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1.0 Purpose and Need
1.1 Introduction
The Bureau of Land Management Eagle Lake Field Office (BLM) is proposing to gather and remove
excess wild horses and burros from within and outside the Twin Peaks Herd Management Area (HMA) in
order to achieve the established appropriate management level (AML) and implement a range of fertility
controls to maintain the population to within AML over a period of up to 10 years. Aerial surveys would
be conducted close to the onset of gathers to verify numbers and locations of the animals. The specific
number of animals gathered would depend on when gathers occur and how many wild horses and burros
are inhabiting the HMA. Any animals captured and selected for return to the range may be treated with
fertility control. Females would be treated with an approved fertility control and males would be released
to adjust the sex ratio and slow population growth. Fertility control measures would be administered in
accordance with current BLM policy and guidance.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, this Environmental Assessment (EA) is a site-
specific analysis of potential impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed action or
alternatives. If the BLM determines significant impacts could occur, an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) would be prepared for the project. If no significant impacts are expected, an EIS would not be
prepared and a decision would be issued along with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
documenting the reasons why implementation of the selected alternative would not result in significant
environmental impact.

1.2 Background

The Twin Peaks HMA contains 789,852 acres of public and private lands and consists of a vast, diverse,
and remote landscape. The HMA lies on both sides of the California/Nevada border, with slightly more
than half of the area within Lassen County, California and the remainder in Washoe County, Nevada.
The HMA is approximately 55 miles long from north to south and 35 miles wide. It is located between
California State Highway 395 to the west, Honey Lake to the south, the Smoke Creek Desert to the east,
and the Coppersmith Mountains to the north (see Appendix A for map).

The BLM-administered lands within the Twin Peaks HMA (656,173 acres) encompass approximately 64
percent of the entire Eagle Lake Field Office lands. The HMA contains many unique and important
biological, geological, scenic, and cultural resources. Besides providing forage and habitat for wild
horses, mules, and burros, the HMA is an important habitat for several wildlife species, including the
Greater Sage-Grouse, pronghorn, and the East Lassen Deer Herd. The predominant land uses within the
HMA are livestock grazing, wilderness recreation, and general recreation, including hunting.

The AML range within the HMA is 448 to 758 wild horses and 72 to 116 burros. The AML upper limit is
the maximum number of wild horses and burros that can graze while maintaining a thriving natural
ecological balance and multiple use relationship on the BLM-administered public lands in the area.
Establishing AML as a population range shows the need for the periodic removal of excess animals (to
the low range) and subsequent population growth (to the high range) between removals. The AML was
established in the Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Plan (June 1989), revised in the Twin Peaks
Allotment Multiple Use Decision (January 2001), and reaffirmed in the Eagle Lake Resource
Management Plan (April 2008). The AML was determined based on an in-depth analysis of habitat
suitability, resource monitoring, and population inventory data with public involvement. The AML is set
based on five home ranges within the HMA. The background history on home ranges and subsequent
decisions can be found in the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather
Plan (DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2010-05-EA, Section 1.5) and is incorporated into this assessment by
reference.

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 1
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The 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan EA (DOI-BLM-CA-
NO050-2010-05-EA) is available on the National NEPA Register at: https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-
office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do. To locate the EA, select “text search,” “California,” “Eagle
Lake,” and fiscal year “2010.”

In 2010, 1,637 wild horses and 162 burros were gathered, 1,575 wild horses and 160 burros removed, and
58 wild horses and one (1) burro were released back to the Twin Peaks HMA. Of these, 18 mares were
treated with fertility control vaccine (Porcine Zona Pellucida, PZP-22) and freezemarked for future
identification. Post-gather in 2010, an estimated 793 wild horses and 160 burros remained on the HMA.

The current estimated population within and outside the Twin Peaks HMA for 2019 is 3,506 wild horses
and 632 burros. This estimate is based on an aerial survey using the simultaneous double-observer
method. The population inventory conducted in May 2017 calculated an HMA population at 2,565 wild
horses and 462 burros. The current population estimate includes the addition of the 2017 and 2018 foal
crops. Wild horse and burro numbers have increased an average of approximately 17 percent per year
since the HMA was last gathered in 2010 (Lubow 2013, 2015; USGS unpublished data 2017). The
estimated 2019 population is more than 782 percent over the lower AML for wild horses and more than
877 percent over the lower AML for burros (see Figures 1-1 and 1-2).

Figure 1-1: Wild horse population estimates
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Figure 1-2: Wild burro population estimates
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Based on all information available at this time, the BLM has determined that excess wild horses and
burros exist within the HMA and need to be removed. This assessment is based on the following factors
including, but not limited to:

1.

In May 2017, the BLM conducted an aerial survey of the Twin Peaks HMA of 2,565 wild horses
and 462 burros. There was an estimated 1,087 horses and 346 burros in excess of the AML upper
limit (and 2,117 horses and 388 burros in excess of the AML lower limit). This estimate does not
include the 2018 and later foal crops.

Wild horses and burros are using more than five times their allocated forage based on AUMs
allocated by the upper limit AML (see Table 1-1).

Riparian functional assessments completed between 2010 and 2018 document severe utilization
of forage within riparian and wetland habitats and extensive trampling and trailing damage by
wild horses and burros.

Cultural resource surveys completed between 2008 and 2018 indicate that the wild horse and
burro overpopulation is contributing to heavy trampling damage of cultural resource sites and
artifacts from the animals.

Land health evaluations and determinations completed between 2004 and 2018 indicate that the
wild horse and burro overpopulation is contributing to the following standard(s) not being met:
Riparian/Wetland.

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 3
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Table 1-1: Appropriate Management Levels for the Twin Peaks HMA

Appropriate Forage Allocation
Home 2019 Management Level (AUMs) Y
Range Population BLM Document(s)/Date (Numbers)
9 Estimates®
Horses | Burros Horses Burros Horses Burros ¥
Twin Multiple Use Decision/ EA# 1860 -
Peaks 1465 354 CA-350-2000-16 (2001) 155-288 | 22-42 132 - 252
3456
North
Multiple Use Decision/ EA#
Skedaddle 521 176 CA-350-2000-16 (2001) 58-108 | 10-15 | 696 - 1296 60 - 90
Dry Multiple Use Decision/ EA#
Valley 224 96 CA-350-2000-16 (2001) 39-72 15-22 468 - 864 90 - 132
Rim
EA# CA-350-98-20 (1998);
Observati Land Health Evaluation for 1800 -
on North 625 1 the Observation Allotment 150-216 | @ 2592 30-48
(2008)
EA# CA-350-98-20 (1998);
Observati Land Health Evaluation for
on South 230 4 the Observation Allotment 46-74 | 20-29 | 552:888 | 120-174
(2008)
5376 -
Total 3102 632 448-758 | 72-116 9096 432 - 696

¥ Animal Unit Month (AUM) is defined as the amount of forage necessary for the sustenance of one cow or its equivalent for a
period of 1 month.

ZHorse AUMS are calculated using one mature horse (with foal) as 1 animal unit equivalent, for a 12 month grazing period.

¥Burro AUMS are calculated using one mature burro (with foal) as 0.5 animal unit equivalent, for a 12 month grazing period.
“Total different from above because home range estimates not include animals outside HMA boundaries.

The total forage allocation for wild horses and burros in the Twin Peaks HMA ranges between 5,808
AUMs at the low AML to 9,792 AUMs at the high AML.

1.3 Purpose and Need for Action
The purpose of the proposed action and alternatives is to implement actions that would achieve and
maintain wild horse and burro populations to be within the established AMLs for the Twin Peaks HMA
over a period of 10 years. These actions would allow the BLM to achieve management goals and
objectives of attaining low AML, slow the current population growth rate, and restore and maintain a
thriving natural ecological balance within the Twin Peaks HMA.

This action is needed to protect rangeland resources from undue or unnecessary degradation and restore a
thriving natural ecological balance and multiple-use relationship on BLM-administered public lands in the
area consistent with the provisions of Section 3(b)(2) of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act

of 1971, as amended (Wild Horse and Burro Act).!

! The Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) defined the goal for managing wild horse (or burro) populations in a thriving natural ecological
balance as follows: “As the court stated in Dahl vs. Clark, supra at 594, the ‘benchmark test’ for determining the suitable number of wild horses
on the public range is ‘thriving natural ecological balance.” In the words of the conference committee which adopted this standard: ‘The goal of
WH&B management should be to maintain a thriving ecological balance (TNEB) between WH&B populations, wildlife, livestock and
vegetation, and to protect the range from the deterioration associated with overpopulation of wild horses and burros.’”

Eagle Lake Field Office
Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2019-011-EA
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1.4 Land Use Plan Conformance

The proposed action and action alternatives are in conformance with the Eagle Lake Resource
Management Plan and Record of Decision (April 2008), Section 2.24.4, and the Nevada and Northeastern
California Greater Sage-Grouse Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan
Amendment, as amended (March 2019), Section 2.1.5. These documents are available on the National
NEPA Register at: https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do.

1.5 Relationship to Laws, Regulations, and Other Plans
The action alternatives are in conformance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971
(as amended), applicable regulations at 43 CFR 8 4700, and BLM policies (see Appendix B).

