Archaeologist
	Wild Horses, Heritage, Native Americans

	Camela Hooley
	Wildlife Biologist
	Wildlife, Timber, Recreation, Minerals

	John Dickenson
	Law Enforcement Officer
	Wild Horse (adoptee)

	Leo Johnson
	Resource Officer
	NEPA

	Greg Miller
	Forest Hydrologist
	Soil, Water, Air

	Greg Valdez
	Assistant Fire Management Officer
	Range, Fire


CHAPTER 5 - CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

A. List of Persons/Agencies Consulted

Scoping Letter mailed 6/28/2000 to  (PR #22 & 23):

USDI, Fish & Wildlife Service

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service

USDI Bureau of Land Management

USDI Bureau of Indian Affairs

New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 

New Mexico State Game Commission

New Mexico Environment Department

Carson Forest Watch

Forest Guardians

Forest Conservation Council

SW Center for Biological Diversity

New Mexico Wildlife Federation

Sikes Act, Citizen Review Committee

Wild Horse & Burro Freedom Alliance

Tribes:

Jicarilla Apache

Navajo

Southern Ute

25 other potentially interested parties (see mail list in Project Record) (PR #23)

Scoping Letter mailed 10/27/2000 to one additional individual (PR #37:

Predecision Letter mailed to 52 persons, groups, and agencies on 11/29/2000 (PR #61, 62, and 62a):

USDI, Fish & Wildlife Service

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service

USDI Bureau of Land Management - Farmington

USDI Bureau of Land Management - Cody, WY

New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 

Carson Forest Watch

Forest Conservation Council

SW Center for Biological Diversity

Wild Horse & Burro Freedom Alliance - Toni Moore

The Fund for Animals - Andrea Lococo

Tribes/Pueblos:Nations:

Jicarilla Apache (two)

Southern Ute (two)

San Juan (two)

Santa Clara (two)

Taos (two)

Tesuque (two)

Zuni (two)

Hopi (two)

Navajo (two)

Ute Mountain Ute (two)

Nambe (two)

Picuris (two)

Pojoaque (two)

San Ildefonso (two)

Jemez (two)

Comanche of Oklahoma (two)

Ginger Kathrens

Lewis George

Glen Johnson

Leo Johnson

Carl and Reda Powers

Tony Gross

Pamela Knapp

Anastasia Savage-Carroll

Sandy Claypool

Legal notice of predecision published in the Farmington Daily News on 12/5 to 10/2000 (PR #66):

The project was included in the NEPA Quarterly in January, 2001.  This document was mailed to 148 individuals, groups, and agencies.  (PR #70a)

The project was included in the NEPA Quarterly in April, 2001.  This document was mailed to 83 individuals, groups, and agencies.  (PR #83)

On 1/24/2001 an aerial survey by helicopter was done to see how many wild horses were present in the territory (or near it).  (PR #65)

On 2/8/2001 an ID Team meeting was held in Jicarilla to go over the comments received from the public during the predecision period.  (PR #67, 68, and 69).  The meeting resulted in an appendix to the Environmental Assessment document (Appendix G) that listed and responded to all concerns and questions.  There were no substantive changes to the document or analysis due to the meeting (PR #80, 81, and 82)

On 3/28/2001 a letter was sent to the various Tribes and Pueblos for Section 106 Consultation (PR #187a) of the wild horse management.

On 4/10-12/2001 a functional assistance trip was held for representatives from the Washington Office, the Regional Office, the Supervisor's Office and District personnel.  It included both Jarita Mesa and Jicarilla Territory.  (PR #84 and 84a)

B. What We Heard

Two private persons who are concerned with wild horse herds are concerned that managing the wild horse herds at low population levels will result in inbreeding and irreparable genetic damage.  They quote one authority who says that 150 to 200 animals is the minimum needed to ensure long-term viability.  They do not want to transfer horses between herds to maintain genetic diversity because this could "dilute the unique characteristics these herds originally exhibited or developed over years, if not centuries, of natural selection".  They question whether there is any interchange of genes between different wild horse herds because most herds are quite isolated from each other (PR #16).

A representative of the BLM forwarded some information about the effects of roundups on behavior and reproduction of feral horses in Idaho.  No long-term effects or differences were found in the horses that were herded by helicopter, captured, and adopted; herded by helicopter but not captured; and not herded.  Effects were studied for reproduction, resting, feeding, vigilance, traveling, and agonistic encounters (PR #28).

One private person wants the wild horse herd selectively culled.  New stock should be introduced to reduce inbreeding.  He wants horses to be of quality so they are in demand for adoption.  More water sources should be developed.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #26 & 69).

A representative of the Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance wants the wild and free-roaming horses and burros preserved on public lands.  She apparently plans to comment further, but at this time requested a number of documents and information on this wild horse herd (PR #27).  Later she said that she did not get a copy of the EA that was sent out on 11/29/2000.  A copy was then sent to her but no further comments were made.  See Appendix G (PR #73).

The New Mexico Dept. of Game & Fish supports the reduction in wild horse number to improve the habitat for wildlife (mule deer and elk in particular) (PR #24b).

