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were ever completed and only 2.5 miles of pipeline were installed.

We learned also that between 1926 and 1983, average use in the
allotment had been 3,781 AUMs. This level of use did not seem
unreasonable to us since the allotment contained a total of 53,000
acres - which when you divide the 3,781 AUMs into the 53,000 acres,
comes to 14 acres per AUM - quite conservative when considering
that most mountain ranges of the same type and quality average 8
acres per AUM.

Within our report we wrote: "To use a utilization standard omn
the riparian areas of an allotment, as is now being practiced, as
a means of determining the amount of grazing allowed in the entire
allotment is unacceptable to our way of thinking. It is our
opinion that every livestock permittee on public lands could well
be facing grazing reductions of from 50% to 90% if this criterionmn
is used universally."

A year later we met again with Forest officials at Wes and
Mary Parsons' Willow Creek Ranch. This time there were over 40
people in attendance representing ranching, the University of
Nevada, the Forest Service and the Nevada Department of
Agriculture. Again we stressed that such actions would not improve
the resource situation but would put these people out of business.
But again we had no influence on the Forest people. They went
right ahead with their agendas.

In the interim, I had occasion to attend a BLM meeting in Ely,
Nevada concerning proposed grazing cuts for the protection of
winter fat, or white sage. This meeting was also another learning
experience for me. During the meeting Dr. Wilkins (M.D.) gained
the floor and explained the unfairness of what the BLM was trying
to achieve. Dr. Wilkins said that he had grown up in Pioche, a
small town south of Ely, and had enjoyed hunting all of his life.

Dr. Wilkin explained that Pinion and Juniper trees had, since
the turn of the century, more than doubled in the state of Nevada,
and that in the Ely/Pioche area they had increased ten fold in
places. It was Dr. Wilkin's belief, that if BLM personnel were
sincere in wanting to improve the range as they said, they should
be taking measures to reduce the pinion/juniper throughout the area
rather than curtailing livestock grazing.




This testimony caught my attention. When I thought of the
Toiyabe situation - of all the seedings that the Forest Service
could have put in, and had agreed to, and all the pinion and juniper
there was on the Parsons' allotment that could be removed
for the benefit of nearly every value, it came home to me as never
before, just as it has many times since as I've watched BLM and
Forest Service personnel put forth adverse policy, that these
people are not nearly as interested in enhancing resources as they
are in putting the people off the land.

THE BARRIER REPORT

In 1986 a group of fifteen Forest Service GS-9, 11, and 12
personnel convened for the purpose of, as they termed it "to
identify "existing barriers to effective range management". During
the meeting there were 28 "barriers" identified and recommended
solutions developed.

The resulting document came to be known as the "Barrier
Report", and for myself, it spelled out the future direction and the
intent of the leadership within the Forest Service.

Although the language of the "Barrier Report" is somewhat
camouflaged, the intent is clear enough. In listing the various
"barriers to effective range management", it is stated on page 4:

BARRIER 5:ADVERSE ACTIONS ON PERMITS ARE PERCEIVED TO
BE MORE DIFFICULT THAN NECESSARY DUE TO LOCAL POLITICS
INFLUENCING RESOURCE DECISIONS (AT SO AND DISTRICT
LEVEL) ; MANAGEMENT REQUIRES "OVERKILL" ON DATA TO SUPPORT
ACTION (SO & RO); FEAR OF LACK OF SUPPORT AT HIGHER
LEVELS (SO, RO, WO); AND THE NEGATIVE CONNOTATION OF
APPEALS AND LITIGATION AT ALL LEVELS.

Solution: a. Conduct outreach efforts to all interests
in a decision (orchestrate decisions); during
preliminary project planning, identify politically
sensitive issues, and plan actions to create or take
advantage of politically sensitive issues, and plan
actions to create or take advantage of opportunities to
constructively resolve the issues. (DISTRICT, SO)




b. Data and documentation (quantity and
quality) should be dictated by the level of risk and
sensitivity of each action and need to be assessed and
agreed upon at the earliest point by all levels involved.
(DISTRICT, SO. RO.)

c. Management needs to more readily accept the
professional judgment of the resource managers. (RO)

d. Have more information gathering tours for
RO and WO staff, to "look at" problems, not "look for"
problems.

e. Management should encourage taking

reasonable risks, by adding the requirement as a
performance element, and through further delegation of
authority. (DISTRICT, SO. RO.)

