United States Department of the Interior

S22 BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
T WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

September 1, 1976
T0 :  Manager, Rock Springs District 1220-3806-NR 01

From : Range Management Specialist

Subject: Telephone conversation with Bruce Smith,
Fisheries Biologist, on rest-rotation
grazing management August 11, 1976,

Bruce Smith got the gist of my remarks on rest-rotation grazing.
However, he did not express my thoughts too clearly in a few
instances in his write up of our conversation. Briefly my main
points were: :

1. A rest-rotation grazing system is formulated for a particular
area (allotment). It is developed by the land manager. Each
rest-rotation grazing system is unique.

2. A rest-rotation grazing system is formulated to produce and
maintain vegetation, and therefore the land, under live-
stock grazing use. It provides for restoration of plant
vigor, seed production and reproduction establishment. These
things are all accomplished by resting. The amount of rest
needed in the particular case is determined by the growth re-
quirements of the vegetation on the area, all species consid-
ered, and is determined by the land manager.

3. The amount of rest needed to restore plant vigor is the same
on dry as on wet sites. However, restoration of plant cover
is slower on dry than on wet sites because conditions favor-
able for establishment of reproduction occur less frequently.

4. Stocking rate and season of grazing are not specified by
rest-rotation grazing management. These factors are deter-
mined by the land manager for best results on the particular
area all land uses and values considered. Rest-rotation
grazing does not call for heavy grazing under any grazing
treatment. Grazing under treatment A for example can be
1ight, moderate, or heavy which ever the manager considers
best.
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5. Vegetation in certain areas, such as meadows and drainage
ways are invariably closely utilized under any stocking
rate or system of grazing. Such use may be detrimental
to wildlife, esthetic or recreational or other values.
Where this is the case about the only way to preserve
values is to fence the area off from grazing. Reducing
livestock or adjusting the grazing season usually will
not solve such a problem.

6. Allocation of vegetation produced under rest-rotation
grazing to various land uses and resources is the
responsibility of the land manager.,

T Porm

AUGUST L. HORMAY
Grazing Management Spedidlist

cc: 300 DSC
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior 4000 (330)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

* September 29, 1976

Information Memo No. 76~205
Expires: 12/31/76

To: SD's, SCD, and WO Resources Division Chiefs
From: Chief, Division of Range
Subject: Report on the Public Range and Its Management

Enclosed for your information is a report prepared for CEQ by Doctors
Box, Dwyer, and Wagner of Utah State University entitled "The Public
Range and Its Management."

The report is a general evaluation of the range situation, relying on
the authors' own knowledge and expertise rather on any new or special
studies. The report concludes that "the overall effort so far expended
in the protection of an extensive and valuable resource is inadequate."
They also conclude there is a need for an independent assessment of
range conditions. )

Our comments to CEQ on the report are also enclosed.
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2 Enclosures
Encl. 1 - Ltr. to Steven D. Jellinek
Encl. 2 - A Report to the President's
Council on Environmental

Quality
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Mr. Steven D. Jellinek

Staff Director 3 19',6
Council on Envirommental Quality oep 1

722 Jackson Place, ¥W ‘
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Mr. Jellinek:

We bave reviewed the report om the Public Range and Its Management, pre—-
pared for your office by Dr. Thadis Box, Dr. Daon D. Dwyer, and

Dr. Frederic H. VWagner. Yor the most part, the report is factual aad
objective, pregenting the hkistory of public range management and describ-
ing the role and responsibilities of the Federal agencies involved.

Our comments will be directed toward several conclusions reached by the
authors that we feel require some additional clarification and explanation.

The historical understaffing and underfunding of the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) is, of course, one of the key reasons for limited smd
inadequate basic management data. Much of the igvenmtory and data col-
lected in the past was for but one purpose, i.e., the adjudication of
Federal range privileges, and is not emtirely suited to forz the basis
for today's complex multiple-use decisions.

The authors imply that some time in the early 1960's BLM decided, on its
own, to disassociate itself from grazing and become a multiple-use
management agency. The facts of the case are that BLM turned toward
multiple-use management as a reflection of the demands and desires of
the American public and Congress.