In a later e-mail (PR #50) this same representative of the Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance said that she got the information that was sent to her, but mentioned that it did not contain any monitoring data.  She wants to see the data that is available.  She mentioned several specific pieces of information that was lacking.  Without further data and more monitoring data to determine if there are excess wild horses, she feels that a proposal to reduce horse numbers is unsubstantiated and should not progress.  She wants to review our documents, with her legal staff present.

Two people are opposed to the reduction in wild horse numbers and feel that horses take priority over cattle.  They want more study and dialog.  This is a form letter that mentions Kurt Winchester as the Ranger (PR #42a).

One person is opposed to the killing of the horses.  {This was written by someone who has not seen the scoping letters.  It is addressed to Jicarilla District but is concerned over the Jarita Mesa Territory, which is on El Rito.  This is obviously related to several form letters we have gotten.} (PR #42b)

One private person was very concerned over the level of oil well development and the roads that went with them.  He feels that there is too much oil well development on the District and that proper environmental protection is not being done.  He feels that the Clean Water Act was violated and that permit requirements were not being met.  When hunting, they did not see any elk and he attributes that to road building and well development.  He feels that if roads are being closed and ATVs banned from the area, then oil development roads should not be allowed either (PR #51).

One person replied but had no substantive comments.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #64)

A representative of The Fund for Animals replied to the predecision document with a 4 page e-mail of questions and concerns.  She felt that the analysis was not complete or adequate.  The questions/comments and our replies to them are found in Appendix G of this document (PR #70).

One response was a request for more information (PR #67).

The Jicarilla Apache Tribe consider the horses an important traditional animal and want us to meet with them to discuss the management of the herds  (PR #103).

 (PR #24b)

One group feels that we should be doing a roundup now, to reduce the wild horse population before there are catastrophic adverse effects to the forest (PR #117).

All of the above input has been considered in the drafting of this document.  Most of it is incorporated in the text as part of the alternatives or analysis.

C. Appendices

A. Document Availability

B. Project Record Index

C. Comments Received and Replies

D. Glossary

E. Maps

F. Monitoring Plan

G. 1977 Wild Horse Management Plan (parts)

APPENDIX A - DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY

The Environmental Assessment, Biological Analysis and Evaluation, and the Project Record are available at:

USDA Forest Service

Jicarilla Ranger District Office

664 East Broadway

Bloomfield, NM 87413

(telephone [505] 632-2956)
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	117
	2001.6.4
	San Juan Interstate Wildlife Working Goup
	Jicarilla and El Rito
	Reply to Predecision letter
	letter
	Public Inv

	118
	2001.6.11
	Ralph Giffen
	Jicarilla
	Note from Ralph Giffen 
	e-mail
	Public Inv

	119
	2001.6.14
	Gene Onken
	Jicarilla
	Wild horse territories on Carson NF
	e-mail
	Reference

	120
	2001.8.28
	Jicarilla
	Jicarilla
	Details about wild horses
	docu.
	Reference

	121
	2001.8.28
	Jicarilla
	Jicarilla
	Details about Land and History
	docu.
	IDT/Anal

	122
	2001.8.28
	Jicarilla
	Jicarilla
	Pre-Decision Letter -- Public Comments and Replies
	docu.
	IDT/Anal

	123
	2001.8.28
	Jicarilla
	Jicarilla
	Forage Utilization Guidelines for Jarita Mesa Wild Horse Use Area
	letter
	IDT/Anal

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Items filed that are not 
	part of the Project Record, but 
	need to be kept for reference
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21a
	9.2000.~6.15
	9.BLM (Mitchell)
	9.Jicarilla
	9.draft BLM analysis of wild horse management
	9docu.
	9.Public Inv

	82aa
	9.2001.2.14
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.draft EA
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	87
	9.2001.4.18
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.TES Units Acreage Table
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	88
	9.2001.4.19
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarill
	9.Assumptions - Cattle Numbers
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	89
	9.2001.4.19
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Assumptions - TES not in Winter habitat
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	91
	9.2001.4.19
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Assumptions - Water Sources - TES Acres
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	92
	9.2001.4.19
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Assumptions - 1st rough draft
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	93
	9.2001.4.19
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Assumptions - 2nd rough draft
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	94
	9.2001.4.19 
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Spreadsheet - 1st rough draft
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	95
	9.2001.4.19 
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Spreadsheet - 2nd rough draft 189 cows
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	96
	9.2001.4.19 
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Spreadsheet - 2nd rough draft 152 cows
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	105
	9.2001.5.1
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.draft EA with changes due to 5/1 IDT Mtg
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	110
	9.2001.5.9
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.assumptions for treated areas
	9docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	112b
	9.2001.5.14
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.review of EA by IDT
	9.docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	116
	9.2001.5.29
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	9.IDT review of EA
	9.docu.
	9IDT/Anal

	123
	9.2001.8.29
	9.Jicarilla
	9.Jicarilla
	draft mailing list
	9.docu.
	9.Public Inv

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


APPENDIX C-COMMENTS RECEIVED AND REPLIES

1.
Note received from Ginger Kathrens and Chris Papouchis (2/2/2000)  (PR #16)

Concern A:  They are concerned that managing the wild horse herds at low population levels will result in inbreeding and irreparable genetic damage.  They quote one authority who says that 150 to 200 animals is the minimum needed to ensure long-term viability.  They do not want to transfer horses between herds to maintain genetic diversity because this could "dilute the unique characteristics these herds originally exhibited or developed over years, if not centuries, of natural selection".  They question whether there is any interchange of genes between different wild horse herds because most herds are quite isolated from each other.

