


Since peak numbers occurred in 1982, a downward trend of
sufficient magnitude has occurred in the "Cow Counties” to not only
significantly affect their numbers, but over all statewide numbers as
well. Figure two graphically displays the decrease in total cattle and
calves in Nevada for the period 1982-1995, while figure three dis-
plays the same figures for the six rural "Cow Counties”. In each

Figure 2. Graphical and statistical representation of cattle numbers
in Nevada and from 1972 to 1995.
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graph, in addition to the numerical values, a straight line is added
which represents the statistical "best fit" of the data. Additionally,
the equation of that line appears above the line. The value of X in
each equation represents the loss of cattle and calves, times 1,000,
that has occurred annually since 1982. In Figure 2, which represents
the data for all of Nevada, cattle and calf numbers have been de-
creasing since 1982 at the rate of 15,600 head per year. The R value
of 0.94 is simply a measure of how well the biological, or actual data,
fit the straight line. In this case an R value of 0.94 indicates a close
fit, or simply stated the decrease has actually been very constant. On
January 1, 1982, cattle and calves in Nevada totaled 700,000, how-
ever, by January 1, 1994 they had dropped to 490,000 head. If the




have analyzed a number of northern Nevada ranches and feel that all
expenses average about $350 per cow per year. The direct impact of
that lost income, column five, represents the value of $350 multi-
plied by the number of lost cows for each of the 12 years. For 1983
this value amounted to $2,170,000 and has increased to $27,615,000
for the year 1995. In addition to direct impacts, there are also indi-
rect financial impacts. Every time a rancher directly purchases goods
in the community, the community business is also able to make ad-
ditional purchases. A recent University publication indicated for
Humboldt County that the indirect impacts are approximately 1.32
times the direct impacts. Column six is simply a reflection of each
figure in column five multiplied by 1.32. The final column, column
seven, 1s a summary of the direct and indirect impacts by year. For
1983, total direct and indirect monies lost to the business communi-
ties of the "Cow Counties" due to decreased livestock numbers was
$5,034,400, and that loss has increased to $64,066,800 for the year
1995. The total lost monies, including both direct and indirect im-
pacts, for the 13 year period of 1983-1995 amounts to some
$520,616,600. Based on the predicted continual loss of 7,700 cows
each year, the loss for 1996, and every year thereafter will increase
over the $64,066,800 by an additional $6,217,281.

LEGAL ACTIONS

The losses suffered by Nevada's range livestock industry have
been staggering, not only to the industry itself, but to the business
community of the entire area. The impacts have been felt in every
community, and undoubtedly in the metropolitan areas of Las Vegas
and Reno. Again, much of this impact can be attributed directly to
the actions of Federal government through the decisions carried out
by the land management agencies. The possibility that these agen-
cies can further these impacts by administering more "site specific”
damages such as appear to be the case with both Nye and Eureka
Counties is indeed a chilling thought. In an attempt to counteract
this damaging trend, two ranches have brought significant allegations
and damage claims against the Forest Service, with strong cases be-
ing heard in the United States Court of Federal Claims. Other opera-
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tions have initiated appeal processes both within the confines of the
BLM as well as the Forest Service. Out of all of these legal actions,
however, one concept is becoming clear; and that is that the land
management agencies are trying desperately to obtain control, and
eventually title, to all of the private property rights within the con-
fines of their borders. It is obvious that as this trend continues, the
future of livestock grazing on the Federal domain will only become
more perilous. In the various Nevada legal actions it is obvious that
there has been a deliberate attempt by the Forest Service to gain
control of all water sources originating on its lands, regardless of how
these waters have been historically used for domestic, livestock or
even irrigation purposes. Little regard is expressed for prior rights,
including the concept of vested rights, which is well recognized by
the State. Further, access to water transport systems is being limited
to nothing more than hand tools, which in many cases means the ex-
isting transport and/or conveyance systems, such as ditches and
pipelines, are doomed once they break or wash out. Of paramount
importance in this regard is the action filed by Elko County and four
North Ruby Valley ranchers (plaintiffs) against the Forest Service.
Loss of this case will greatly further the position of the Forest Service
in their quest to control water, and will likely encourage the BLM to
also follow such a path. It is imperative that this case be followed to
a successful conclusion. The success of the plaintiffs’ arguments con-
cerning water, water rights, and access to water through appropriate
easements will essentially affect every livestock-producing operation
in the "Cow Counties” as well as all of Nevada.