1.6 Conformance with Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines

Between 2000 and 2018, the BLM completed land health assessments within the Twin Peaks HMA. The
BLM has determined that causal factors contributing to sites not meeting standards in the allotments
include wildfire, activities on adjacent private lands, and historic (pre-1970s) livestock grazing. A causal
factor is defined as the predominant current factor that is contributing to the degradation of resource
conditions, or past management activities that have impacted the land. More information regarding the
Upland Soil and Biodiversity Standards for land health assessments conducted in all nine grazing
allotments of the Twin Peaks HMA between 2000 and 2009 can be found in the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd
Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan (DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2010-05-EA, Section 3.9).
Allotments continue to be evaluated for achievement of the rangeland health standards. The Standards for
Rangeland Health are located in the Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines for California and
Northwestern Nevada Final EIS (USDI 1998).

The BLM completed 32 individual riparian functional assessments within the Twin Peaks HMA between
2009 and 2018 and determined that high amounts of grazing and trampling, resulting from the excess
numbers of wild horses and burros in the HMA, are contributing factors for sites not achieving the
Riparian/Wetland Standard for Rangeland Health. See Section 3.3.4 for a complete description of upland
and riparian/wetland health assessments and results.

1.7 Decision to be Made

The authorized officer would select an alternative that determines whether to implement the proposed
actions to achieve and maintain wild horse and burro populations within the established AML range. The
decision would not set or adjust AML nor would it adjust livestock use, as these were set through
previous land use planning decisions.

1.8 Scoping and ldentification of Issues

Relative to the BLM’s management of wild horses and burros in the Twin Peaks HMA, the BLM
interdisciplinary team identified issues through internal scoping. For this assessment, the BLM also
considered issues from previous external scoping and coordination with the public from the 2010 Twin
Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan EA (DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2010-05-
EA, see Section 1.9). For the 2010 wild horse and burro gather for the Twin Peaks HMA, the BLM sent a
scoping letter to approximately 250 public interests and received over 2,300 scoping letters or emails
from individuals or groups. The issues analyzed in this assessment are the following:

1. Impacts to individual wild horses and burros and the herd. Indicators for this issue include the
following:
e Projected population size and annual growth rate [WinEquus population modeling (the modeling
does not apply to burros)]
o Effectiveness of proposed fertility control application (WinEquus)

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 5
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o Effects to genetic diversity
e Impacts to animal health and condition

2. Impacts to vegetation/soils, riparian/wetland, and cultural resources. Indicators for this issue include
the following:

e Forage utilization and alteration

e Impacts to vegetation/soils and riparian/wetland resources assessed by PFC

3. Impacts to wildlife, migratory birds, and threatened, endangered, and special status species and their
habitat. Indicators for this issue include the following:

e Displacement, trampling, or disturbance
e Competition for forage and water

2.0 Description of the Alternatives
2.1 Introduction
This section describes the proposed action and alternatives, including any that were considered but
eliminated from detailed analysis. For this EA, four alternatives are analyzed in detail (see Table 2-1).

2.2 Description of Alternatives Considered in Detail

Table 2-1: Summary of Alternatives Considered in Detail

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4
(Proposed Action) Gather & Female Gather Only (No Action)
Fertility Control
The BLM would conduct a Alternative 2 is the Gather and remove No Action — Defer
series of gathers of wild horses | same as alternative | excess animals over a gather and removal.
and burros over a 10-year 1, but would not 10 year period to low
period to achieve and maintain | include a non- AML without fertility
low AML. Management reproducing male control, sex ratio
actions would include the (gelding or adjustments, or non-
following: vasectomized) reproducing males. The
e Gather of excess wild | portion of the core breeding
horses and burros; population. The core | population would be
e Removal of excess breeding population | approximately 224
wild horses and burros | at low AML would | stallions, 224 mares, 36
based on current be approximately jacks, and 36 jennies.
guidance and policy; 269 stallions, 179 Mules older than four
e Population growth mares, 43 jacks and | and unweaned foals
suppression using 29 jennies. Mules would be returned to
approved fertility older than four and | the HMA.
control treatments unweaned foals
(ZonaStat-H, Porcine | would be returned to
Zona Pellucida (PZP, | the HMA.
PZP-22, GonaCon?);

2 Reference in this text to any specific commercial product, process, or service, or the use of any trade, firm or
corporation name is for the information and convenience of the public, and does not constitute endorsement,
recommendation, or favoring by the Department of the Interior.

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 6
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o Sex ratio adjustments
(60% stallions or non-
reproducing males,
40% females );

¢ Management of up to
25% of the male horse
population as non-
breeding (not to
exceed 60% total male
horses in the HMA).

¢ Addition of 90 non-
reproducing male
horses and 61 females
with fertility control
bringing the total
horse population to
mid-AML
(approximately 600
horses);

e Core breeding
population would be
approximately 270
intact stallions, 240
mares, 43 jacks, and
29 jennies. Non-
reproducing male
horses would not be
any more than 90.
(total male horses in
the HMA would be
approximately 360
males)

o Mules older than four
and unweaned foals
would be returned to
the HMA.

The action alternatives were developed in response to the identified resource issues and the purpose and
need, as described in Section 1.3. The no action alternative would not achieve the identified purpose and
need. However, it is analyzed in this EA to provide a basis for comparison with the other action
alternatives and to assess the effects of not conducting a gather. The no action alternative is in violation
of the Wild Horse and Burro Act which requires the BLM to immediately remove excess wild horses and
burros when a determination is made that excess animals are present and that action is necessary to
remove excess animals.

2.2.1 Management Actions Common to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3

e The gathers would begin when the gather is scheduled by the BLM National Program Office.
Summer or early fall gathers are preferred to avoid seasonal Greater Sage-Grouse restrictions, peak
foaling season, and hunting season. Several factors such as animal condition, herd health, weather
conditions, or other considerations could result in adjustments in the schedule.

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 7
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e The duration of the gathers would depend on the number of animal removals approved for removal
following coordination with the National WHB Program. Aerial surveys would be used to estimate
population size. Distribution flights should occur prior to gathering to determine herd locations.

o Gather operations would be conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Animal Welfare
Program (see Appendix C). The primary gather (capture) methods would be the helicopter drive
method with occasional helicopter assisted roping (from horseback). Bait and water trapping may
also be used to capture animals for removal or for fertility control treatment.

e Trap sites and temporary holding facilities would be located in previously used sites or other
disturbed areas whenever possible (Appendix D). Undisturbed areas identified as potential trap sites
or holding facilities would be inventoried for cultural, botanical, and wildlife resources prior to
initiation of gathers. If any natural or cultural resources are encountered, these locations would not be
used unless they could be modified to avoid impacts to cultural resources, as determined by the field
office archaeologist.

e A U.S. Department of Agriculture — Animal and Plant Inspection Service or other veterinarian may be
on-site during the gather, as needed, to examine animals and make recommendations to the BLM for
care and treatment of wild horses and burros.

e Decisions to humanely euthanize animals in field situations would be made in conformance with
BLM policy (Instruction Memorandum [IM] 2015-70; https://www.blm.gov/policy/im-2015-070).

o Data including sex and age distribution, condition class information (using the Henneke rating
system), color, size, and other information may also be recorded, along with the disposition of that
animal (removed or released).

e Excess animals would be transported to BLM off-range corrals where they would be prepared (e.g.,
freezemarked, vaccinated, de-wormed, and gelded) for adoption, sale (with limitations), or long-term
holding.

e Mules older than four years of age or un-weaned foals that are gathered would be returned to the
HMA.

2.2.2 Management Actions Common to Alternatives 1 and 2

o Fertility control for mares and jennies would be applied in conformance with current wild horse and
burro policy and guidelines.

o All mares and jennies release back to the HMA would be treated with Porcine Zona Pellucida (PZP),
GonaCon, or a similar approved vaccine. Fertility control treatment would be conducted in
accordance with the approved standard operating and post-treatment monitoring procedures (SOPs,
Appendix F). Mares and jennies would be selected to maintain a diverse age structure, herd
characteristics, and conformation.

e Post-gather, every effort would be made to return released horses and burros to the same general area
from which they were gathered. No horses or burros would be returned to areas outside the HMA.

2.2.3 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action): Phased-in Gather and Removal of Excess Wild Horses and
Burros to Low-AML, Sex Ratio Adjustment, and Population Growth Suppression

The proposed action would gather and remove as many excess wild horses, mules, and burros as feasible
(based on gather efficiencies and holding capacity) from within and outside the Twin Peaks HMA over a
period of 10 years from the initial gather until low AML is reached. It is expected that gather efficiencies,
funding, and holding space would not allow for attainment of the low AML during the initial gather.
Therefore, multiple gathers over a period of 10 years would occur to achieve management objectives. All
wild horses and burros residing in areas outside of the HMA would be gathered and removed. Summer
and fall gathers are preferred to allow for foaling and provide better access to trap sites. Fertility control
implementation would follow current program policy and guidelines.
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Under this alternative, the BLM would attempt to gather a sufficient number of wild horses and burros, to
allow for the application of fertility control (PZP, PZP-22, GonaCon, or other approved formulation) to
all mares and jennies that are released. Over the 10 year period, all mares and jennies trapped and
selected for release would be treated with fertility control treatments GonaCon and/or Porcine Zona
Pellucida -22 (PZP-22), ZonaStat-H (native PZP), or most current approved formulations to prevent
pregnancy in the following year(s). Some females would be treated once at the temporary holding facility
and released back into the HMA while other females would be removed to the off-range corrals and
treated, then given a booster prior to release back to the HMA. Decisions about fertility control
treatments would be made based on availability of treatments, space at off-range corrals, and the presence
of a foal. Fertility control treatments and re-treatments could be administered as part of gather and release
operations, in off-range corrals, or by remote delivery.