2.
Note off the IBM (~4/3/2000)  (PR #17)

Concern A:  There is a legal suit over gathering wild horse in Wyoming.  The suit is on-going but a temporary injunction was not granted because:  Public involvement had been adequate, There is professional oversite by a veterinarian, the field office was responsive to the court, the cumulative effects analysis was adequate, and there were no administrative or procedural errors in the documents.

3.
IBM note received from USDI Bureau of Land Management (7/24/2000)  (PR #24)

Concern A:  Due to the drought, many wild horse are being removed from their ranges and put up for adoption.  Most of the holding and adoption facilities are full, so anyone planning on doing captures this fall needs to ascertain that there will be room to hold the horses before capturing them.

4.
Letter from New Mexico Dept. of Game & Fish (7/27/2000)  (PR #24b).

Concern A:  They support the reduction in wild horse number to improve the habitat for wildlife (mule deer and elk in particular).

5.
Note from Lew George (8/5/2000)  (PR #26)

Concern A:  He wants the wild horse herd selectively culled.  New stock should be introduced to reduce inbreeding.  He wants horses to be of quality so they are in demand for adoption.

6.
Note from Toni Moore (Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance) (9/1/2000)  (PR #27)

Concern A:  She is part of the organization that wants the wild and free-roaming horses and burros preserved on public lands.  She apparently plans to comment further, but at this time requested a number of documents and information on this wild horse herd.

7.
Note from Tricia Hatle (9/20/2000)  (PR #28)

Concern A:  She forwarded some information about the effects of roundups on behavior and reproduction of feral horses in Idaho.  No long-term effects or differences were found in the horses that were herded by helicopter, captured, and adopted; herded by helicopter but not captured; and not herded.  Effects were studied for reproduction, resting, feeding, vigilance, traveling, and agonistic encounters.

7a.
Letter from Hopi Tribe (9/29/2000)  (PR #31a).

Concern A:  They expressed concerns over selected item (surveys, protection of sites, roads, ethnobotanical plant effects/protection, eagles, and raptors) and said that they deferred consultation by scoping to other pueblos.  They only want to receive the Section 106 consultation.

(FOREST SERVICE REPLY:  We will remove them from the mailing list for scoping and other followup consultations, unless there is an effect on things with which they are concerned.)

8.
e-mail from Toni Moore (Wild Horse and Burro Freedom Alliance) (11/15/2000)  (PR #50)

Concern A:  She got the information that was sent to her, but mentioned that it did not contain any monitoring data.  She wants to see the data that is available.

Concern B:  In Cabresto Allotment, what was the wild horse migration pattern before fences were built and what is it now?  What are the carrying capacities of the pastures in the allotment?  Wants more information about monitoring, mitigation measures, and how the EA dealt with wild horses.

Concern C:  In Carracas Allotment, she wants to know more about the trespass situation.  When was the Territory established and how was its boundary determined?

Concern D:  Without further data and more monitoring data to determine if there are excess wild horses, she feels that a proposal to reduce horse numbers is unsubstantiated and should not progress.  She wants to review our documents, with her legal staff present.

9.
Letter from Carl and Reda Powers (11/11/2000)  (PR #42a)

Concern A:  They are adamantly opposed to the reduction in wild horse numbers and feel that horses take priority over cattle.  They want more study and dialog.  This is a form letter that mentions Kurt Winchester as the Ranger.

10.
Letter from Pamela Knapp (11/14/2000)  (PR #42b)

Concern A:  She is opposed to the killing of the horses.  {This was written by someone who has not seen the scoping letters.  It is addressed to Jicarilla District but is concerned over the Jarita Mesa Territory, which is on El Rito.  This is obviously related to several form letters we have gotten.}

11.
e-mail from Tony Gross (grosstm@email.msn.com) (11/19/2000)  (PR #51)

Concern A:  He feels that there is too much oil well development on the District and that proper environmental protection is not being done.  He feels that the Clean Water Act was violated and that permit requirements were not being met.  Roads and well sites were not reseeded and sediment containments structures were non-existent.  When hunting, they did not see any elk and he attributes that to road building and well development.

He feels that if roads are being closed and ATVs banned from the area, then oil development roads should not be allowed either.

This appears to apply specifically to the south end of the District.

12.
Letter from Glen Johnson (12/4/2000)  (PR #64)

Concern A:  There were no substantive comments in the reply.