GRAND JURY

The frustrations we all feel about these seemingly never end-
ing actions and resulting impacts are only heightened by the fact that
it is becoming increasingly obvious that there is a close relationship
between certain individuals within both state and federal agencies,
certain elected state officials and a host of "environmentally”
oriented groups of individuals masquerading under the protection of
non-profit status.  Attempts to counteract these collective efforts
have not been notably successful thus far. The appeals process
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through the agencies has been nothing more than a sham, although
some recent success has occurred at that level. Actions within the
District Courts have often failed primarily due to the fact that the
courts have routinely looked to the "agency" as the expert witness,
thus nullifying our efforts before they have even started regardless
of the quality of data we have provided. Although in certain cases
we may win relief through the Court of Federal Claims, our success, if
achieved, may well force us to sell the very thing we are trying to
protect.  Further, tortious allegations can not be considered in the
Court of Claims.

Nevertheless, as these varied legal efforts have unfolded, the
discovery process has resulted in confirmation of the fact that there
indeed has been close working effort between the various environ-
mental groups and individuals within state and federal agencies, as
well as key elected officials. Further, there is every indication that
federal employees have been clearly in violation of the Federal Hatch
Act as they have developed these "political agendas”. It is becoming
increasingly obvious that these relationships go far beyond the ac-
cepted, they in fact may well represent a conspiracy, a conspiracy
involving those within the environmental movement and those em-
ployees within the various resource management bureaucracies.
This conspiracy has, and continues to, economically impact the
ranching and mining communities, the business community and
collectively, all of Nevada's taxpaying citizens.

Although efforts to counteract this collusion have gone far and
wide, including both the legislative body of the State of Nevada, as
well as the Congress of the United States, we have perhaps been
guilty in overlooking the single most powerful, constitutionally
elected body in this country, the very body that can help us the most
- county government. County commissioners are elected to protect
the rights of the citizens of that county. The citizens of any county
have at their disposal a unique and powerful tool - a tool that can be
effectively used to get at the truth. That tool is called the Grand
Jury. The results of a Grand Jury investigation could well show that
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the underlying motive behind the current flurry of agency
regulations and interpretation is in fact not in the spirit of
environmental concern; but clearly is the result of collusion and
conspiracy to obtain a specific political agenda, and that the
promulgation of the regulations and interpretation is the means of
achieving that political agenda. If a Grand Jury were to clearly show
the presence of a conspiracy, it would not only be able to recommend
appropriate criminal indictments, but would most likely result in the
instigation of Congressional investigations.

In this regard I petitioned the Elko County Commission by
letter to call for a Grand Jury on April 21, 1995. Subsequently, a two
hour report to the Commission was made on May 3 documenting
certain of the charges that had been made. The Commission voted
unanimously to investigate the possibility of calling for a Grand Jury
at that time. Subsequently, it became obvious that under the
circumstances of what was being attempted, that only a District
Judge could call for a Grand Jury, and then only upon being
presented sufficient factual information, or by a petition signed by at
least 25% of the ‘registered voters of the last general election. A
group of concerned citizens (five to be exact) decided that a petition
would be the most expedient way to call for the Jury. In the case of
Elko County, some 2,516 valid signatures would have to be obtained.
Local attorney Grant Gerber developed the preamble for the petition.
A core group of four individuals initiated the petition drive on
Tuesday, June 6, 1995 coinciding with the local city elections. The
petition drive was concluded on Monday, September 4, 1995, thus
the drive lasted for 90 days. During that period nearly 4,000 total
signatures were obtained, with approximately 2,800 of them being
considered valid. Upon validation of the petition, it was presented to
District Judge Thomas Stringfield, and he subsequently called for the
seating of the Jury, which in fact occurred in December of 1995
under the direction of Elko County District Attorney Gary Woodbury.

Regardless of how well orchestrated a petition of this type
might be, its ultimate success can only be achieved if the public
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supports the concept. Considering that the petition committee,
consisting basically of four individuals, were able to collect an
average of approximately 50 signatures daily, it is a clear indication

that the voting public of Elko County totally supported the concept of
this Grand Jury.