In the early 1960's, the adjudication process on public rangeland was
nearing completion. Most of the BLM's program at this time was related
to range management. A large share of the livestock industry and Con-
gress believed then and now that after BIM completed adjudication of
grazing privileges, determined carrying capacity and forage available,
and established seasons of use, there would be limited Federal involve-
ment on public rangeland other than annual collection of grazing fees.
At this sane time, there was a growing awareness on the part of the
Anerfican public that they had an interest and a right to use the public
lands for purposes other than livestock grazing.
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. the Public Land Lav Review Commission which was to review the effective~
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In 1964, Congress passed the Classification and Illtiplc !Q Rt wideh T
directad the Secrstary of the Imnterier to dsterwing whether public lands - -
would be retained in Federal ownership snd managed for domestice live-
stock grazing, fish and wildlife development aand wtilization, fandwstrial -
davelopaent, uineral production, sccwpaney, outdoer resreation, timber Lo
production, watershed protection, wildsrnsss pressrvation, or pressrva- . . .-
tien of pudlic waluwes mtwﬂdhhctumhﬂmsdfm!dml
ownership. This Act was coupanion legislation to ths sstadblisiment of

ness of the thousands of authorities and public land laws (one of whiech

is the Taylor Crazing Act) used for pudlic land administration. The :
effact of this Act wpoan the Buresu, without significant incresses in
staffing and funding, was to require reassigmment of range persommel, as = .
adjudication was eompleted, to the multiple-use e¢lassification effert, . . - -
At the same time the multiple-use classification effort was occurring, . .
there was a tremendous incresse in recrestion-eoriented visitor wse em
public lands, with off-road wehicle use end camping wee reaching sweh ~
high lavels that damage to resources was beginning to ocewr. The XKLX .
was requirsd to address 1u¢uu:usnaam;mu-nnmm
ing cuffandfmdin; i

Although the Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934, is the basic hgun- R
tive authority governing the management end protection of the natiomal -~ *
resource lands, the BLH{ has ether mandates from Comgress as wall. These - -

- mandates requirs that the BLX 4o any and all things necsssary for the el .

preservatioa, protection, administration, and regulation of the matisnal .
rvesourcs lands. They raquirs that BIM authorise thtm.o:u-hmuu
of uses, which will best schieve the objectives of multiple use, snd to -
prepare appropriate eunvirommental assessments for actioms aisniuenny ‘
affecting the qmnty of ths human envirooment.

These mandates are set forth iz hgnhtin suck ast

T T ST
L e e e

1. Endangered Species Act of December 28, 1973

2. VFish snd Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958

3. Jatiomal Environmantal Policy Act of 1969 ~

4., HNational Uistoric Preservation Act of 1969

5. Natiomal Wild and BScenic Rivers Act of October 2, 1968

7. WVater Quality Act of October 2, 1963

8. Water Resources Plaoning Act of July 22, 1965 :

9. Wild Free-Roaming Eorse and Burro Act of December 15, 1971

In 1969 and 1970, with the enactment of the National Environmental
Policy Act, & whole new program of required, documented environmental
assessnant of proposed Federal sctions developed that was very manpower
{intensive. To further complicate the situation, the development of
energy resources snd minerals significantly incressed in the early
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1970's. Construction of power plants and rights—of-way for pipelinas
snd gransmission lines for regional development and trazusmission of
snergy plus the accompanying EIS requirement for each of these projects
further stretched BLM's limited manpower capability. Given this already
accclcratad exploration and development of energy resources, add the
"Energy Crisis" beginning in 1973, and the subsequent push for "Project
Independence.” BLM, of course, was caught in the middle of the whirl-
wind activity of demands for coal, oil and gas, potash, phosphate,
uranium, trona, geothermal resources, and all the leases, permits, and
rights-of-ways across or on public lands necessary to develop and utilize
these resources. At the same time BLM was trying to respond to "Project
Independence,” there was an equal force being exerted by emnvironmental
groups and preservationists to not develop energy resources, rather
incresse wilderness and primitive areas, and not encourage development
that would impact existing national parks, etc. Hopefully, the narrow,
linited perspective shown by the authers of BLM, all by itself deciding
to abandon livestock grazing and become a multiple-use agency, is not
shared by many.