13.
e-mail from Washington Office (12/11/2000)  (PR #67)

Concern A:  They need copies of the wild horse territories in GIS format to answer questions they are receiving.

14.
Letter from Lew George (12/27/2000)  (PR #69)

Concern A:  He agrees with 60 to 90 horses being managed in the Territory.

Concern B:  He wants the quality of the horses improved.

Concern C:  He wants more water sources in the territory.

15.
Letter from Andrea Lococo (1/2/2000)  (PR #70)

Concern A:  She does not feel that the analysis is adequate or complete.  She wants more alternatives.  She had a long list of questions and concerns (REPLY:  Each question or concern was addressed during the meeting.  The answers are found in Appendix G of this document.)

16.
Telephone call from Toni Moore (1/9/2000)  (PR #73)

Concern A:  She says that she did not get a copy of the EA that was sent out on 11/29/2000.  (REPLY:  Lorri sent her a copy by e-mail on 1/9/2001)

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND REPLIES IN FEBRUARY 8, 2001 ID TEAM MEETING

In response to the Predecision Letter that was sent to the public on November 29, 2000, we received several six letters:

17.
Letter from Glen Johnson (12/4/2000)  (PR #64).

Concern A:  No comments that needed changes or replies.
18.
Letter from Lew George (12/27/2000)  (PR #69).

Concern A:  Agrees with a maximum of 60 to 90 adults.  The "stock" should be upgraded to get horses that are more easily adopted.

(REPLY:  This is not appropriate based on the 1971 Law and subsequent regulations.  We will only introduce new genes into the herd to preserve the herd, not to upgrade or deliberately change it.)

Concern B:  Need more water sources for successful horse management.

(REPLY:    The Forest Plan calls for an average of 1 water source per square mile.  We presently have 35 permanent water sources (and 95 intermittent) on 119 square miles.  We are continuing to develop water sources in conjunction with oil/gas developments and with soil and water money.  We are maintaining the existing water sources.  Wild horses are quite mobile, more-so than cows.)

19.
Telephone call from Toni Hutcheson Moore (1/9/2000)  (PR #73).

Concern A:   She called a month ago to say she had not received the EA that was sent out for review.  Lorri sent her an e-mail copy on 1/9/2001.  She has not commented since then.)

20.
e-mail from Andrea Lococo (The Fund For Animals) (2/8/2001)  (PR #80).  She sent a 4-page e-mail with numerous questions as summarized below:
Concern A:  She did not feel that we analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives or that we should have fully analyzed some of the ones that were dropped from detailed study.
(REPLY:  We fully analyzed the three alternatives that are within the range of possible/feasible management.  Following are the alternatives that she mentioned as possible additions and why they will not be studied further.  Several of these were listed in the original EA:

Adjustments of AML - We looked at 4 levels of wild horses.  Zero horses was dropped from detailed study, since this is unacceptable to almost every public.  Managing over 160 adults was dropped from detailed study because this is more than exists, which is too much for the landscape and would be hard to keep within the territory.  We analyzed in detail having 60 to 90 adults and having 120 to 150 adults.  We feel that somewhere in this range is a manageable number of horses for multiple use management.

Adjustment of livestock numbers - The number of cattle permitted to graze in the three allotments has been analyzed in separate documents.  Reductions in cattle numbers have been made or proposed.  There are only a minimal number of cattle present for the size of the territory (about 250 cattle) and they graze the area for only about half of the year.  The cattle are found in only 2/3 of the territory, since there are only 12 cows in the 20,000 acre Caracas Allotment.

Closure of the territory to livestock - Forest Service land and the wild horse territories are to be managed for multiple uses.  Grazing is one of these multiple uses.  It has been done since the Spanish settled the land centuries ago.

Relocation of horses to areas that have been zeroed out - To keep wild horse herds the way they have developed, relocation of horses has never been a significant method of disposition.  Putting horses into private maintenance ("adoption") has always been the preferred method.

Natural controls - If the wild horse herd is allowed to grow unchecked, this is will occur.  Allowed to go much beyond 160 adults, this is likely to occur.  In the winter of 1979-80 about 130 horses died.  This is unacceptable to most people.  This and other "natural" deaths are probably the most inhumane things that could occur.  Other than starvation, there are few effective natural controls.  Bears and lions take very few horses because the herd structure protects them.  Wolves could have more of an impact but they are not present.  The overgrazing allowed by unchecked population growth would violate the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Multiple-Use, Sustained-Yield Act.

Fertility Control - We dealt with this a little bit in the EA.  Much of the cost associated with fertility control will be in capturing the horses to treat them.  Since these horses are highly adoptable, it would make more sense to remove them from the territory and let new ones take their places.  Capture and release of horses would also be highly stressful to the animals.  There are no safe, feasible methods of treating the horses without capturing them.  Project Record #11d dealt with various contraceptives for wild horses and their effectiveness.  The previous discussion is based on this.)

Concern B:  She wrote a long paragraph about multiple uses, saying that in light of the historical, cultural, and ecological value of the wild horses they should have priority.  She feels that horse populations cannot be analyzed separately from cattle.
(REPLY:  While we agree that the wild horses are valuable, there are other considerations.  