The HMA would be gathered to low AML (448 horses, 72 burros). Once low AML is reached, up to 90
non-reproducing male horses and 61 fertility control treated female horses would be released back to the
HMA bringing the total horse population to mid AML (approximately 600 horses). The core breeding
population of the HMA would be comprised of 60 percent males (approximately 270 intact horses and 43
burros) and 40 percent females (approximately 240 horses and 29 burros). All females returned to the
HMA would be treated with fertility control. Up to 25 percent of the stallions returned to the HMA
would be gelded (neutered) or vasectomized (not to exceed 90 horses) leaving approximately 270 intact
stallions for the core breeding population. No male burros would be gelded or neutered to be returned to
the HMA. All animals treated with any type of fertility control would be freezemarked and identified
according to current policy. Additionally, stallions (and non-reproducing males) would be selected for
release with the objective of establishing a 60 percent male sex ratio. Intact studs and mares released
back to the HMA would be selected to maintain a diverse age structure, historical herd characteristics, and
correct conformation. The procedures to be followed for implementing fertility control and male
sterilization are detailed in Appendices E and F.

Male Sterilization

Discussions about herds that are ‘non-reproducing’ in whole or in part are in the context of this
‘metapopulation’ structure, where self-sustaining herds are not necessarily at the scale of single

HMAs. So long as the definition of what constitutes a self-sustaining population includes the larger set of
HMAs that have past or ongoing demographic and genetic connections — as is recommended by the
National Academies of Sciences 2013 report — it is clear that single HMAs can be managed as non-
reproducing in whole or in part while still allowing for a self-sustaining population of wild horses or
burros at the broader spatial scale. Wild horses and burros are not an endangered species (USFWS 2015),
nor are they rare. Nearly 72,000 adult wild horses and about 16,000 adult wild burros roam BLM lands
as of March 1, 2019, and those numbers do not include at least 10,000 wild horses and burros on U.S.
Forest Service lands, and at least 50,000 feral horses on tribal lands in the Western United States.

Neutering (gelding)

In order to reduce the total number of excess wild horses that would otherwise be permanently removed
from the HMA, up to 25 percent of the male horse population would be managed as geldings, but the total
number of male horses would not exceed 60 percent of the population.

The BLM routinely gelds all excess male horses that are captured and removed from the range prior to
their adoption, sale, or shipment to off-range facilities. The gelding procedure for excess wild horses
removed from the range would be conducted at temporary (field) or short-term holding facilities by
licensed veterinarians and follows industry standards. Under Alternative 1, some geldings would be
returned to resume their free-roaming behaviors on the public range instead of being permanently
removed from the HMA.
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By including some geldings in the population, and having a slightly skewed sex ratio with more males
than females overall in the core breeding population, the anticipated result would be a reduction in
population growth rates while allowing for management of a larger total wild horse population on the
range.

When gelding procedures are done in the field, geldings would be released near a water source, when
possible, approximately 24 to 48 hours following surgery. When the procedures are performed at a BLM-
managed off-range corral, selected stallions would be shipped to the facility, gelded, held in a separate
pen to minimize risk for disease, and returned to the HMA within 30 days.

Contraception
The BLM has identified fertility control as a method that could be used to protect rangeland ecosystem

health and to reduce the frequency of wild horse and burro gathers and removals. Expanding the use of
population growth suppression to slow population growth rates and reduce the number of animals
removed from the range and sent to off-range pastures is a BLM priority. The Wild Horse and Burro Act
of 1971 specifically provides for contraception (Section 3.b.1). No finding of excess animals is required
for the BLM to pursue contraception in wild horses or burros.

Contraception has been shown to be a cost-effective and humane treatment to slow increases in wild horse
populations or, when used with other techniques, to reduce horse population size (Bartholow 2004, de
Seve and Boyles-Griffin 2013, Fonner and Bohara 2017).

Fertility Control Vaccines

Fertility control vaccines (also known as immunocontraceptives) meet the BLM requirements for safety
to mares and the environment (EPA 2009a, 2012). Because they work by causing an immune response in
treated animals, there is no risk of hormones or toxins being taken into the food chain when a treated mare
dies. The BLM and other land managers have mainly used three fertility control vaccine formulations for
fertility control of wild horses and burros on the range: ZonaStat-H, PZP-22, and GonaCon-Equine. As
other formulations become available they may be applied in the future.

In any vaccine, the antigen is the stimulant to which the body responds by making antigen-specific
antibodies. Those antibodies then signal to the body that a foreign molecule is present, initiating an
immune response that removes the molecule or cell. Adjuvants are additional substances that are included
in vaccines to elevate the level of immune response. Adjuvants help to incite recruitment of lymphocytes
and other immune cells which foster a long-lasting immune response that is specific to the antigen.

Liquid emulsion vaccines can be injected by hand or remotely administered in the field using a pneumatic
dart (Roelle and Ransom 2009, Rutberg et al. 2017, McCann et al. 2017) in cases where mares are
relatively approachable. Use of remotely delivered (dart-delivered) vaccine is generally limited to
populations where individual animals can be accurately identified and repeatedly approached within 50
meters (BLM 2010). Booster doses can be safely administered by hand or by dart. Even with repeated
booster treatments of the vaccines, it is expected that most mares would eventually return to fertility,
though some individual mares treated repeatedly may remain infertile. Once the herd size in a project
area is at AML and population growth seems to be stabilized, the BLM can make adaptive determinations
as to the required frequency of new and booster treatments.

The BLM has followed standard operating and post-treatment monitoring procedures for fertility control
vaccine application (BLM Instruction Memorandum 2009-090: https://www.blm.gov/policy/im-2009-

090). Herds selected for fertility control vaccine use should have annual growth rates over 5 percent and
a herd size over 50 animals. The procedure requires that treated mares be identifiable via a visible freeze
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brand or individual color markings, so that their vaccination history can be known. The procedure calls
for follow-up population surveys to determine the realized annual growth rate in herds treated with
fertility control vaccines.

Porcine Zona Pellucida (PZP) Vaccine

The PZP may be applied to mares and jennies prior to their release back into the HMA. The PZP vaccines
meet most of the criteria that the National Research Council (2013) used to identify promising fertility
control methods, in terms of delivery method, availability, efficacy, and side effects. PZP is relatively
inexpensive, meets BLM requirements for safety to mares and jennies and the environment, and is
produced as the liquid PZP vaccine ZonaStat-H, an EPA-registered commercial product (EPA 2012, SCC
2015), or as PZP-22, which is a formulation of PZP in polymer pellets that may lead to a longer immune
response (Turner et al. 2002, Rutberg et al. 2017).

Darting can be implemented opportunistically by applicators near water sources or along main
trails out on the range. Blinds may be used to camouflage applicators to allow efficient
treatment of as many mares as possible. Native PZP (or currently most effective formulation)
would be administered by PZP certified and trained applicators in the one year liquid dose
inoculations by field darting the mares. Prior to actually darting, an inventory of the wild horses
and burros would be conducted. This would include a list of marked horses and burros and / or a
photo catalog with descriptions of the animals to assist in identifying which animals have been
treated and which need to be treated.

Gonadotropin Releasing Hormone (GnRH) Vaccine (GonaCon)

GonaCon may be applied to animals prior to their release back into the HMA. Taking into consideration
available literature on the subject, the National Research Council concluded in their 2013 report that
GonaCon-B (which is produced under the trade name GonaCon-Equine for use in feral horses and burros)
was one of the most preferable available methods for contraception in wild horses and burros (NRC
2013), in terms of delivery method, availability, efficacy, and side effects. GonaCon-Equine is approved
for use by authorized federal, state, tribal, public and private personnel, for application to wild and feral
equids in the United States (EPA 2013, 2015). GonaCon will only be used in California if approved by
the California EPA.

The BLM may apply GonaCon-Equine to captured mares, and would return to the HMA as needed to re-
apply GonaCon-Equine, including by recapture and/or remote darting. GonaCon-Equine can safely be
reapplied as necessary to control the population growth rate.

The BLM has been conducting wild horse and burro gathers since the mid-1970s. During this time,
methods and procedures have been identified and refined to minimize stress and impacts to wild horses
and burros during gather implementation. The CAWP in Appendix C would be implemented to ensure a
safe and humane gather occurs and would minimize potential stress and injury to wild horses and burros.

Transport, Off-Range Corral (ORC) Holding, and Adoption (or Sale) Preparation

Animals would be transported from the capture/temporary holding corrals to the designated BLM off-
range corrals ORC(s). From there, they would be made available for adoption or sale to qualified
individuals or to off-range pastures (ORP).

Wild horses or burros selected for removal from the range are transported to the receiving ORC in a
straight deck semi-trailers or goose-neck stock trailers. Vehicles are inspected by the BLM Contracting
Officer’s Representative (COR) and Project Inspectors (PIs) prior to use to ensure wild horses and burros
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can be safely transported and that the interior of the vehicle is in a sanitary condition. Wild horses and
burros are segregated by age and sex and loaded into separate compartments. A small number of mares or
jennies may be shipped with foals. Transportation of recently captured wild horses or burros is limited to
a maximum of 8 hours.

Upon arrival at the ORC, recently captured wild horses and burros are off-loaded by compartment and
placed in holding pens where they are fed good quality hay and water. Most wild horses and burros begin
to eat and drink immediately and adjust rapidly to their new situation. At the ORC, a veterinarian
examines each load of horses and provides recommendations to the BLM regarding care, treatment, and if
necessary, euthanasia of the recently captured wild horses and burros. Any animals affected by a chronic
or incurable disease, injury, lameness or serious physical defect (such as severe tooth loss or wear, club
feet, and other severe congenital abnormalities) would be humanely euthanized using methods acceptable
to the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA). Wild horses and burros in very thin condition
or animals with injuries are sorted and placed in hospital pens, fed separately and/or treated for their
injuries as indicated. Recently captured animals in very thin condition may have difficulty transitioning
to feed. Some of these animals are in such poor condition that it is unlikely they would have survived if
left on the range. Similarly, some females may lose their pregnancies. Every effort is taken to help
females make a quiet, low stress transition to captivity and domestic feed to minimize the risk of
miscarriage or death.