f. Increase information about the results of
appeals and the reasons for the appeal decision made.
(BY LEVEL WHERE DECISION MADE. WO ESTABLISH DIRECTION FOR
THE INFORMATION FLOW PROCESS)

g. Recognition at all levels that changes in
management emphasis, ILMP's etc., will result in appeals,
litigation, and congressionals and that these are a
natural, appropriate refinement process for our
decisions. (WO should reinforce this)

h. Increase information and education
activities to Congress, user groups, and other agencies
on the impacts of current laws and emerging issues. (ALL
LEVELS)

BARRIER 6: TRADITIONAL ATTITUDE OF CONGRESS, ADVISORY
BOARDS, PERMITTEES, AND OURSELVES THAT ADDITIONAL RANGE
IMPROVEMENTS WILL AVOID ADVERSE ACTIONS.

BARRIER 6, explains why the Forest Service discontinued
putting in range improvements back in the 1980's. It also explains
why the Forest Service people did not follow through with their
agreement with the Parsons, Testolins and Youngs to complete range




improvements. Obviously their goal was to encourage adverse
actions, not to relieve conflict through range improvements. They
even go so far as to indicate that the attitude of Congress is
wrong in looking to range improvements as a means of relieving
conflict.

BARRIER 7: CURRENT GRAZING FEES ARE BARRIERS TO
EFFECTIVE RANGE MANAGEMENT DUE TO RESTRICTING THE AMOUNT
OF RBF AND CP FUNDS; CREATE CONTROVERSY WITH OTHER USER
GROUPS AND AGENCIES; PROMOTE MISCONCEPTION BY CONGRESS
AND LIVESTOCK ORGANIZATIONS THAT CURRENT (LOW) FEES ARE
THE MOST EFFICIENT WAY TO CONTRIBUTE TO IMPROVED RANGE
CONDITION, ENCOURAGE PRIVATE INVESTMENT, AND DISCOURAGE
OVERGRAZING AND TRESPASSING; APPEAL TO LIVESTOCK USERS,
OTHER USERS, AND OURSELVES, THAT ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT IS
NOT THE PRIMARY EMPHASIS AND DIRECTION AND, PROMOTE
MISCONCEPTION OF CONGRESS AND OURSELVES THAT THEY ARE
FUNDING A DEFICIT PROGRAM DECREASING IN PRIORITY RATHER
THAN ONE THAT IS ACTUALLY DOING INTEGRATED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT.

Solution: a. Bring the grazing fee in line with the
new emphasis and direction by setting it at fair market
value. (WO. CONGRESS)

The thing that is so wrong with this process is that it's
Forest personnel that are developing law, not Congress or the
people as is intended under our system of government. Not once in
the entire document is there reference made to interpreting the
intent of Congressional 1legislation. And yet they blatantly
advocate increased "adverse action" and encourage "orchestrating
decisions"; and suggest "encouraging taking risk, by adding it as
a performance element, through further delegation of authority";
and state there "be recognition...that changes in management...
will result in appeals, litigation, and congressionals and that
these are natural, appropriate..."

I ask, how could agency personnel be more arrogant? They are
actually advocating that actions be taken that will 1lead to
increased confrontation and litigation. And the way they mention
again and again of the need to "Bring the grazing fee in line... by
setting it at fair market wvalue." They know as well as we
permittees do that it is already costing ranchers more to run on



the public lands than it costs people to run on private pasture.
There can only be one motive for these kinds of actions, and that
is to make it so expensive for we permittees to operate on public
lands that we can not survive.

Other suggested policy found within the "Barrier Report" that
caught my attention is as follows:

On page 8:

"PUTTING AND/OR LEAVING "STAGNANT", INEXPERIENCED, POORLY
TRAINED, AND/OR UNQUALIFIED PERSONNEL IN SENSITIVE RANGE
POSITIONS."

They certainly have accomplished this goal - for over the last
nine years is seems that every position has been filled by the most
aggressive people available within the agencies.

And on page 9:

"providing training in litigation process..."

And on page 13:

"REQUIREMENTS FOR BASE PROPERTY, ESCROW MORTGAGE WAIVER,
LIVESTOCK OWNERSHIP, AND NON-USE FOR PERSONAL PREFERENCE
ARE BARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT.

Solution: f. Require that grazing permits revert back
to the FS when a permittee no longer desires to operate
on NFS lands. DO NOT ALLOW TRANSFERS.

"WE LACK THE OPPORTUNITY TO IMPLEMENT ALTERNATIVE GRAZING
PROGRAMS WHEN THE PERMITS TRANSFER (I.E., BID SYSTEMS) ."