Historically the Spanish and Americans have used, permitted, or grazed horses on the land; the same can be said of cattle and sheep.  Admittedly the horses have significance if they are descendants of remounts or Spanish mustangs.  The Forest Service has allowed grazing of cattle and/or sheep since the Forests were established.  

Horses have been a part of the culture of the people for centuries, but so have cattle and sheep.

Ecologically horses are much like elk.  They do not eat plants down to the soil line, like cattle may do.  They are highly mobile and do not congregate by water sources, like cattle tend to do.  They are present in small bands, not large herds like cattle.  However they dig for forage in the winter reducing the amount present next spring, unlike cattle.

Populations of all ungulates affect the landscape.  The District wants the present level of elk in the territory, as apparently does the public for hunting and viewing.  The level of cattle has been looked at in past and present analyses and plans.  This analysis is for the effects of the wild horse herd in conjunction with the other existing ungulates.)

Concern C: She wants an analysis of the age structure and sex ratio of the herd.  She wants to know the criteria for selecting horses to remove.
(REPLY:  The sex ratio is unknown, but visual sightings indicate many functioning bands of stallions and mares with juveniles.  The age structure is also unknown, but visual sightings indicate different ages present.  Our knowledge of both of these factors would be increased by doing captures.  There is a lot of variation in coloration in the herd, again an indicator of genetic diversity.

The criteria for removal is the ability to capture the horses.  The bands have interchange of members continually, so captures will just hasten some of this.)

Concern D:  She wants more information about monitoring - past and proposed.  She wants utilization broken down by type of ungulate.
(REPLY:  There is little written/documented past monitoring data for the territory.  The range has been observed often, but the observations not written down.  While it would be good to have utilization by ungulate and by area, this is economically unfeasible to collect and sometimes physically uncollectable.  Cattle-use can be separated from elk and horses by multi-stage exclosures, but horse-use cannot be separated from elk-use since they are affected similarly by any type of exclosure.  We are required to monitor Total Utilization for the Endangered Species Act and the Forest Plan (and amendment) and this is what we will do.

What we do know is that cattle only use the territory during the grazing season and due to a minor amount of trespass grazing.  Horses use the territory all year long to varying degrees.  Elk and deer migrate around a lot, using the territory mainly in the spring/summer/fall.

General observations tell us which ungulates tend to use various areas and at which times of the year.

We plant o reduce cattle numbers based on analysis in current Range Allotment EAs.

Concern E:  She wants more discussion of the riparian area and effects on it.
(REPLY:  Everything she says in her letter is true.  Cattle do tend to congregate and stay in canyon bottoms and near ponds/springs, while horses and elk come to them to water but are more likely to go elsewhere to graze.  This leads to heavier grazing in the bottoms.  Many of the springs/seeps are fenced to protect them from wallowing and trampling of vegetation.  Watering is then done by piping to water troughs.  There are abundant water sources throughout the territory, both man-made (ponds, guzzlers) and natural (seeps, springs).  There are no permanent streams in the territory, just intermittent and ephemeral.)

Concern F:  She wants more discussion of the effects of removals on the social structure and behavior of the herd.
(REPLY:  Project Record #28 should have been used more in the document.  It is the results of a study of BLM roundups in Idaho.  Effects were studied for reproduction, resting, feeding, vigilance, traveling, and agonistic encounters.  They found no long-term effects or differences between horses that were herded by helicopter, capture, and adopted; herded by helicopter but not captured; and horses that were not herded.

While horses have highly organized social structures, they are not static.  Based on past observations, exchanges of horses are apparent between bands and there is at least some interaction between wild horses and domestic horses on adjacent lands.

It has become apparent that stallions that are captured and released tend to be displaced from their bands.  The effects of this can be minimized by releasing at least 1 mare with any stallion that is released.)

Concern G:  She is opposed to roundups of horses in the spring due to the stress on the horses, both pregnancy and the poor winter food supply.
(REPLY:  The District has thoroughly analyzed the season of capture and found March to be the best time for it.

March:  The horses are still concentrated in bottoms where they are easy to find and push.  They tend to be more docile in the spring.  There is no conflict with hunters.  There is also no oil/gas well construction activity.

April to September:  The wild horses tend to foal between April and August, but mainly April and May.  For about four months after birth, the foals are too young and fragile to be handled in captivity.  They can run fast enough and have endurance so the capture is little problem, but they could easily be crushed or hurt in the crowded holding pens and trucks.  These are also the hotter months where risk of heat stress is highest.  Shortly after foaling the mares come into "heat" and would be less docile for handling.  There is also a conflict with oil/gas well construction crews from May to October.

October to December:  The foals are old enough to capture, however the horses are spread out over the landscape.  There is more risk of injury from pushing horses over the rocky terrain.  The bigger problem is conflicts with hunters.  There are hunting seasons from September to December and the hunters would not want helicopters disturbing the big game animals.  There is still some oil/gas well construction activity.