After recently captured wild horses and burros have transitioned to their new environment, they are
prepared for adoption or sale. Preparation involves freezemarking the animals with a unique identification
number, drawing a blood sample to test for equine infections anemia, vaccination against common
diseases, castration, and de-worming.

At ORCs, a minimum of 700 square feet is provided per animal. Mortality at ORCs averages
approximately five percent per year (GAO 2008), and includes animals euthanized due to a pre-existing
condition; animals in extremely poor condition; animals that are injured and would not recover; animals
which are unable to transition to feed; and animals which are seriously injured or accidentally die during
sorting, handling, or preparation.

Adoption or Sale with Limitations and Off-Range Pastures (ORP)

Adoption applicants are required to have at least a 400 square foot corral with panels that are at least six
feet tall for horses over 18 months of age. Applicants are required to provide adequate shelter, feed, and
water. The BLM retains title to the horse for one year and the horse and the facilities are inspected to
assure the adopter is complying with the BLM’s requirements. After one year, the adopter may take title
to the horse, at which point the horse becomes the property of the adopter. Adoptions are conducted in
accordance with 43 CFR 5750.

Potential buyers must fill out an application and be pre-approved before they may buy a wild horse. A
sale-eligible wild horse is any animal that is more than 10 years old; or has been offered unsuccessfully
for adoption three times. The application also specifies that buyers cannot re-sell the animal to slaughter
buyers or anyone who would sell the animal to a commercial processing plant. Sales of wild horses are
conducted in accordance with BLM policy.

ORPs are designed to provide excess wild horses with humane, life-long care in a natural setting off the
public rangelands. There wild horses are maintained in grassland pastures large enough to allow free-
roaming behavior and with the forage, water, and shelter necessary to sustain them in good condition.
About 33,000 wild horses that are in excess of the existing adoption or sale demand (because of age or
other factors) are currently located on private land pastures in lowa, Kansas, Oklahoma, Missouri,
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Montana, Nebraska, Wyoming, Utah, and South Dakota. Located mainly in mid or tall grass prairie
regions of the United States, these ORP are typically highly productive grasslands as compared to more
arid western rangelands. These pastures comprise about 370,000 acres. The majority of these animals are
older in age.

Euthanasia and Sale without Limitation

Under the Wild Horse and Burro Act, healthy excess wild horses or burros can be humanely euthanized or
sold without limitation if there is no adoption demand for the animals. However, while euthanasia and
sale without limitation are allowed under the statute, for several decades Congress has prohibited the use
of appropriated funds for this purpose. If Congress were to lift the current appropriations restrictions,
then it is possible that excess horses removed from the HMA over the next 10 years could potentially be
euthanized or sold without limitation consistent with the provisions of the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

Any old, sick or lame horses unable to maintain an acceptable body condition (greater than or equal to a
Henneke BCS of 3) or with serious physical defects would be humanely euthanized either before gather
activities begin or during the gather operations as well as within off-range holding facilities.

2.2.4 Alternative 2: Phased-in Gather and Removal of Excess Wild Horses and Burros to Low
AML, Sex Ratio Adjustment, and Population Growth Suppression

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 but would not include a non-reproducing male component and
would be gathered to low AML. Alternative 2 would include the removal of excess wild horses and
burros to low AML, population growth control using fertility control treatments for females (PZP, PZP-
22, GonaCon, or most current approved formula), and sex ratio adjustments. Under Alternative 2, the
BLM would gather and remove excess wild horses and burros within the project area to return the
population levels to low AML range. All excess wild horses and burros residing in areas outside of the
HMA would be gathered and removed. Under this alternative, the BLM would attempt to gather a
sufficient number of wild horses and burros, to allow for the application of fertility control (PZP, PZP-22,
GonaCon, or other approved formulation) to all mares and jennies that are released. The procedures to be
followed for implementation of fertility control are detailed in Appendix E. Once low AML has been
achieved, animals would be released targeting a 60:40 male to female sex ratio on the range (including
animals not gathered). The core breeding population at low AML would be approximately 269 stallions,
179 mares, 43 jacks and 29 jennies.

See Alternative 1 (Section 2.2.3) for descriptions on contraception, fertility control vaccines, porcine zona
pellucida (PZP) vaccine, and gonadotropin releasing hormone (GnRH) vaccine (GonaCon) that also
pertain to Alternative 2.

See Alternative 1 (Section 2.2.3) for descriptions regarding the transport, off-range corral (ORC) holding,
and adoption (or sale) preparation, adoption or sale with limitations and off-range pastures (ORP), and
euthanasia and sale without limitation that pertain to Alternative 2.

2.2.5 Alternative 3: Phased-in Gather and Removal Only

Alternative 3 would gather and remove excess wild horses and burros from within and outside the Twin
Peaks HMA over a 10-year period to achieve and maintain low AML. The actual number removed in a
given gather would depend on availability of national holding space and funding, and gather efficiencies.
Fertility control would not be applied and no changes to the herd’s existing sex ratio would be made. The
core breeding population would be approximately 224 stallions, 224 mares, 36 jacks, and 36 jennies.
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See Alternative 1 (Section 2.2.3) for descriptions regarding the transport, off-range corral (ORC) holding,
and adoption (or sale) preparation, adoption or sale with limitations and off-range pastures (ORP), and
euthanasia and sale without limitation that pertain to Alternative 2.

2.2.6 Alternative 4: No Action
Under Alternative 4, no gather and no population management to control the size of the wild horse and
burro population within the Twin Peaks HMA would occur.

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

1. Exclusive Use of Bait and/or Water Trapping
This alternative involves the use of bait (feed) and/or water to lure horses and burros into trap sites as the
primary gather method. It would not be timely, cost-effective, or practical to use bait and/or water
trapping as the primary gather method because the number of water sources on both private and public
lands within and outside the HMA would make it almost impossible to restrict wild horse and burro
access to the selected water trap sites. Bait and/or water trapping may be used in strategic locations to
assist in removals and fertility control treatments. As a result, this alternative was dismissed from
detailed analysis.

2. Remove or Reduce Livestock within the HMA
This alternative would remove or reduce authorized livestock grazing instead of gathering and removing
wild horses and burros within the HMA. This alternative was not considered in detail because it is
contrary to previous decisions which allocated forage for livestock use and would not be in conformance
with the existing land use plan. Livestock grazing can only be reduced or eliminated through provisions
identified within regulations (43 CFR 4100) and must be consistent with multiple use allocation set forth
in the RMP. This alternative would be contrary to the BLM’s multiple-use mission as outlined in the
1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act because this alternative would exchange use by livestock
for use by wild horses. The BLM is required to manage wild horses and burros in a manner designed to
achieve a thriving natural ecological balance between wild horse and burro populations, wildlife,
livestock, and other uses. Thus reducing livestock AUMs to increase AMLSs would not achieve a thriving
natural ecological balance. Horses are present year-round and their impacts to rangeland resources differ
from livestock, as livestock can be controlled through an established grazing system (confinement to
specific pastures and limited period or season of use to minimize impacts to vegetation and riparian). This
alternative would also be inconsistent with the Wild Horse and Burro Act, which directs the immediate
removal of excess wild horses and burros.

3. Gather the HMA to the AML Upper Limit
Under this alternative, a gather would be conducted to remove enough wild horses and burros to achieve
the upper range of the AML. This alternative was dismissed from detailed study because AML would be
exceeded by the next foaling season following gather resulting in the need to conduct another gather
within one year. This would result in increased stress to individual wild horses and the herd and resource
damage due to wild horse and burro overpopulation in the interim, as the upper level of the AML
established for the Twin Peaks HMA represents the maximum population for which thriving natural
ecological balance would be maintained. This alternative is not consistent with the Wild Horse and Burro
Act, which upon determination excess wild horses and burros are present requires their immediate
removal.

4. Fertility Control Treatment Only (No Removal)
Under this alternative, no excess wild horses and burros would be removed. Population modeling (which
does not apply to burros) was completed to analyze the potential impacts associated with conducting
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gathers about every 2 to 3 years over the next 20 year period to treat captured mares with fertility control.
Due to the vast size of this HMA, wide distribution of animals, and accessibility to the animals, remote
darting opportunities are extremely limited because of the annual retreatment requirements to maintain
vaccination efficiency. While the average population growth would be reduced between approximately
13.4 percent and 22.3 percent (as modeled in WinEquus) per year, AML would still not be achieved
through fertility control alone and damage to the range associated with wild horse and burro
overpopulation would continue. Moreover, this alternative would not meet the Purpose and Need for the
Action and would be contrary to the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

5. Designate the HMA to be Managed Principally for Wild Horse or Burro Herds
This alternative would address the issue of excess wild horses and burros in the HMA through the
removal or reduction of authorized livestock grazing, instead of by gathering and/or removing wild horses
and burros from the HMA. This alternative would be contrary to the Eagle Lake RMP by allowing the
wild horse and burro population to remain above AML. Therefore, this alternative does not meet the
purpose and need to achieve and maintain the established AMLSs.