Ever since the winding down of the range adjudication process, BLM has
recognized its responsibility for taking the next step im pudblic range
administration, 1i.e., implementation of range management practices.
Reductions of livaestock numbers, without accompanying management, are no
solution to restoring deteriorated rangelands. Requests for increased
funding and staffing to implement intensive management of livestock
have gone unheeded in the past. 3IM persomnel have found it difficult
to be enthusiastic about a program that Congress refuses to adequately
fund, particularly when there are a multitude of other resource problems
confronting them that are of equal importance.

Recent events, which include the Range Condition Report prepared for the
Senate Committee on Appropriations, reports from within BLM describing
poor range conditions, and the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)
vs. Morton grazing suit have all brought focus and attention ouce again
on the Sureau's range progran,

The authors state in their report (p. 38) that, "Under the BLM system,
managenent framework plans are not available and used for directing the
allotment management plans.” We respec:fully suggest that the authors
are totally incorrect. The Bureau's strategy for writing grazing FiS's
at the allotment management plan (AMP) approval stage of planning is
prenised on the following foundation:

1. Management framework plans (MFP's) are prepared to establish pro-
posed land use allocations, including identification of the area to be
wholly or partially devoted to livestock use, the amount to be autho~
rized, and the coordination arrangements to be observed between livestock
grazing and other uses;

<@
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2. ANP's are then prepared to establish the grazing system and faeflity
dxprovements to be used to manage livestock use to achisve the sbjectives

ﬂmmhuuﬂuhtbmmhtminmmt#m;

3. Before suy firvm vrange management program action decisions are made,
a subzegional EIS is prepared, covering several MIFP sreas sad msny
allotments, to assess and publish the site specific and cwsulative
suviroumental ispact of the range program, which includes both the MFP

~ 1and use allocation proposals and the methods of grazing mansgemsat

outlined in the A¥MP's. All three processes (MFP, ANP, and EIS) procesd
in & ecarefully sequenced and coordinated pattern, with the Bureau pre~
parsd to reach & decision and implement msnagement, seon after the FES
43 filed with CEQ, if funds ars available.

The final senclusion and recommendation in the report is that thers is &
need for an assessment of current rangeland condition and trend, siwmilar
to Ssnate Document 199, The Westerm Range (1936). This assessment would
serve three main purposes: (1) Provide a couparison with 1936 eonditions
and give indication of trend; (2) provide indications of the sffective—
ness of the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act; and (3) once eompletad,
provide a basis for policy recommendations for future management direc-
tion, axecutive sction, nev legislation, and research and education. In
the opinion of the authers, this assessment should be zarried out by &

songovernmental group.

The Bureau sgress that it would de ideal to secquire am mp-to-dats assess~
ment, based en curreat dats and information on western rangelands.,
Unfortunately, the Box report does mot provide any details on hov the
assassment would be conducted, the kinds of methodology proposed te ba
used, procedures for sampling, intensity of saxpling, areas to de covered,
ste, The report does, however, imply that such sz independent assessment
could be accomplished Ly range departments of western universities, or
some other independent group of ramge specialists from the scadmmic
world. We belfeve it would be very difficult, 1f not impossible, to
measure preseunt range conditioan om public land and compars 1t with con-
ditions in 1936 to establish trend. For one thing, the resource base
evaluated in 1936 has undergone substantial changes in 40 years., Much
of the range measured for condition has gone into private owumership
under homestead, Desert lLand Act, and public sale authority. This land,
suitable primarily for agricultural development, also represented the
better historical rangelands. Another complicating factor is the mors
conplex land use demands placed upon the resource base today, as opposed
to the demands 40 years ago. Part of the problem BLM has had with past
range research countracts, that would also apply to an assesenent by &
pongovernmantal group, is that so many wvariables have been discarded or
reduced to constants for research eontrol purposes, and that ths fioal
results have little practicality er applicability when used in the real
world, .~
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We 1in BIX would welcome the opportunity to reviesw any specific proposals
that the authors msy put forward for a current rangeland sssessasnt. It
should, of eourse, be somavhat eonsisteant with sxisting rangs study pro-
ceodures novw being used by BLM to measure existing rangelsand condition as
iatensive range mansgemsnt practices are implemented. 3Studies are nov
Mdnmmm‘cnmtmmndwmun
ean be documanted.