SO WHAT HAS HAPPENED NOW THAT NINE YEARS HAVE PASSED SINCE THE
BARRIER REPORT WAS WRITTEN AND THE FIRST UTILIZATION STANDARDS WERE
IMPOSED ON THE TOIYABE?

The best example showing the effect of the above described
policy is the actual permit reductions that have occurred on the
Toiyabe National Forest.



On June 8, 1995 Tonopah Ranger, Michael Valdes sent out a
public scoping document asking for public input as to whether or
not he, should renew ten year grazing permits on six remaining
allotments situated on the Monitor Range, the Toquima Range, and
the Eastern side of the Toiyabe Mountains.

Interestingly, these six allotments (involving four
permittees) are the only active allotments left in that entire area
that once supported thirty or more permittees. That's how bad it
is. Only six allotments out of 33 are still active - with all of
such abandonment, or reduction, occurring in just the last five or
six years.

To give you an idea of why so many people are being forced to
abandon their permits, consider what has happened to the Clifford
family.

Not so many years ago, the Cliffords had a permit to run 1,000
head of cattle on the Forest, both Winter and Summer. And now,
after years of taking cut, after cut, after cut, they are only
being allowed 10 head in the Spring, 31 head during the Summer, and
24 head during the Winter.

Direct cuts are not the only means by which permittees' use is
reduced or eliminated. The RO Ranch is a good example.

In 1991 during mid grazing season, Forest personnel began
demanding that the Wilmans either ride to keep their cattle off the
riparian areas or remove their cattle altogether. Not having any
other place to go with their cattle, the Wilmans tried keeping the
cattle off the riparian areas using extra riders, but soon found it
impossible.

But when they tried to remove their cattle altogether they
found they had another problem. The Forest personnel were
threatening to cancel all or a portion of their permit if any stray
animals were left on an allotment. The Wilmans did everything they
could to comply; they put out extra riders; they flew the mountains
so they could better 1locate their cattle, but still found it
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to find and remove all
their cattle. About the only thing they did accomplish was to
confirm what most old time residents already know - that in open
range country where there is a lot of rough terrain and brush you



can never get all the cattle off a mountain by riding, You have to
wait until the cattle are ready to come off themselves, or as the
0ld timers would say, "wait until the snows drive them home".

Meanwhile the Wilmans began keeping cost records and when it
was found that it was costing them over 35 dollars an AUM to run on
the Forest under these new demands (when the fair market value for
running cattle on private land was only 10 dollars per AUM), they
abandoned use of their allotments and filed suit in the U.S. Court
of Claims.

Forest personnel argue that there are more than six active
permits left in the above discussed area. But what they are not
telling is that many of the owners, such as the Wilmans who have
either been forced to sell their cattle or are operating without
the use of their allotments, will not, because of current Forest
policy, have their permits officially canceled until this Fall,
after three years of non use. So, as far as the Forest Service is
concerned, these are still active permits.

Forest personnel will also tell you that there is one other
traditional permit still active on the East side of the Toiyabe
Mountains - which is true. The reason that we have not mentioned
this other permittee is because of his situation. It seems that
there are certain permittees that the Forest Service £favors.
Whether it is for the purpose of having an example that they can
refer to "as someone who is a good operator" or "someone who is
cooperative"™ I am not sure. We do know that in these instances
certain permittees get nearly everything they want.

As an example, in the instance mentioned above, the permittee
had traditiomally run 220 cattle for ninety days, yet this last
year he was allowed 400 cattle for a longer season - much of such
use being taken on areas where other people were operating no more
than three years ago.

I am convinced that once the rest of us are gone it will only
be a matter of time until the favored permittees will have their
traditional permits canceled as well, for once a traditional permit
has been canceled or abandoned, any cloud of title is removed in
favor of the United States.

For the purpose of further explanation, note that the map



above mentioned, identified as Document 33, covers basically all of
three mountain ranges, the Toiyabe, the Toquima, and the Monitor,
whereas the area of discussion, referenced in the above paragraphs,
was of all of the Monitor Range, all of the Toquima Range, and the
Eastern half of the Toiyabe Range. On the West side of the Toiyabe
Mountains there are seven additional permittees remaining, all of
whom have experienced reductions in use since 1986, most to the
tune of 50 percent or more.