This alternative is also inconsistent with the Wild Horse and Burro Act, which directs the Secretary to
immediately remove excess wild horses and burros. Furthermore, livestock grazing can only be reduced
or eliminated if BLM follows regulations at 43 CFR § 4100. Such changes to livestock grazing cannot be
made through a wild horse and burro gather decision. The current apportionment of multiple use grazing
between livestock and wild horses and burros was established through a five year public review process
between 2004 and 2008, which developed and approved the Eagle Lake RMP. A land-use plan
amendment would be required to modify the current multiple use relationship. The available monitoring
data does not indicate a need to change the level of livestock grazing. Nor does the available monitoring
data indicate that changes to the wild horse AML are warranted at this time, since there is no evidence of
changes in habitat conditions (such as greater availability of water) that would allow for increases in the
wild horse and burro AML.

The current population of wild horses and burros above AML is resulting in adverse impacts to water
sources, riparian/wetland sites, and vegetation. Even in areas where there has been little to no livestock
grazing, monitoring data show that wild horse and burro impacts are affecting the BLM’s ability to
manage for rangeland health.

The current level of authorized livestock grazing has been established through inventory and monitoring
data over the past 50 years. Forage allocations for livestock have been made in accordance with forage
and habitat needs for wildlife and wild horses and burros. The BLM has not received any new
information that would indicate a need to change the level of livestock grazing at this time. Furthermore,
the BLM establishes grazing systems to manage livestock grazing through specific terms and conditions
that confine grazing to specific pastures, limit periods of use, and set utilization standards. These terms
and conditions serve to minimize livestock grazing impacts to vegetation during the growing season and
to riparian zones during the summer months.

Wild horses and burros, however, are present year-round, and their impacts to rangeland resources cannot
be controlled through establishment of a grazing system, such as for livestock. Thus impacts from wild
horses and burros can only be addressed by limiting their numbers to a level that does not adversely
impact rangeland resources and other multiple uses.

While the BLM is authorized to remove livestock from HMAs “if necessary to provide habitat for wild
horses or burros, to implement herd management actions, or to protect wild horses or burros from disease,
harassment or injury” (43 CFR § 4710.5), this authority is usually applied in cases of specific emergency
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conditions and not for the general management of wild horses or burros under the Wild Horse and Burro
Act, as wild horse and burro management is based on the land-use planning process, multiple use
decisions, and establishment of AML. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.

6. Raising the Appropriate Management Level for Wild Horses and Burros
The BLM has established current AML ranges based on many years of data collection, resource
monitoring, and multi-agency planning efforts. The current AMLs are based on established biological
and cultural resource monitoring protocols and land health assessments and were approved in the Eagle
Lake RMP. Delay of a gather until the AML can be reevaluated is not consistent with the Wild Horse and
Burro Act, Public Rangelands Improvement Act, FLPMA, or the existing Eagle Lake RMP. Monitoring
data collected within the HMA does not indicate that an increase in AML is warranted at this time. On
the contrary, such monitoring data confirms the need to remove excess wild horses and burros to reverse
downward resource trends and promote improvement of rangeland and riparian health. Severe resource
degradation would occur in the meantime and large numbers of excess animals would ultimately need to
be removed from the HMA in order to achieve AML or to prevent the death of individual animals under
emergency conditions. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because it is contrary
to the Wild Horse and Burro Act which requires the BLM to manage the rangelands to prevent resources
from deterioration associated with an overpopulation of wild horses and burros. In addition, raising the
AML where there are known resource degradation issues associated with an overpopulation of wild
horses and burros does not meet the purpose and need to restore and maintain a thriving ecological
balance. If future data suggests that adjustments in the AML are needed (either upward or downward),
once the AML has been achieved then changes would be based on an analysis of monitoring data,
including a review of wild horse and burro habitat suitability, such as the condition of water sources in the
HMA. For the reasons stated above, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

3.0 Affected Environment

This section of the EA briefly discusses the relevant components of the human environment which would
be either affected or potentially affected by the action alternatives or no action (see Table 3-1).

3.1 General Description of the Affected Environment

The Twin Peaks HMA encompasses 789,852 acres of public, private, and state lands within Lassen
County, California and Washoe County, Nevada (see Appendix A for map). Topography varies from
gently rolling hills to deeply dissected canyons. Elevation varies from 4,020 feet to 7,964 feet.
Precipitation averages 7 inches at lower elevations to 27 inches at the highest elevations. Temperatures
also vary from 19 to 44 degrees Fahrenheit in the winter and between 55 to 94 degrees Fahrenheit in the
summer.

The wild horses of the Twin Peaks HMA are descendants of local ranch horses, and cavalry remounts
(Amesbury 1967). During World War Il the Marr Ranch of the Madeline Plains was involved in
gathering wild horses from the Twin Peaks HMA for U.S. Army remounts. The first aerial inventory of
the Twin Peaks HMA was undertaken by the BLM in 1973, which noted 835 horses and 104 burros.
Based on 2006 and 2010 capture data, horses in the Twin Peaks HMA predominantly exhibit bay, sorrel,
and brown coat colors; however many horses have varied colors, including palomino, gray, dun, grulla,
buckskin, appaloosa, pinto, and chestnut. Horses within the Twin Peaks HMA are commonly 15 hands
tall, of slight to moderate build, and average 800 to 1100 pounds in weight. Burros are typically 11 hands
tall and average 400 pounds in weight.
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Vegetation is typical of sagebrush steppe with co-dominance of shrubs and native perennial grasses. The
Rush Fire of 2012, which burned approximately 40 percent of the HMA, led to conversion of large tracts
of sagebrush steppe to invasive annual grasses despite restoration efforts. Other smaller wildfires have
also occurred in the HMA, resulting in additional conversions of sagebrush steppe to invasive, annual
grass monocultures. Invasive grass monocultures are generally stable ecological states, in which recovery
to native perennial grasses is not expected. In addition to a decline in biodiversity, wildfires have also
exposed vulnerable soils to trampling resulting in increased wind and water erosion.

Water is available through a variety of undeveloped streams, springs, and seeps, as well as developed
water sources such as stock tanks, pits, troughs, and reservoirs on public and private lands. These are
scattered throughout the HMA, though more abundant on the northern end and less abundant on the
southern end. Many of the undeveloped springs and seeps are ephemeral and produce water for only a
few months in normal precipitation years. Many of them produce no water during below average
precipitation years.

A more detailed description of the Twin Peaks HMA, history, and elements of the affected environment
can be found in the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather EA (Chapter
3, pages 32 to 82) and is incorporated into this assessment by reference.

3.2 Description of Affected Resources/Issues

Table 3-1 lists the elements of the human environment subject to requirements in statute, regulation, or
executive order which were considered for detailed analysis. The BLM has discussed all the resources
mentioned below, and has either incorporated and analyzed them within this EA, or provided an
explanation of why they were not analyzed in detail. Resources that may be affected by the proposed
action and alternatives were identified to be analyzed in detail. Resources that are not present or not
affected by the proposed action and alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis.

Table 3-1: Supplemental Authorities (Critical Elements of the Human Environment)

May

Rationale
Affect

Supplemental Authorities Present
The Twin Peaks HMA contains four ACECs: the
Pine Dunes, Lower Smoke Creek, Buffalo Creek
Canyons, and North Dry Valley ACECs. The
proposed action would positively affect ACECs by

YES NO reducing damage to cultural resources, upland
vegetation, and riparian areas and improve the
biological integrity of the ACEC’s from reducing

year-round grazing pressure by wild horses and
burros.

Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC)

The planning area is outside a non-attainment area.
Air Quality YES NO The proposed action would result in small and
temporary areas of disturbance.

To prevent any impacts to cultural resources, trap
sites and temporary holding facilities would be
located in previously surveyed areas. Cultural

Cultural Resources YES YES : .
resource inventories and clearances would be
required prior to using trap sites or holding
facilities outside existing areas of disturbance.
Eagle Lake Field Office Page 17
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Environmental Justice

Greater Sage-Grouse

Farmlands, Prime or Unique

Fish Habitat

Floodplains

Forest / Woodlands

Fuels/ Fire

Health and Safety

Lands/ Access

Livestock Grazing
Migratory Birds

Native American Religious
Concerns

Noxious Weeds

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

YES

YES

NO

YES
YES

YES

YES

NO

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

YES
YES

NO

NO

Cultural resources would mostly be impacted
under the no action alternative. Discussed below
in Sections 3.2.1 and 4.4.1.

The proposed action would have no
disproportionately high or adverse human health or
environmental effects on minority or low-income
populations.

Discussed below in Section 3.3.6 and 4.4.6.

No Prime or Unique Farmlands (as defined by 7
CFR 657.5) are present in the HMA.

Fish habitat would benefit from the removal of
excess wild horses and burros by reducing year-
round trampling and sediment loading.

Not present.

Juniper woodlands occurring in the HMA would
not be affected.

Fuel projects within the HMA would not be
affected.

The health and safety of the public during gather
operations would follow Observation Day Protocol
and Ground Rules that have been used in recent
gathers to ensure that the public remains at a safe
distance and does not impede gather operations.
Appropriate BLM staff would be present to ensure
compliance with visitation protocols. These
measures minimize the risks to the health and
safety of the public, BLM staff and contractors,
and to the wild horses and burros during the gather
operations. The BLM also follows current policy
and guidelines pertaining to Observation Day
[BLM IM No. 2013-058].

No new rights-of-way or other land authorizations
are required to implement the proposed action or
alternatives.

Discussed below in Section 3.2.2 and 4.4.2.
Discussed below in Section 3.3.6 and 4.4.6.

None known.