We have interpreted tha aur.hors' recommendation for a new rangeland
assessment as limitaed to public land administered by this Bureau. If
this interpretation is correct, we would liks to suggest the scope of
any suck assessmant be broadened to include graxing and rangelands
sdministered by the U.S. Forest Service.

The lack of understanding on the part of the authors concarning praseat
day multiple-use demands on public land, and their failure to place
1ivestock graxing iato proper perspective with these other demands,
leads us to believe that should a nmongovermmental emtity undertake a
rangeland assessment, it must be dons by an interdisciplinary team to be
objective and wsaful, )

If we cau be of any further dsiistxncc. or you wish to discuss this
matter further, please do not hesitate to contact us,

S$inceraly yours,

YSIGNED" GEORGE L. TURCOTT
lss'ﬁciaté Diractor
-7
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THE PUBLIC RANGE AND ITS MANAGEMENT

A Report
to the

President’'s Council on Environmental Quality

by
Thadis W. Box
Don D. Dwyer

Frederic H. Wagner ‘

March 19, 1976
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- THE PUBLIC RANGE AND ITS MANAGEMENT
A :

by

Thadis W. Box, Don D. Dwyer, and Frederic W. Wagner

Importance of Public Range -

.The public.ranges-herein definéd as all publicly owned lands grazed -
by domestic livestock and wildlife in the 11 western conterminous states—
have been important to the éeéple of this region siﬁce settlement. But .
only recently ha&e they becéme an issue of national importancé, and has
their full value been realized nationally.

Public lands constitute roughly half the area of the 1l western states
and about one-fifth thé area of the 48 conterminous United States. 1In ’
some states, federally owned lands alone constitute well above half the
area (e.g. 86% of Nevada, 66% of Utah, and 64%lof Idaho).

Roughly three-fourths of the western public lands are grazed by

domestic livestock (CAST 1974), and the vegetation on them supplies about

12% of the forage for livestock in the 11 states. These lands also

produce a major'fréction of the wildlife for public hunting and viewing,
serve as watershed for culinary, agricultural, and industrial water, and
provide the bulk of outdoor recreation for people in the West and non-

westerners wha travel there,

<

The energy and mineral resources of the western, public lands
have recently added a new.dimension to their importance. Major amounts i
of coal, oil, tar sands, oil shale,.ﬁranium, and ge;thermal Steam oécur
on them, often on rangelandg. Regardless of the national energy policy
at a given time, the public lands of the West will play a major role
in the nation's energy future and whatever hope we have of attaining

national energy independence.-
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Through much of the nafion's history, rangelands have been largely
ignored by Congress and by the general public in the midwestern and eastern
thirds of the country. Passage of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 and

publication of Senate Document 199 (1936), entitled The Western Range,

were the first steps toward recognition at the national level that
rangelands holé sigﬁificant value.

The writings of maﬁ& eériy 20th-century conservationists gave little
attention to range or rangeiands (Van Hise 1910, Paul and 3arnes 1914,
Van Hise and Havermeyer 1930, Parkins and Whitaker 1936). Even Dana
(1956) in his_classicvtext on forest and range policy payed scant
attention to range as com;ared with forest land, perhaps because range-
land was not considered important by policy makers. A widely used text
by Allen and Lecnard (1966) has one chapter entitled "Grasslands" which
contains ten pages out of 432 and carries the total message for raﬁgelands‘
and their management.

It is oniy in the past decade or two that increased ﬁobility of
' our public, more efficient comhunication systems, and the development of
a national environmental conscience have foqused attention of non;
westerners on the public rangelands.