For a historical perspective of all three mountain ranges, see
Document 34, a report to the Forester dated November 20, 1907,
wherein acting Ranger, Mark Woodruff submitted a list of 50 users
recommended to receive permits. Today, in the same area only 11
permittees remain. It is my guess that unless something dramatic
happens within the next few months, these last permittees holding
traditional use permits will also be gone.

EVIDENCE THAT THE FOREST SERVICE AND BLM PEOPLE INTEND TO GAIN
CONTROL OF PERMITTEES WATER RIGHTS

In November of 1984 there was a report completed by the
Surveys and Investigations Staff, titled A REPORT TO THE COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES on the WATER POLICY
OF THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT RELATING TO THE GRAZING MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM

In the opening statement of the report it is stated:

"To utilize the public rangelands as specified by
Congress, it is essential that the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) have the use and control of the water on
its lands. In recent years, however, BLM has encouraged
private individuals to file for water rights on
stockwater developments on public lands. Private
ownership of these rights has negative implications for
multiple use of public lands because it allows a single-
use interest, i.e., livestock grazing, to control the use
of the water."

In that same year the USDA Forest Service Watershed and Air
Management Staff, also came out with a similar document titled,



Development of Forest Service Water Rights Policy Relating to
Grazing - An Overview.

On page 11, under SUMMARY for the section titled Management
Implications, it is stated:

"The Forest Service believes it is essential for water
rights to remain with the 1land, rather than with
individual permittees. This provides the flexibility
necessary for management of the National Forests and
grasslands in the public interest, regardless of who the
permittee may be. It is for this reason that all water
rights applications by other parties are protested where
the water use might curtail or result in less efficient
Forest Service management."

In 1986, the Toiyabe National Forest came out with its first
Land and Resource Management Plan. On page IV-41, it is stated;
"Water needed for National Forest System management, but not
available under state law and not meeting the Supreme Court
criteria for a reserved right under the Organic Administration Act,
will be secured by citing the applicable federal 1law and
conditioning occupancy permits."

On March 21, 1995, the Elko County Grazing Task Force sent a
FOIA request, to R.M. "Jim" Nelson, Supervisor of the Toiyabe
National Forest asking for, among other things, a list of all water
filings, including claims of vested rights submitted to the state
Water Engineer for the Toiyabe National Forest.

In response, Mr. Nelson supplied a list of 640 Forest Service
filings for water rights, of which there were 390 filings for
stockwater, most of which were claims of vested rights.

Employees of the Bureau of Land Management are also taking
action to gain control of stockwater. In 1990 the State Director
of the BLM for Nevada established policy requiring that permittees
sign over half their water rights before the BLM will approve
applications for water developments.

These policies raise serious questions. In United States v.
New Mexico (438 U.S. 696 1978) the U.S. Supreme Court confirmed the
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New Mexico District Court decision that "...any water rights
arising from cattle grazing by permittees on the forest should be
adjudicated to the permittee under the law of prior appropriation
and not to the United States."

The Court said, "The United States contends that, since
Congress clearly foresaw stockwatering on national forest, reserved
rights must be recognized for this purpose. The New Mexico Courts
disagreed and held that any stockwatering rights must be allocated
under state Law to individual stockwaterers. We agree."

On June 6, 1995, Cliff and Bertha Gardner sent FOIA requests
to both the Forest Service and the BLM, asking for all documents
disclosing written delegation of authority orders authorizing
federal officers, agents or employees to file for stockwater rights
under state law. The agencies in their letters of response
supplied no documents even referencing "stockwater".

There is no question what the agency people have in mind, once
grazing permits are canceled or abandoned, water rights will
automatically go to the next party of application, which will be
the Forest Service or Bureau of Land Management - which policy
appears to be in direct conflict to the position of the United
States Supreme Court.

And what of the clear mandate of Congress as outlined in the
Taylor Grazing Act "to stabilize the livestock industry dependent

upon the public range"?

When permittees are being forced to abandon their permits, is
such action helping to stabilize the livestock industry?

And what of the mandate set forth in the Multiple Use and
Sustained Yield Act - of "achieving and maintaining in perpetuity
a high-level annual or regular output of renewable resources"?

Are the agency people maintaining a high-level of output by
putting people out of business?

DISINFORMATION ON THE PART OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Quite naturally, because of all the adverse action by Forest
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personnel, there is a good deal of controversy throughout the West
which has caught the attention of the media. This has presented
opportunity for those who want to see the traditiomal livestock
operator removed from the range.