To prevent the risk for spread of noxious weeds,
any noxious weeds or non-native invasive weeds
would be avoided when establishing and accessing
trap sites and holding facilities. Protocol to reduce
the spread of noxious weeds by vehicles is
discussed in the Eagle Lake 2019 Updated
Integrated Invasive Plant Management EA (DOI-
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Recreation

Riparian-Wetland Zones

Socioeconomics

Soil Resources

Threatened and Endangered
(T&E) Plant Species

T&E Wildlife Species
Vegetation

Visual Resources

Water Quality

Waste (Hazardous or Solid)
Wild Horse and Burros
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Wilderness and Wilderness
Study Area

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

YES

YES

YES

NO
YES
NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

NO

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO
YES
NO

NO

BLM-CA-N050-2019-08-EA). The protocol would
be followed under this EA. All trap sites, holding
facilities, and camp sites would be surveyed prior
to selection. A reduction of wild horse and burro
populations would reduce the occurrence of
noxious weed sites across the landscape.

Recreation infrastructure would not be impacted.
Recreation use has occurred mainly in the form of
wilderness recreation, hiking, camping, and
hunting. Activities that have occurred with very
low frequency are wildlife observation, nature
study, and archaeological sightseeing.

Discussed below in Section 3.3.4 and 4.4.4.

The proposed action or alternatives would not
affect the socioeconomic status of the counties or
nearby towns.

Impacts to soils would affect less than 1% of the
HMA and would be temporary under Alternatives
1, 2 and 3. Alternative 4 would have an impact to
soils in areas where horses and burro congregate,
which would generally be around riparian areas.
Discussed below in Section 3.3.5 and 4.4.5.

There are no known populations of designated
T&E species occurring within the Eagle Lake
Field Office boundary.

Discussed below in Section 3.3.6 and 4.4.6.

Discussed below in Section 3.3.3 and 4.4.3.

Gather operations are temporary and would not
impact visual resources within the HMA.

Trap sites and temporary holding facilities would
be located away from any water sources to avoid
impacts to water quality. Any impacts to water
sources used while horses are in route to trap sites
would be temporary and would not significantly
affect water quality.

Not present.
Discussed below in Sections 3.3.7 and 4.4.7
Not present.

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in long-term
benefits to wilderness characteristics and short-
term impacts from low-level aerial disturbance.
BLM guidelines and policy regarding management
in WSAs would be followed. Alternative 4 would
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result in negative impacts over time, as impacts to
these resources would increase with escalating
populations.

Wildlife YES YES Discussed below in Section 3.3.6 and 4.4.6.

Critical elements of the human environment identified as present and potentially affected by the action
alternatives (alternatives 1, 2, and 3) and/or the no action alternative include: cultural resources, livestock
grazing, upland vegetation, riparian and wetland resources, soil resources, wildlife (migratory birds,
threatened and endangered wildlife species, Greater Sage-Grouse), and wild horses and burros. The
affected environment relative to these resources is described below.

3.2.1 Cultural Resources

Ethnographically, the Twin Peaks HMA was part of the territory of three indigenous groups. The
majority of the HMA is within the territory of the Kamotkut and Wadatkut Bands of the Northern Paiute.
The eastern edge of the gather area borders the Pyramid Lake Paiute Reservation and the northeastern
portion of the gather area is within the territorial boundaries of the Hammawi Band of the Pit River Tribe.
The very southern portion of the HMA is within the peripheral use area of the Washoe Tribe.

Historically, this area has been used for sheep and cattle grazing by Euro-Americans. Cultural resource
inventories within the gather area indicate that the area was used by prehistoric people for resource
procurement activities and habitation locations. In addition, seasonal, temporary campsites were
established for the purposes of procuring stone-tool material, game, and plant resources. Historic
resources are associated with early homesteading, ranching, and emigrant and military trails.

There are nine established Cultural Resource Management Areas (CRMAS) within the Twin Peaks Gather
area, shown in Appendix G. Each CRMA was designated in 2008 as a result of the high density of
cultural resource sites in each area. The CRMA is an unofficial designation that is intended to provide
heightened awareness to sensitive resources by increasing law enforcement patrols within these areas and
providing research opportunities to scientific institutions.

Various Class Il and 111 cultural resource inventories have been conducted within the Twin Peaks HMA
since the 1970s. These inventories have resulted in the recordation of 1,292 previously unidentified
archaeological sites. The majority of these are prehistoric Native American sites and the rest are
associated with historic Euro-American use, or a combination of both. Prehistoric artifact scatters mark
the locations of former habitation sites, camps, resource processing, management or procurement
locations, transportation features, and refuse disposal areas. Other prehistoric resources include rock
stack features and petroglyphs.

The most sensitive areas for cultural resources are those which have natural water sources, such as springs
and streams. Lithic scatters (reduction areas), village sites, and quarry sites are especially vulnerable
because trampling can break up, move around, and destroy artifacts. Sites damaged by livestock or wild
horse and burro grazing begin to erode and can lose their integrity until they are eventually completely
destroyed. Soil compaction due to hoof action also contributes to a loss of integrity within archaeological
sites.

Increasing populations of wild horses and burros and competition for limited access to water has resulted
in serious impacts to cultural resources at riparian areas. In an effort to access water, horses and burros
have caused significant ground disturbance from trampling and pawing the ground around the spring
source. As a result, both prehistoric and historic artifacts at the springs have been displaced and/or
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destroyed. In addition to the loss of artifacts, the sites suffered a serious loss of integrity and data
potential that cannot be recovered.

3.2.2 Livestock

The affected environment for livestock grazing provides information on how ecosystems within the Twin
Peaks HMA are being affected by multiple uses of the land, including livestock grazing permits.
Adjustments to livestock grazing permits is outside of the scope of this assessment. Information about
livestock grazing permits within the Twin Peaks HMA is provided below in Table 3-2.

All livestock permits within the Twin Peaks HMA have undergone multiple changes to permit terms and
conditions over the past 30 years. Livestock active AUMSs were reduced in several allotments in the
1960s. In recent years, the BLM has monitored livestock grazing utilization, conducted riparian
functional assessments and other used monitoring methods to determine if the active numbers are meeting
allotment resource objectives. The BLM issues grazing permit renewals on a 10-year basis and makes
adjustments as necessary to active numbers, AUMs, and season of use to meet land health standards.

The BLM has reduced active livestock use on the Twin Peaks HMA by 61 percent over the last 50 years
(see Appendix I). Further information regarding reduced use is incorporated into this assessment by
reference from the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather EA (Section
3.4, pages 44 to 49). The decision to reduce the amount of livestock grazing in the allotment was to
promote healthy sustainable rangeland ecosystems. The allotments within the HMA are mapped in
Appendix H. There are a total of nine livestock operators who are currently authorized to graze livestock
in these allotments annually. The cattle and sheep operators are authorized to use a total of 26,644 AUMSs
of forage each year. An AUM is the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow, five sheep, or five
goats for a month. The allotments consist of various pastures grazed in a rest- and deferred-rotation.

Each allotment has specific terms and conditions defining turnout locations and seasons of use depending
on the prior year’s available water, climatic conditions, and actual use numbers. Annual meetings
(Annual Operating Plans) are held prior to livestock turnout to plan deferment and livestock rotations.
During drought years, livestock use may be limited or decrease due to lack of water availability. The
BLM Range Management Specialists work closely with operators on livestock distribution and movement
during such years to limit excessive use on riparian areas. The season of use may vary by one to two
weeks annually based upon forage availability, drought conditions, and other management criteria.

The BLM allocated forage for livestock use, and the management of cattle and sheep in the Twin Peaks
HMA involves careful adherence to permit stipulations, particularly regarding livestock numbers and
season-of-use restrictions. Decisions pertaining to the nine grazing allotments are contained in the
following documents:

1.BLM Environmental Assessment, DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2014-32-EA, Shinn Allotment Complex —
Spanish Springs Individual, Twin Buttes, Spanish Springs AMP, and Shinn Peak Allotments
(#708, 0709, 0710, 0711) August 2014

2.BLM Environmental Assessment, CA-350-2008-04, Observation Allotment 10 Year Grazing
Authorization, 2009

3.BLM Environmental Assessment, CA-350-2008-05, Winter Range Allotment 10 Year Grazing
Authorization (2008)

4.BLM Environmental Assessment, CA-350-2004-09, Grazing Permit Renewals for the Spanish
Springs Allotment Complex (Shinn Peak, Spanish Springs AMP, Spanish Springs Individual, Twin
Buttes Allotments) (2004)
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5.BLM Environmental Assessment, CA-350-2002-19, 10 Year Grazing Authorization on the Deep
Cut Allotment (2002)

6.BLM Decision Record, Notice of Final Multiple Use Decision for the Twin Peaks Allotment
(January 2001)

7.BLM Environmental Assessment, CA-350-2000-15, Implementation of Management Actions for
the Twin Peaks Allotment (2000)

8.BLM Decision Record, Notice of Final Multiple Use Decision for the Observation Allotment
(August 1998)

9.BLM Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Livestock Grazing Management for the Cal-Neva
Planning Unit, Final Environmental Impact Statement (1982)

Livestock grazing use is controlled by fencing, herding, and strategic placement of water and salt. Rest-
rotation and/or deferred rotational grazing strategies are also employed. Under the rest rotation grazing
strategy, a pasture is grazed for one season then rested for one or two growing seasons to allow sufficient
recovery time for plant growth and vigor prior to being grazed again. Deferred grazing is the
postponement of grazing on a pasture until a specified time. For example, when plants mature and seeds
set, they are not as vulnerable to damage from grazing as they would be during spring growth, therefore
grazing may be deferred until seed set. Other grazing strategies include early-on and early-off grazing,
turnout location rotation, delayed turnout, or a modified annual season-of-use. Annual adjustments to
livestock grazing are made by the BLM according to forage availability and in response to below- or
above-average precipitation.