If non-westerners have been slow to realize the full worth of the
western public ranges, the séme has not been true of residents iﬁ the
11 western states. These lands directly affect the economy of the
region, the status of local governmgﬁt, and the livés‘of people close
to the land. The land-manégement.agencies are a visible and important

part of the social structure, and their policies and decisions have far-

reaching social and economic:ramifications.
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In some cases, a change in federal policy on rangelands could cause

- severe hardship for already economically depressed people. For example,

in northern New Mexico the elimination from federal ranges of only

. 57 animal unit ﬁonths of grazing per rancher would reduce the real income

of‘990 subsistence-level minority families by ZOZ.(Gray 1973). Although
this is an extreme case, it is an example of the profound interrelationships
that exist between public rangelands, the organizations responsible for
their management, and the resi&en:s of this regionm.

. Public rangelands in the West afe being subjected to increasingly‘
intense and complex crosscurrents of pressure. The ﬁ.S. population is
now growing at the lowest rate in its history. If the current child- T,
bearing rate continues, population is exﬁected to increase some 30
percent before it reaches ZPG in the first half of the 21§t century.
Bdﬁ’actual growth rates in some areas are much hig@ef than this owing
to geographié shifts inﬁhe country's population. -

Many of the state; with‘the fastest growing populatiéﬁs are in the
Wést. This growth is in part occasioned by growing exploitation of
minerals and fossil fuels, and in turn produces increased pressures for
water, outdoor recreation of all forms, and space., Most of this growth
produces increasing demand fbr animal products from the public range,
while at tﬁe same time demanding other goods and services which compete
for that production.

Thesé increases in domeétic pressures are paralleled by gfoving
demands produced by continuing, rapid world population groﬁth. As

needs mount for the'increasing.flow of American farm products into world

markets, there are rising breséutes for the production of animal products
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from native forége in order ;hat fged grains can be released into those
markets. As demands from all sources grow, there will be growing pressures
for increased supply of animal products to ease the price increases

that inévitably will occur.

Concurrent with these rising pressures for gieater productivity from
western rangelands are growing counterpressures from envircqmental
groups. There is a widespréad impression among these groups that the
western ranges are overgrazed, and there are peribdic threats to take
leg;i action to bar all livestock from public lands. Paradoxically, .
pressures rise from séme duarters of these same interests to érotect
growing numbers of "wild" horses and feral burros.

Clearly the entire public rangeland arena is one of political,
scientific, and management complexity. And it is destined to grow more
complex. .

It is a biological fact that all vegetation has evolved a capacity
' to withstand some degree of herbivorous removal without long-term or
lasting damage. Each site, wifh its vegetation, has a potential yield
which it can give up without loss of productive capacity.’ It is, of
course, also a fact that any site can be overutilized and its productivity
reduced below its potential.. Many of the public ranges areﬂin this
latter state,

The great challenge facing American range management today, and in the
decades ahead, is to manage the graéing lands in such a way that all
can be improved to their potential, and thenmaintained in this state

while producing the goods and services demanded for fulfillment of

human needs. Failure to meet this challenge will at best result in a
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resource producing at less than its pétentiél during times of growing

need, and at ﬁorst a progressive loss of productive eapacity which
ultimately results in the demise of a resource essential to the well

being of a nation.

| Federal Agency Respoﬁsibilities | .4 e

; Each American has a stake in the.coﬁdition and management of the
publ?c ranges. Although those nearesf to the public land areas reap
the most direct benefit from them, people who never see the federalv
renge expect them to be managed in‘such a way that they too will benefit.
Although there has been a continuing debate on whether the public lands
should be put in private hands, the nation contiﬁues to reaffirm that
it';s in the public interest for federal agencies to manage the land
for the broad "éublie interest."

The federal ranges are eanaged by a number of agencies in several
Departments of the federal government. Some, such as the USDA Forest
Service and the USDI Bureau of Land Management have major efforts in
grazing management as part of their multiple-use objectives. Others
such as the Department of Defense or the National Park Se£§iee consider
range management only incidental to their major objective.