In the March 1995 issue of Fly Rod & Reel, the Supervisor of
the Toiyabe National Forest, R.M. "Jim" Nelson, was quoted as
follows:

"We could have another Waco out here," says Nelson "Some
of these guys are talking about killing wus. If the
counties did have this land, they'd hammer the hell out
of it, and the public wouldn't have access, much less
anything else. Riparian areas are the arteries of the
pPlanet and they're getting destroyed all over the West.
We're just not going to let that keep happening. We've
had an ecology team working on riparian for the last five
field seasons, and we're getting the science behind us to
really support what we're trying to do."

For Mr. Nelson to say these things publicly is terribly wrong
for two reasomns. First of all, a man in his position should be
striving to tone down controversy. He should not be creating it.
And second, he should not be making allegations that are
destructive of people's character and detrimental to livelihoods
when he has no data to support what he is saying. The reason that
I know that Mr. Nelson does not have scientific support for his
actions and allegations is because I have copies of studies
completed by the Forest Service itself that show that grazing is
not destructive to riparian areas.

Beginning in the mid 1970's there was a series of studies
completed on the Starkey Experimental Station in Eastern Oregon.

Over a period of about 12 vyears, graduate students and
scientists measured the effects of cattle grazing on every riparian
value imaginable. They applied rest rotation grazing, season long
grazing, short duration grazing, deferred rotation, and non use.
They monitored and determined effects on soil compaction,
infiltration rates, streambank erosion, sediment loads, streambank
cutting, biological content of the water itself, numbers of
stealhead trout redds per mile, impacts on streamside vegetation,
and total production. And when it was all said and done, they
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found very little, if any, adverse effects from grazing.

In fact, there was much indication of the importance of
livestock grazing. On page 34 of the document it is stated:

"With the exception of short-duration, high-intensity
grazing, all other grazing systems produced almost twice
as much herbage as the ungrazed plots. With vegetation
responding this dramatically to grazing treatment and the
objective being improvement of biomass production in the
riparian area, it appeared that this can best be
accelerated with grazing instead of protection."

"In this study, productivity of riparian zone and
floodplain vegetation was rapidly enhanced when no more
than 70 percent of the herbage was removed annually. And
in the floodplain, vegetative production was accelerated
with grazing."

The 70 percent utilization figure used in the above discussion
provides opportunity for me to call attention to the fact that
while Forest personnel in Nevada are demanding removal of livestock
from riparian areas whenever 45 to 55 percent of the feed has been
utilized, their own studies completed on the Starkey Experimental
Station indicate that riparian area values improve rapidly at 70
percent utilization.

Forest personnel may argue that there is other data available
than that which was compiled at the Starkey Experimental Station,
but such is not born out in their own discussions. On pages 24, 41
and 57 of the Study Publication itself, it is stated, that (1)
"The 1literature of range management is essentially devoid of
information specific to the management of riparian zones." That,
(2) "Unfortunately, there is little direct scientific information
available on the relationship between 1livestock management and
watershed science." and (3) that, "The eastern Oregon study is the
most comprehensive of its kind in the United States.”

Other information favorable to livestock grazing, found within
the document is as follows:

On page 56 it is stated:
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v . .degradation during Spring discharge along ungrazed
streambanks was significantly greater than degradation
occurring along grazed streambanks."

On page 58 it is stated:

"None of the grazing systems affected the quality of
Meadow Creek's water as defined by the water quality
standards of the Environmental Protection Agency."

On page 112, comment is made to the fact that in that instance:

"Forage utilization was 75% on meadows but only 10% on
uplands."

These figures, indicating that 75% of the forage was utilized
on the meadows while only 10% occurred on the uplands also supports
the argument we have been making - that whenever Forest personnel
demand that permittees remove their livestock from an allotment
when only 45 to 55 percent of the feed has been taken on the
riparian areas, they are, in effect, excluding the permittee from
using 80 to 90 percent of the available feed within his allotment.

On pages 158 and 159 of the Starkey Experimental Station Study
Publication there is a copy of an article written by Gale Chambers.
In relating the experience of the two men most involved in the
study, it is stated:

"Both Bryant and Bunkhouse shudder at the thought of
fencing mile after mile of streambank. They shudder
because they have fenced mile after mile only to see
snow, ice and elements tear those fences out - and they
have some sort of idea concerning cost and maintenance.
Moreover, they didn't get enough results to justify
costs."