The success of the Grand Jury will only be determined when its
final report(s) is 1issued. During the interim 1its proceedings are
entirely secret. However, the obvious reluctance of the United States
Forest Service to allow its employees to testify before the Jury is
clear indication that it is on the right tract. Even if the Government
should be successful in disallowing its employees to appear before
the Jury, the Jury still has sufficient power through the subpoena
process to obtain certain valuable information.

It is not inconceivable that other counties may call for a similar
type Grand Jury. The simultaneous collaboration of illegal acts by
the Agencies, and their employees in different counties could
conceivable evoke the most significant of charges, including
racketeering. The Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations
Act, commonly known as RICO, could well be invoked against the
"individuals” that have perpetuated these crimes is so justified. The
concept of involving RICO is such that its mere mention should be
sufficient to cause significant concern among all involved parties.

The "Cow Counties" have already lost approximately one third
of their historic livestock production. They can neither afford to
loose any more of that valuable resource, nor can they afford to loose
their water, perhaps the most cherished private property right that
the livestock industry has left, and a private property right that is of
utmost importance to all Nevadans. The citizens of these counties
must look to themselves and their elected officials for answers.
Ultimately, these answers will clearly indicate that land management
decisions must be brought back to the local level. Until that day
arrives, rural Nevada continues to face the fight of our very lives.

14



TABLE TWO. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF DECREASING

COW NUMBERS IN THE SIX RURAL "COW COUNTIES".

BASE ACTUAL LOST DIRECT INDIRECT TOTAL
YEAR  NUMBER*  NUMBER* COWS DOLLAR IMPACT  DOLLAR IMPACT  DOLLAR IMPACT
1983 298,700 292,500 6,200 $2,170,000 $2,864,400 $5,034,400
1984 298,700 291,000 7,700 $2,695,000 $3,557,400 $6,252,400
1985 298,700 277,500 21,200 $7,420,000 $9,794,400 $17,214,400
1986 298,700 274,500 24,200 $8,470,000 $11,180,400 $19,650,400
1987 298,700 272,500 26,200 $9,170,000 $12,104,400 $21,274,400
1988 298,700 243,000 55,700 $19,495,000 $25,733,400 $45,228,400
1989 298,700 242,200 56,500 $19,775,000 $26,103,000 $45,878,000
1990 298,700 239,200 59,500 $20,825,000 $27,489,000 $48,314,000
1991 298,700 231,000 67,700 $23,695,000 $31,277,400 $54,972,400
1992 298,700 228,000 70,700 $24,745,000 $32,663,400 $57,408,400
1993 298,700 216,000 82,700 $28,945,000 $38,207,400 $67,152,400
1994 298,700 214,500 84,200 $29,470,000 $38,900,400 $68,370,400
1995 298,700 219,800 78,900 $27,615,000 $36,451,800 $64,066,800
1996 298,700 219,800 78,900 $27,615,000 $36,451,800 $64,066,800
1997 298,700 225,000 73,700 $25,795,000 $34,049,400 $59,844,400
1998 298,700 235,500 63,200 $22,120,000 $29,198,400 $51,318,400
1999 298,700 240,750 57,950 $20,282,500 $26,772,900 $47,055,400
2000 298,700 246,000 52,700 $18,445,000 $24,347,400 $42,792,400
2001 298,700 246,000 52,700 $18,445,000 $24,347,400 $42,792,400
2002 298,700 237,000 61,700 $21,595,000 $28,505,400 $50,100,400
2003 298,700 247,500 51,200 $17,920,000 $23,654,400 $41,574,400
2004 298,700 244,500 54,200 $18,970,000 $25,040,400 $44,010,400

TOTAL LOSS FOR LAST 22 YEARS

$415,677,500

$548,694,300

*Base number and actual number of cows simply obtained by multiplying data in
Table 1 by 75%. ’

Sources:

Economic Linkages in the Economy of Humboldt County
1993. T. Harris, T. MacDiared, S. Stoddard, W. Champney & D. Torell
Tech. Report, UCED 92-01, Univ. of Nevada, Reno

Various Northern Nevada Ranch Analyses conducted by

Great Basin Resource Management

Elko, NV

$964,371,800