The- Forest Service

The Ferest Service has tﬁe longest range management history of
any federal agency. It traces that history back to the late 19th century
when the Forest Reserve Act of 1891 separated.the forests from the Public
Domain. The Forest Reserve Act o} 1897 provided for the administration
and development of policies for forest management, but from the beginning

the management role was broadly interpreted. Encl. . 2-6



Authority to regulate grazing was initiated with the Organic Act
of June 4, 1897 (PLLRC 1970). Regulations for administering grazing
were initiated July 1, 1905. The depleted and overgrazed conditions
of the grazing lands associated with the forest reserves were much as
those which later triggered the Tayler Grazing Act of 19341 The degraded
conditions dictated that one:of the major responsibilities of the
Forest Service was to regulate grazing so that range conditions might
improve on the National Forests.

From the beginning o§ the Forest Service, lands were managed for-
several goods and services.

Gifford Pinchot early established the multiple-use concept of ,
management as a result of pressure from Secretery Wilson even though the
Multiple~Use Sustained Yield Act was‘not passed until 1960.

The grazing objectives of the U.S. Forest Service are conservation,
development, and utilization of the forest range, development of the
range resources to theirseasonebleaxtainable potential, management of
the lands for sustained grazing in harmony with interrelated uses,
and promotion of stability of family ranches and farms wiEhin local
communities.

The administration of the Forest Service lies in the U.S. Departmeﬁt
of Agriculture with the national level administration in Washington, D.C.
Nine regions are each superv1sed by a regional forester and in each
region are specific forests and districts supervised by forest supervisors
and district rangers. The Forest Service administers 49.3 milljion acres
suitable for grazing (PLLRC 1970).

Grazing lands under Forest Service management are intermingled

with forest lands although many millions of acres do not have commercial

Encl. 2-7
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forests on them. Most of thé Forest Service lands are above 5000 ft.
elevation and have an annual precipitation exgeeding 12 to 13 inches.
The general climatic and edaphic conditions are such that the land

résponds reasonaﬁly well to p;&per management and range improvements.

The Bureau of Land Management

There were predecessors.to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
beginning with the General Land Office (GLO). The GLO was in existence
from 1812 through 1946 and was a single office de;igned to handle all .
public land matters. In June, 1934, the Taylor‘Grazing Act was passed
as a result of recognition t@at the general condition of the public
range was not good and.getting worse. With this Act, the Graéing Servic%
was formed. Secretary of the Interior Ickes' original estimate of $150,000
to operate the Grazing Service proved inadequate, so support fof managing
the ?ublic Domain has suffered from the beginning.

The.Taylor Grazing Act was designed at the omset to administer oﬁly
grazing and thus lacked the ﬁroad-baéed legislation of the Forest
Reser&e Act and the implied multiplefuse managemenf early established
by the Forest Service. .

In 1946 the GLO and the Grazihg Service were consolidated into
the Bureau.of Land Management. In ﬁhe 48 contiguous states ‘the BLM
manages about 176 million acres. The Director resides in Washington,
D.C. There are 11 state directors in the West and 63 district offices.
Two Service Centers carry out specialized functions in Denver and
Portland. |

Until passage of the Taylbf Crazing Act in 1934, the federal
government exercised no control over the use of rangelands now |

administered by the BLM.
Encl. 2-8




Specific objectives of. the BLM program are to conserve and
regulate the public graziﬁg iands, to stabilize the livestock industry
dependent on them, and to aid in proper use gf private lands and
waters dependent on public grazing lands; and in general to promote
the highest use of the public lands within grazing districts (Clawson 1971).

The grazing lands of the BLM ar; largely arid, the majority of thém
receiving less than 12 inches annual precipitation.’ Too, they occur
at lower elevations where temperatures are highef and winds more commén
than lands of the Forest Service. BLM lands respond more slowly than
Forest Service lands to management and range improvement practices because
climate is adverse and 'highly .variable. Soils are largely infertile,
saline and poorly developed.

The most extensive vegetétion types of BLM range are northern desert
shrub types dominated by sagebrush and saltbush (Artemisia and Atriplex),
pinyon pine and juniper, and‘southern desert shrub (mesquite and creoéote
bush).

In 1967~BLM lands were grazed at the rate of 13.3 acres per animal

N .

unit month (Clawson 1971). This means that an average acre produced
only 70 pounds of harvestable forage. It is obvious that BLM has the
responsibility for managing most of the land lowest in produ;tive
potential in the U.S. 1Inaddition, the land it Feceived to manage in
1934 was already ;ériously depleted. Those are difficult conditions to

overcome,

Other Federal Agencies

Compared to the F.S, and the B.L.M., other federal agencies have
small amounts of land to administer and that land usually has fewer demands

for conflicting.uses due to the legislation.establishing them.