January to February:  If there is not too much snow and the ground is not too muddy, captures would be possible, however this is usually not true.  It is hard to plan around snowstorms and the other variables.  There is also no oil/gas well construction activity.)

Concern H:  She wants a discussion of the potential adverse effects of helicopters on wintering wildlife, including threatened and endangered species.
(REPLY:  The effects of helicopters on threatened and endangered species are found in the Biological Analysis and Evaluation (BAE).  There may be incidental flushes of bald eagles.  Mexican spotted owl locations are not surveyed.  New Mexico Dept. of Game & Fish uses helicopters for their annual winter big game surveys and sees no problem with them.  The BAE listed no effects from horse capture or management as long as the 40% forage utilization standard is met.)

Concern I:  She wants more discussion of capture methods.
(REPLY:  Several methods have been used or considered over the last 25 or so years.  The most effective, economical, and safe method has been helicopter pushing with Judas horses to lead the wild horses into the traps.  Following are the methods that have been considered:

Helicopter pushing with Judas horses to lead the wild horses into the traps:  This has been used for several years, quite successfully in the spring.  The helicopter flies at low elevation to push the horses in the desired direction with Judas horses pulling them into the trap.  The trap is a corral with wings that are ¼ to ½ mile long.  Burlap covers the wings and corral near the end so the horses know it is there.  This method is quick, resulting in a short duration of stress on the horses.  It is effective at capturing large numbers of horses in a short time frame in the spring.

Pushing with horses and riders:  This has been tried but is very labor intensive for the number of horses that are captured.  The trap is the same as above, with wings and a corral.  The wild horses tend to scatter more and elude the riders more than they do to helicopter.  They are not as scared by a horse so are harder to push.

Pushing into hidden traps:  These were tried briefly and were unacceptable.  The trap is a tall chain-link fence corral with natural wings (brush, trees).  Usually it is at the corner of a road or trail so the horses readily run along the road or trail and are in the trap before they know it is there.  It was effective at corralling the horses, but because they didn't see it in time some would run into the fence and get hurt or rarely killed.  Use was rapidly discontinued.

Passive water traps:  These were corrals surrounding water sources with "trigger gates".  Horses would enter the gates to get to the water but be unable to get out again.  In theory this is a very good, safe method; however it has many drawbacks.  It was a very slow and unpredictable method.  Obviously the horses would be suspicious of the gate and corral.  There are many water sources in the territory so the horses would not use the fenced ones unless there was a lack of other sources, e.g. in a drought.  Even if they used the water in the corral, horses could enter it a few at a time over many days or weeks.  Thus, the traps had to be checked daily and when horses were present, they had to be removed.  This made it quite time and labor intensive.  Deer and elk would also get in the traps and have to be released in a timely fashion.  Finally, people who disagreed with the capture would let some horses go.

Tranquilizing:  This method was also tried briefly and eliminated.  The horses would be selected and darted from a helicopter flying at very low elevation, making it a dangerous operation.  It is hard to tell a stallion from a mare from the air.  The darted horses would be lifted to the holding area by a helicopter sling and given an antidote.  This put a lot of stress on the horses and introduced the chance of a negative reaction to the medication.  It is a very expensive method.

Concern J:  How and how often is the census done?
(REPLY:  There is a yearly survey, done by helicopter.  This is the most economical and accurate method known.)

Concern K:  How and how often is monitoring done?

(REPLY:  Due to shortages of manpower and money there has been little monitoring that is up to standard and documented.  Most of the monitoring has been visual observation during visits to the territory.  More monitoring and more accurate monitoring is planned for the future.)

Concern L:  Whose property are horses that leave the territory?

(REPLY:  The statements in the analysis need to be clarified.  Wild horses are and remain the property of the federal government even if they leave the territory, except when they go onto a Reservation.  A Reservation is controlled by a sovereign government and we have no rights to remove horses that go there, except by mutual agreement.)

Concern M:  How much viewing of horses does the public do?

(REPLY:  The statements in the analysis need to be clarified.  "Some people come to the District just to view horses."  "... receives light use ... nonconsumptive uses such as wildlife viewing, bird viewing, and wild horse viewing.")

Concern N:  What quantifiable recreation surveys have been done?

(REPLY:  The only quantifiable recreation surveys are related to hunting.  In year 2000/2001 there were 4070 permits for elk and deer and a small number for mountain lions.  In Unit 2 (includes Forest Service plus BLM land) there was the potential for 330,000 hunter days.  No one counts other uses since camping is free and other uses are unregulated.)

Concern O:  Is there a MOU with the Jicarilla Apache Nation?

(REPLY:  Discussions leading to MOUs with the Jicarilla Apache Nation are ongoing.  There are some agreements, but none dealing with the wild horses.)

Concern P:  Have any measures been taken to reduce migration of wild horses onto the reservation?

(REPLY:  No.  There are no feasible methods to keep the horses inside the territory other than to control the population and forage, so they have no need or desire to move.  Migration is a two-way thing with horses moving both onto and off the Reservation.  Some move temporarily and some more permanently.)