This statement is also revealing; for over the last several
years the agencies have gone all out in some areas to fence mile
after mile of creekbottom, forcing the respective permittees into
maintaining the extra fence and developing new water sources, which
is one more example of adverse action destructive to livestock
interests. On page 55, it is stated:
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"Streambank erosional patterns have been studied for 3
vears... Livestock grazing use at the rate of 3.2 ha./AUM
- 8 acres/AUM has not accelerated streambank degradation
on Meadow Creek."

The figure of 8 acres per AUM as brought out in the discussion
above also supports our arguments. In assessing average carrying
capacity on Nevada's mountain ranges (looking at numbers of cattle
run on several allotments) I have found that the average carrying
capacity on Forest lands is 8 acres per AUM.

Interestingly in Nevada, when we seed brushland to crested
wheat grass, it is generally accepted the seeded land will, when
established, produce at a rate of about 4 acres per AUM. Which
takes us back to the earliest discussion involving the Parsons, the
Testolins and the Youngs. In that particular instance, the average
use being taken was only at the rate of 14 acres per AUM, yet
Forest personnel were demanding a reduction in use.

With this information in mind, consider what the media is
being told. In the March 1995 issue of Fly Rod & Reel mentioned
earlier, Ted Williams, wrote:

"District Ranger Dave Grider - one of Nelson's equally
resolute understudies - figures this cold, fragile desert
country can safely support about one cow per square
mile."

Then Mr. Williams goes on to state:

"Standing between aspen-clad Table Mountain [a part of
the Monitor Range] and the bald Toquima Range, Grider and
I looked out over 25 miles of Monitor Valley. Now, where
Great Basin wild rye once lapped the stirrups of the
pioneers, dust devils dance over a dead sea of purple
sage."

The thing that makes this statement so irresponsible is the
way it denies the truth. It is generally recognized that Jedediah
Smith was the first white man to cross through the Great Basin to
the Central Valley of California. After crossing into California
via a southern route near today's Las Vegas in 1826, Smith then
trapped his way North into the Central Valley.
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Smith had agreed to meet his two trapping partners, David Jackson
and William Sublet, the following June for rendezvous in Cache Valley,
so in June of 1827, Smith took two of his best men and set out up the
American River of the Sierra Nevadas and across central Nevada to keep
his commitment.

By following his diary, most historians believe Smith and his men
came out of the mountains just south of Walker Lake, and very likely
passed through Nevada near the present towns of Manhattan, Belmont and
Current. If that is true, then he and his two men must have passed
through the Monitor Valley very close to where Mr. Grider and Mr.
Williams were standing when they had their discussion. Interestingly,
this is how Jedediah Smith described that country after passing
through it in 1827:

After traveling 22 days from the east side of Mount Joseph,
[Sierras] I struck the Southwest corner of the Great Salt
Lake, traveling over a country completely barren and
destitute of game, We frequently traveled without water,
sametimes for two days, over sandy deserts where there was no
sign of vegetation and when we found water in some of the
rocky hills we most generally found Indians who appeared the
most miserable of the human race. When we arrived at the
Salt Lake, we had but one horse and one mule remaining,
which were so feeble and poor that they could scarcely
carry the little camp equipage which I had along. The
balance of my horses I was compelled to eat."

Disinformation concerning the condition of the range has been a
factor with the BIM and Forest Service since their inception. Resource
management agencies have a 1lot to gain by continually raising
questions of resource destruction. As long as the public remains
convinced there are serious resource problems many goals are met,

including, increased budgets, increasing land acquisition and greater
control over resources.

One of the greatest falsehoods of modern environmentalism is the
assumption that all was optimum in its pristine condition - that
before white man came the grass was tall and there was wildlife
everywhere. Nothing could be further from the truth.

Research shows that livestock grazing and private enterprise
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are the greatest things that have ever happened to, and for, the
resources of Western America. Before white man came, the West was
no more than a wasteland, with little grass and even less wildlife.
Family ranching has done more to enhance resource health and
productivity during the last 100 years than any other thing. The
development of thousands upon thousands of acres of meadow lands
has benefitted wildlife in a manner that in a manner not yet fully
expressed. Grazing impacts on range lands and riparian areas have
played and irreplaceable part in enhancing all involved resources.
Predator control, implemented primarily for and at the expense of
the sheep industry, has been paramount in the great abundance of
wildlife we have all enjoyed during these last 50 or 60 years. All
across the West, wherever sheep are run, we find greater numbers of
wildlife. Whenever grazed areas are compared to ungrazed areas we
find more prlant diversity, insect production, animal species,
health and vigor.
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