Tables 3-2 and 3-3 below include the number of animals and AUMs that are permitted in each grazing
allotment for cattle and sheep, the permitted season of use, and the type of grazing system used. See
Appendix | for a more complete description of grazing management actions that are permitted within each
of the nine grazing allotments within the Twin Peaks HMA. See Appendix J for summary of livestock
actual use information for the allotments in the HMA since the 2010 gather in the Twin Peaks HMA.
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Table 3-2: Cattle Grazing Summary in the Twin Peaks HMA

Livestock No. of Active
Grazing Cattle gg}[t?; Cattle Ussiafggt?;) Grazing System
Allotment Name | Permits AUMs
Twin Peaks 2 1,094 10,580 04/1-1/31 | 2 pasture deferred rotation;
use restrictions within 13
compartment areas based on
soils, deer habitat,
forage/water availability
Observation 923 6,010 4/15-10/31 | 3 pasture deferred rotation
Deep Cut 978 2,405 4/1-6/15 3 pasture deferred rotation/
riparian restrictions
Winter Range 3 310 1,504 11/1-3/31 | Winter use only, reduced
Nevada AUMs in N. Dry Valley
ACEC
Spanish Springs 2 300 1,513 5/16-7/15Y | 3 pasture deferred — spring
AMP or and fall
7/16-11/30
Twin Buttes 2 52 210 5/01-8/31Y | Deferred spring turnout —
or water availability dependent
7/01-11/15
Spanish Springs 1 73 259 5/01-8/31Y | Spring — fall deferment
Ind. or
7/01-11/15
Total 3,730 22,481

YThese dates reflect a change in grazing season every other year; both periods are not used in one single

year.

Table 3-3: Domestic Sheep Grazing Summary in the Twin Peaks HMA

. . No. of Active
ook e | s | T Shew S Graing syt
Permits : AUMs
Twin Peaks 1 4,000 2,850 4/1 - 10/25 Multiple short
seasons, herder
Observation 1 4,000 958 6/1-7/15 Multiple short
9/1-9/30 seasons, herder
Winter Range 1 1,000 617 2/1-4/30 1 pasture, short
California season, herder
Shinn Peak 1 1,000 272 6/01-11/30 1 pasture, short
season, herder,
trailing
Total 10,000 4,697

Livestock use has varied since the 2010 wild horse and burro gather. In 2012, one of the largest wildfires
in California history (Rush Fire) burned over 300,000 acres of BLM, state, and private lands within the
Twin Peaks HMA. The fire altered entire plant communities within the burned area. Subsequent grazing
management was altered as well. Appendix J shows the decreased livestock use in the three years

following the fire. Livestock use fluctuated between 2012 and 2016 as BLM worked with permittees to
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rest burned areas from livestock grazing. Additionally, many permittees do not use their full grazing
preference most years because they are balancing their use with conditions on the ground (e.g., available
water, pastures rested previous year, soil moisture conditions). This allows for rest from livestock
grazing. However, wild horses and burros have free access to all areas year-round, thus livestock rest
does not allow for complete rest for vegetative communities, especially in riparian areas which continue
to be degraded by wild horses and burros.

3.3.3 Upland Vegetation

Maintaining a balance of grazing animals and controlling the timing and amount of forage that is
consumed each year by wildlife, livestock, and wild horses is crucial to maintaining healthy upland plant
communities within the Twin Peaks HMA. A more complete description of the upland vegetation can be
found in the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan EA (Section
3.9, pages 67 to 69). Increased grazing on the upland vegetation from excess wild horses and burros does
not allow upland sites to recover from past disturbances and are in danger of trending downward in
ecological health.

Maintaining a balance of grazing animals and controlling the timing and amount of forage that is
consumed each year by livestock and wild horses is crucial to maintaining healthy upland plant
communities. Plant communities that have been impacted in the past by wildfires and historic livestock
grazing are vulnerable to losing more of their native perennial grass component when grazed at higher
than moderate utilization levels (less than 60 percent). Sites that are close to crossing an ecological
successional threshold to annual species and sites that are adjacent to water sources are the most
vulnerable. Increased amounts of grazing on the uplands from an excess number of wild horses and
burros does not allow some upland sites to obtain the amount of rest needed to recover from past
disturbances.

After the Rush Fire in 2012, the BLM requested to remove excess wild horses and burros to allow
recovery of upland vegetation. The request was unable to be accommodated, so upland vegetation
recovery was limited and continues to degrade due to overuse from excess wild horses and burros.

3.3.4 Riparian-Wetland Sites

Past uses include, but are not limited to, historical grazing by domestic livestock and wild horses and
burros, multiple large wildfires, numerous multi-year droughts that resulted in the loss of riparian
vegetation and erosion of riparian soils. To mitigate effects to riparian areas, over the last 50 years,
livestock AUMSs have been reduced and grazing management actions such as deferred rest rotation have
been implemented.

Riparian and wetland sites within the Twin Peaks HMA are generally small (less than 1 acre) and are
capable of providing water for a limited number of wildlife, livestock, and wild horses and burros. A
more complete description of riparian areas and wetland sites within the HMA can be found in the 2010
Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan EA (Section 3.6, pages 57-65).
A few larger springs with associated wet meadows exist within the HMA, and these sites are typically
heavily used by livestock and wild horses and burros. Green riparian vegetation available during the hot
summer months is an attractant to grazing animals when adjacent upland vegetation becomes mature, dry,
and loses nutritional value.
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Figure 3-1: Large, connected patches of bare ground are evident at Selic Spring, a severely degraded
riparian system. These large, connected patches of bare ground lead to soil loss, erosion, and invasion by
non-native species.

During drought years, and in seasons with less than average precipitation, many riparian areas are unable
to store water past spring or early summer. Therefore, many riparian/wetland areas are not capable of
providing water for any species during drought years. As a result of water sources drying up during a
drought season, larger, perennial riparian systems receive a disproportionate amount of use, as shown in
photos of Selic (Figure 3-1) and Pete’s (Figure 3-2) springs. This often leads to riparian systems
becoming degraded from heavy use and soil loss occurs from a concentrated number of animals using
limited perennial water sources.
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Figure 3-2: Pete's Spring is heavily and chronically used by wild horses and burros. This has led to large,
continuous patches of bare ground and increased soil erosion by wind and water as evidenced in this
photo.

)
Bll&ill!ll @ 98F36°C O 07-24-2018 17:07: 18
Figure 3-3: Pete's Spring in the NE part of the HMA has such large extents of bare ground, that

windblown dust is significant enough to trigger the motion detector on the trail camera monitoring the
spring.

Grazing by wildlife, livestock, and wild horses and burros can impact riparian/wetland areas through
trampling and/or grazing of riparian vegetation. When forage plants are overgrazed and trampled,
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desirable native species can be replaced by less desirable species that produce little or no forage value.
Since wild horses and burros graze year-round (unlike livestock where areas can be rested or deferred
from grazing), wild horses and burros can damage riparian areas and spring sites in late summer and fall
when little green forage is available in the uplands. A decline in soil condition, plant cover, and plant
species composition from trampling and overgrazing can result in bare soil and/or encourage the invasion
and growth of noxious weeds or other invasive plants in riparian sites. Early spring grazing can also
adversely affect vegetation resources as a result of trampling of wet soils, uprooting of seedlings, and
damaging mature plants. These damaging effects are all occurring as a result of the overpopulation of
wild horses and burros in the Twin Peaks HMA.

Sensitive riparian and wetland areas are often the first to show impacts of degradation in arid
environments such as the Twin Peaks HMA. Of the 32 individual riparian functional assessments
conducted since the last gather in 2010, nearly 60 percent (n =19) rate as “Functional at Risk.” Of the 25
percent (n = 8) rated as “Proper Functioning Condition” five of the eight are fenced to exclude wild
horses and burros and livestock. The remaining 15 percent (n = 8) were rated as “Non Functional” which
means that biological, geomorphological, and hydrologic processes have been so severely disrupted that
the spring is no longer providing ecosystem goods and services (Chambers et al. 2014).

Riparian Assessment Rating

Functional at Risk m Non Functional Proper Functioning Condition

Figure 3-4: Riparian function assessments were completed for 32 springs in the Twin Peaks HMA. The
majority were rated as “Functional At Risk.”

Additionally, of the four springs that had repeated visits, 50 percent (n = 2) of those springs rated as
“Functional at Risk” and 50 percent (n = 2) were rated as “Non Functional” in 2015 and 2016. This
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means from 2009 to 2015/2016, the rating of two springs transitioned from “Functional at Risk” to “Non
Functional” (see Table 3-4) due to continued overuse by wild horses and burros.

Table 3-4: Repeat assessment ratings for Twin Peaks HMA selected springs.

Spring 2009 Assessment | 2015/16 Assessment
Byers Spring FAR FAR =
Porcupine Spring FAR NF |

East Crooked Canyon Spring FAR NF |

West Crooked Canyon Spring FAR FAR =

FAR = Functional at Risk and NF= Non Functional

Seven riparian areas within the HMA were selected in 2018 to represent a range of use (very light to very
heavy) and were monitored using game cameras paired with alteration and utilization data. Alteration
(measurement of hoof trampling of riparian area banks) measurements followed the methods described in
Burton et al. 2011. In October 2018, alteration ranged from 2.4 (fenced riparian area) to 4.8 with an
average of 4.0 over all seven riparian areas (a measurement of 5 = 100 percent of the frame altered with
hoof prints). Utilization measurements were collected on graminoids and were an average height of one
plant within a frame, or if no vegetation was present in the frame, distance to nearest vegetation. In
October 2018, the average vegetation height ranged from 1.2 inches to 1.8 inches with an average of 1.6
(Riparian Standard is 4 inches) and distance to nearest vegetation ranged from 7.0 inches to 216.4 inches
with an average of 61 inches (Riparian standard is 0 inches). A more in-depth report of riparian area
monitoring in the HMA can be found in Appendix K.