Concern Q:  How do we know that bachelor studs are more adaptable to captivity?

(REPLY:  This is based on adoption history and followup.  It is based on personal observations of adopters, but not well documented.  Conversely older mares seem to be very "cranky" and hard to break.)

Concern R:  How does the Forest Service reduce conflicts due to stallions during capture, transport, and holding?

(REPLY:  During capture and transporting the stallions are too excited and confused to fight other horses.  In the holding facilities they would interact badly with others, so they are kept isolated from mares and from other dominant stallions.)

Concern S:  Where will the proposed fences be built and what will the effect be on the wild horse movement patterns?

(REPLY:  The exact fence locations have not been mapped and are not addressed specifically here.  This will be part of another analysis.  Horses are not hindered a lot by fences.  The height will be only 42 inches, based on the Forest Plan and NM Dept. of Game & Fish recommendations.  Horses could jump this as elk do.  Gaps in the fences will be found at steep slopes, where horses will go around the ends while cows seldom will.)

Concern T:  Why did we choose 9 as the number of horses on which to do DNA testing?

(REPLY:  We can get 9 more tests done without charge.  This will give a dozen tested horses, which should give us an indication of what is present.)

Concern U:  What is the current level of predation on the horses?

(REPLY:  Losses of horses to predation are unknown, but suspected to be low.  No evidence has been found of horses killed by mountain lions, but then horses can defend themselves quite well against lions and have been known to kill them.  There are suspected to be losses to human predators (shooting), but again this is undocumented.)

Concern V:  How long do wild horses congregate at water sources?

(REPLY:  This has not been studied or documented, but observations indicate that they only stay long enough to drink their fill then leave for safer areas.  They are quite defensive/nervous and know that water sources are dangerous areas.)

Concern W:  Do we have documentation of wild horses denying other animals the right to drink?

(REPLY:  Again, nothing has been documented.)

Concern X:  She wants a more comprehensive analysis, preferably an EIS.

(REPLY:  We will include her comments and replies to them in this analysis.  An EIS is not necessarily any more comprehensive than an EA.  If no significant issues or factors are found with this analysis, then an EA is all that is required.)

21.
Letter from Jicarilla Apache Tribe (Lorene Willis) to El Rito (3/8/2001)  (PR #103).

Concern A:  Horses are an important traditional animal to the Jicarilla Apache Tribe.  She wants us to meet with the Council of Elders to discuss the management of the herds on both El Rito and Jicarilla Ranger Districts.  (REPLY:  We called them back on 4/25/2001.  We will set up a meeting with them to discuss the wild horse management.  Input from that meeting will be incorporated into the document.)

22.
Letter from San Juan Interstate Wildlife Working Group (6/4/2001)  (PR #117).

Concern A:  The current number of wild horses is well above what the prescribed amount in the {1977}Management Plan.  Portions of the Territory are being overgrazed because of this.  Horses need to be rounded up now to prevent catastrophic adverse effects to the forest.  (REPLY:  The existing NEPA is too old and we have gotten comments to that effect from a wild horse group.  A new analysis is needed before we should do a roundup.  Assuming a decision is made soon, there should be a roundup this fall or winter.)

APPENDIX D- GLOSSARY

Adoption - The transfer of title to a private individual after a one year private maintenance agreement (to assure successful maintenance and handling).

Allotment - The area of National Forest lands under permit to a person or persons for the grazing of livestock.

Ancestry - the bloodline or type of animals from which the present one is descended

Competition - When two or more organisms need or try to use the same physical resource in the same location.

Desired Condition:  A description of the desired human dimensions, production, and physical/biological characteristics to be achieved on an ecosystem management area.

Ecosystem:  The dynamic system formed by the interaction of biotic and abiotic components and their environment.

Excess Animals - Wild free-roaming horses or burros that authorized personnel have removed or must remove, pursuant to law, to preserve and maintain ecological balance in coordination with other resources and activities.

Existing Condition:  A description of present day human dimensions, production, and physical/biological characteristics of an area.

Habitat:  The environmental complex in which an organism lives.

Heritage Resources - Archaeological remains of human activity that are 50 years old or older.

Key Areas - Localized areas of land that contain resources that are of high importance and that are used by an animal in such a way that the resource is impacted.

Private Maintenance Agreement - The one year time period after private "adoption" in which maintenance and care of the wild horse is monitored to be sure the private party is able and willing to care for the animal.

Species:  A genetically unique organism that is capable of interbreeding freely but not with members of other species. 

Territorial Plan - An operational plan for managing one or more herd units of wild free-roaming horses and burrows.  The plan describes the desired population level, detailed management practices, interagency coordination, scheduling, and monitoring requirements for managing each herd unit, within the direction established in the Forest Plan.

Traditional Cultural Properties - Locations associated with traditional beliefs by Native Americans.  More generally, a property associated with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that are rooted in that community’s history and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community.

Viability - The ability of an organism to reproduce with genetically healthy progeny.

Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros - All unbranded and unclaimed horses and burros and their progeny using National Forest System lands on or after December 15, 1971.  This also includes all excess horses and burros removed from National Forest System lands by the Forest Service but which have not lost status (FSM 2264).  Animals introduced after this time are considered unauthorized not wild free-roaming.

Wild Horse - See Wild Free-Roaming Horse.

Wild Horse and Burro Territory - National Forest lands identified by the chief as the territorial habitat of wild free-roaming horses and/or burros when the Wild Horses and Burros Protection Act was passed.

AM - Animal Month

AUM - Animal Unit Month

BAE - Biological Assessment and Evaluation

BLM - Bureau of Land Management

BMP - Best Management Practices

EA - Environmental Assessment

GIS - Geographic Information System

IDT - Interdisciplinary Team

LRMP - Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan)

MOU - Memorandum of Understanding

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act

PR - Project Record

TCP - Traditional Cultural Properties

TE&S - Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (species of plants or animals)

TES - Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.
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DISCLAIMER:  
The Forest Service uses the most current and complete data available.  GIS data and product accuracy may vary.  They may be:  developed from sources of differing accuracy; accurate only at certain scales; based on modeling or interpretation; incomplete while being created or revised; etc.  Using GIS products for purposes other than those for which they were created, may yield inaccurate or misleading results.  The Forest Service reserves the right to correct, update, modify, or replace, GIS products without notification.  For more information, contact:  Carson National Forest, 208 Cruz Alta Road, Taos, New Mexico 87571 (Phone:  505-758-6200, Fax:  505-758-6213, E-Mail:  http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/carson).  If this map contains contours, these contours were generated and filtered using the Digital Elevation Model (DEM) files.  Any contours generated from DEM's using a scale of less than 1:100,000 will lead to less reliable results and should be used for display purposes only.

APPENDIX F - MONITORING PLAN

DISTRICT:  Jicarilla RD.

SITE LOCATION:  Jicarilla Wild Horse Territory.

PROJECT NAME:  Wild Horse Population monitoring.

MONITORING OBJECTIVE:  Determine the population level of the wild horse herd compared to the desired level.

MONITORING TYPE:  Effectiveness.

PRIORITY:  One (Critical for management).

METHODOLOGY:  Aerial survey by helicopter.

FREQUENCY/DURATION:  Annually in January or February.

DATA STORAGE:  Wild Horse Territory Folder in the district office.

REPORT:  ---

PROJECTED COSTS:  $2200 per year?

PERSONNEL NEEDED:  Four employees for one day (3 in helicopter and 1 monitoring the radio) plus 1 person for another day to plan the project.

RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL:  Wildlife Biologist.

PREPARED BY:  Leo Johnson, Assistant Timber Staff

DATE:  April 20, 2001

PROJECT NAME:  Wild Horse Viability monitoring.

MONITORING OBJECTIVE:  Determine if abnormalities or lack of vigor are appearing in the wild horses.

MONITORING TYPE:  Effectiveness.

PRIORITY:  Two (Not critical for management).

METHODOLOGY:  Observations during other project work.

FREQUENCY/DURATION:  On-going.

DATA STORAGE:  Wild Horse Territory Folder in the district office.

REPORT:  ---

PROJECTED COSTS:  $100 per year?

PERSONNEL NEEDED:  All district employees to just keep their eyes open while on other projects.

RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL:  Wildlife Biologist.

PREPARED BY:  Leo Johnson, Assistant Timber Staff

DATE:  April 20, 2001

PROJECT NAME:  Wild Horse Forage Availability monitoring.

MONITORING OBJECTIVE:  Determine the utilization level of forage in the territory compared to the desired level.

MONITORING TYPE:  Effectiveness.

PRIORITY:  One (Critical for management).

METHODOLOGY:  Take this from the range utilization studies.  Be sure the monitoring points are tied to TES units as well as to pastures, so the forage production capability spreadsheets can be validated.

FREQUENCY/DURATION:  Annually.

DATA STORAGE:  Wild Horse Territory Folder and Allotment Folders in the district office.

REPORT:  ---

PROJECTED COSTS:  $800 per year between this and the range budget.

PERSONNEL NEEDED:  1 or 2 range technicians or conservationists.

RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL:  Range Conservationist.

PREPARED BY:  Leo Johnson, Assistant Timber Staff

DATE:  April 20, 2001

PROJECT NAME:  Wild Horse Adoption monitoring.

MONITORING OBJECTIVE:  Determine that the wild horses are properly cared for during the private maintenance agreement period.

MONITORING TYPE:  Effectiveness.

PRIORITY:  One (Critical for management).

METHODOLOGY:  Jicarilla District personnel to inspect the adoptee's site or have it done.

FREQUENCY/DURATION:  As needed.

DATA STORAGE:  Wild Horse Adoption Folder in the Jicarilla District office.

REPORT:  ---

PROJECTED COSTS:  $400 per year for only the first year of the adoption process.

PERSONNEL NEEDED:  One person.

RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL:  Wildlife Biologist.

PREPARED BY:  Leo Johnson, Assistant Timber Staff

DATE:  April 20, 2001
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