Vegetation Height (inches)
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Figure 3-5. Vegetation height (measured at multiple points in the riparian area) indicate a downward
trend over the growing season.

Eagle Lake Field Office Page 28
Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2019-011-EA



Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather Plan
Environmental Assessment DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2019-0011-EA

3.3.5 Soil Resources

Landforms that make up the HMA vary from mountains to valley bottoms. Soils types within the HMA
are quite variable from loams to clays. The vertisol soils (montmorillonitic) in the HMA are of particular
concern, as they are easily destroyed if trampled when wet. When these soils are undisturbed they are
deep enough to support substantial plant production. Seasonally-controlled grazing can limit disturbance
to these fragile soils when wet, but continuous, season-long grazing does not provide any protection
against damage to soils. Once these soils are damaged they can become unproductive and are vulnerable
to invasion from annual invasive grasses (e.g. medusahead). Loss of herbaceous cover and change in
plant community composition negatively impacts soils. Soils within riparian areas and wetlands are
extremely vulnerable to trampling by livestock and wild horses and burros. A detailed description of the
soils within the HMA can be found in the Soil Survey of Susanville Area, parts of Lassen County and
Plumas Counties, California (NRCS 2004) and Soil Survey of Washoe County, Nevada, Central Part
(NRCS 1997).

The soil surface community includes cyanobacteria, green algae, lichens, mosses, microfungi and other
bacteria. Soils with these organisms are often referred to as cryptogamic soils and form biological crusts.
The cyanobacteria and microfungal filaments aid in holding loose soil particles together, forming a
biological crust which stabilizes and protects soil surfaces (Belknap et al. 2001). Bryophytes (mosses and
liverworts) are most prevalent in the HMA. Biological crusts benefit soils by increasing moisture
retention, nitrogen fixation, and inhibiting annual plant growth. Most biological crust organisms grow
during cool, moist conditions when soils are most vulnerable to trampling. Soils in the Twin Peaks HMA
are at risk for degradation by trampling due to the overpopulation of wild horses and burros.

3.3.6 Wildlife

Greater Sage-Grouse

The Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG) is a BLM Sensitive Species as a result of a 2015 decision by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to not list the species under the Endangered Species Act. GRSG are a
landscape-scale species that are seasonally mobile and annually have a large home range (Stiver et al.
2006). According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, any interference with GRSG
reproduction is a limiting factor in the survival of sage-grouse in Lassen County. Specific factors that
limit population expansion of sage-grouse include: loss of vegetation cover and degradation of riparian
areas, and degradation of wet meadows. Chick recruitment is diminished in areas lacking an abundance
of succulent vegetation or available clean water.

The HMA falls almost entirely within the boundary of the Buffalo-Skedaddle GRSG Population
Management Unit. The HMA contains lands classified as priority habitat management areas (PHMA),
general habitat management areas (GHMA), other habitat management areas (OHMA), and unclassified
(typically non-habitat) (see Appendix L for map). PHMAs are defined as BLM-administered lands
identified as the highest value to maintaining sustainable GRSG populations. GHMAs are BLM-
administered lands where special management will apply to sustain GRSG populations in adjacent areas.
OHMASs are BLM-administered lands identified as unmapped habitat within the planning area and
contain seasonal or connectivity habitat areas (ARMPA, as amended 2019).

GRSG and their habitat are present within the HMA. There are currently 13 active leks (strutting grounds
vital to mating) within the HMA. Early brood-rearing usually requires meadow and herbaceous riparian
habitat within a close proximity to sagebrush cover. Late summer brood-rearing habitat includes areas
with an abundance of sagebrush uplands. As with nesting habitat, late summer brood-rearing habitat is
very limited in some parts of the HMA due to a lack of native perennial herbaceous understory. Based on
telemetry detections and visual observations GRSG use portions of the HMA year round. These sensitive
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birds are at risk because of the continued degradation of their critical habitats by overuse from excess
wild horses and burros.

Migratory Birds

Numerous species of migratory birds use habitat within the HMA for food, cover, and nesting. Most of
these species require diverse plant structure and herbaceous understory. Some species (e.g., western
scrub jay, juniper titmouse, Oregon junco) primarily use trees, some other species (e.g., western
meadowlark, Brewer’s sparrow, sage thrasher, sage sparrow) use sagebrush and other shrub species, and
some nest on the ground. Woodland plants, such as western juniper, provide nesting and foraging habitat
for many species. Riparian areas with woody species are important habitats for some migratory bird
species as they provide important foraging and nesting habitats and are at risk for degradation due to
yearlong continued use by wild horses and burros. Riparian areas also serve as important transition
habitats for a variety of species between seasons and are often heavily used during summer

months. Habitat components for many of these species are available in small habitat patches throughout
the HMA. No formal surveys have been conducted for migratory birds within the HMA.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The HMA has no known occurrences of federally-listed threatened and endangered species. The HMA
contains habitat for two federally endangered wildlife species, the gray wolf, and the Carson wandering
skipper butterfly.

Sensitive and other wildlife species

Habitat for several BLM Sensitive Species occurs within the Twin Peaks HMA. BLM Policy (USDI
2001) directs that BLM sensitive species shall be managed as if they are candidate species under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Species and/or their habitat that occur within the HMA
include: bald eagle, golden eagle, burrowing owl, greater sandhill crane, bank swallow, northern
sagebrush lizard, fringed myotis, long-eared myotis, Yuma myotis, western-small footed myotis, pallid
bat, and Townsend’s western big-eared bat.

Mule deer and pronghorn are common in the Twin Peaks HMA and their populations are managed under
California Department of Fish and Wildlife management plans. Other mammals (e.g. coyote, badger,
rabbit), birds (migratory and non-migratory), and reptiles (snake and lizard) occur within the HMA, and
are dependent on the vegetation and riparian/water sources present. This habitat provides forage, shelter,
and water needs for all of these species. The habitats of all wildlife species are at risk of degradation from
continued overuse by wild horses and burros.

3.3.7 Wild Horses and Burros

The Twin Peaks HMA was formally designated through the Susanville District Wild Horse and Burro
Management Plan in June 1976. The AML for the HMA is 448 to 758 wild horses and 72 to 116 burros.
The last removal of excess wild horses and burros from the Twin Peaks HMA was completed in
September 2010. At that time, 1,637 wild horses and 162 burros were gathered, 1,575 wild horses and
160 burros removed, and 58 wild horses and one (1) burro released back to the range. All mares released
were administered a fertility control vaccine (PZP, or Porcine Zona Pellucida, PZP-22) prior to their
release. Since that time, 147 burros have been removed from private property adjacent to the HMA.
Appendix M provides details on number of animals removed by year.

The current estimated population of wild horses, mules, and burros in the Twin Peaks HMA is based on a
simultaneous double observer aerial population survey completed in May 2017. Previous surveys were
completed in 2015, 2013, 2012, 2010 (post-gather). Analysis of the most recent survey data (2013 to
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2017) indicates an average annual growth rate of approximately 17 percent since the last gather, including
application of fertility control.

The Twin Peaks herd is in overall good health. Few animals rate lower than a 3 Henneke body condition
score. As the population increases, however, competition for resources, especially water in drought years,
would likely lead to more animals in poorer body conditions.

Origins of this herd, documentation of past ecological conditions (up to 2010), and evolution of AML and
the HMA can be found in the 2010 Twin Peaks Herd Management Area Wild Horse and Burro Gather
Plan EA (DOI-BLM-CA-N050-2010-05-EA). Genetic diversity data was collected at the last gather in
2010 and results are provided in Appendix N. If deemed necessary, hair samples would be collected on at
least 25 to 100 animals per home range/trap location to assess the genetic diversity of the herd. Samples
would also be collected during future gathers as needed to determine whether management is maintaining
acceptable genetic diversity (avoiding inbreeding depression). “Genetic variability of this herd is high
both for the total herd and the individual subpopulations sampled. Genetic similarity results suggest a
herd with mixed ancestry primarily of North American origin” (Cothran 2011).

Results of Win Equus Population Modeling

The Action Alternatives (2 and 3) were modeled using Version 3.2 of the Win Equus population model
(Jenkins 2000). The purpose of the modeling was to analyze and compare the effects of the action
alternatives on population size, average population growth rate, and average removal number. The Win
Equus population model lacks a feature that would allow permanent sterilization, so modeling Alternative
1 was not possible. Alternatives 2 and 3 both reduce the population. Alternative 4 results in a large
population increase that could result in up to between 7,488 and 14,604 wild horses within 10 years
(average numbers from WinEquus modeling, see Appendix O). Win Equus population model also lacks
adequate input data for burro population modeling.

4.0 Environmental Consequences
4.1 Introduction
This section of the EA analyzes the potential environmental impacts which would be expected with
implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4. These include the direct impacts (those that result from the
management actions), indirect impacts (those that exist once the management action has occurred), and
cumulative impacts for the resources that were identified as issues to analyze—cultural resources,
livestock, upland vegetation, riparian/wetland zones, soils, wildlife, and wild hors