Encl. 2-9
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USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. This aéency has broad,authority,
to manage areas within the National Wildlife Refuge Systém. It has no
enabling authority to define guidelineﬁ for démestic grazing. It does
provide for domestic grazingrusing it as a tool to manage for wildlife
objectives, The F&WS managés.4.8 mi%lion acres of laﬁd suitable
for domestic grazing.

Bureau of Reclamation. This Bureau has broad authority to grant

grazing leases on lands withdrawm or acquired and being administered
under federal reclamation laws. It has 4 million acres of grazeable
rangeland (PLLRC 1970). .

National Park Service. Grazing in National Parks was authorized

by an Act of Congress in 1916. Yellowstone National Park was excepted.
As a policy, domestic grazing'is being phased out of the National Park.
System, There is ﬁo specific statute set to regulate grazing so guide—.
lines for grazing managemént are atmbest vague (PLLRC 1970). There are

1.4 million acres in the National Park System outside of Yellowstone.

Bureau of Mines. The Bureau of Mines has statutory authority to

lease their lands though only one lease has been negotiated by the
Bureau (PLLRC 1970).

Department of Defense. Lands under the control of the Army,

Navy and Air Force may be leased for grazing. There are statutory
guidelines for lease arrangements but not for management. There are
3 million grazeable acres in the Department of Defense.

Energy Research and Development Agenc&. This agency has no

statutory, regulatory, or administrative authority to administer grazing

on lands under their control. A memorandum of understanding with the
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BLM places the administration of grazing on ERDA lands under jurisdication
of the BLM.

Indian Lands. Lands owned by Indian NationSare technically

private lands. However, since they were once held in trust by the U.S.

Government, many of the earlier reports list them as public lands.

i The Change in Range

Range plant communities are never static. .They are constantly
changing due to fluctuations in the environment that produces them.

Natural factors such as'fize or drought may cause some plant species

to decrease in relative abundancg while plants more tolerant of the
adverse conditions increase. .for instance, siudies during the drought

of the 1950's in the Great Plains (Albertson and Weaver 1956) showed that
tall prairie grasses died and were replaced by shortgrasses due to §rought
alone. Other, man-initiated alterations such as deforestation or over-
grazing may cause sudden and.abrupt, as well as gradual, changes in

plant covef;‘

However, changes are seldom due to a single cause. Usually combinations
of factors such as climatic variationms, grazing, burning, or deforestation
lead to the conditions substantially different from those observed even
a few years earlier. |

Although chahges are to be expected in plant communities and those
changes can come from many sources, the world's rangelands have a pattern
of change so drastic following the introduction of domestic livestoék
that overgrazing must be consi@eréd as one of the major causes for range
deterioration. Similar patterns of range deterioration can be demonstrated

on all continents where we have records of technological man and his
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livestock arriving in a new iocation. -First, man overestimates the
carrying capacity of the range. His animals have grazing selection
patterﬁs different from the native herbivores and grazing pressures are
put on plants at seasons different from native grazers. Some species
are weakened anq others become more abundant. Herds continue to build
beyond the basic carrying capacity and the range deteriorates. The
numbers of livestock that c;ﬁ se supported decline and usually fall wgll
below the origin#l carrying capacity due to the loss of imp§rtant and

productive plant species.

This pattern has occurred in Africa, Australia, Asia, and elsewhere,
but nowhere has it been more dramatic or better documented than on the .
ranges of the western United States.

Conditions on the Arrival of the First Europeans

Numerous accounts of "seas of grass belly deep to a horse" abdﬁnd

intheéarly journals of explorers. No studies were made that can be

considered scientific assessments of production by today's standards,

but the optimiséic reports ofvﬁnlimited forage led to the establishment‘

of domestic livestock herds as soon as dangers of Indian wars diminished.
vDetailed descriptions of range sites suitable for comparison with

present conditions are largely lacking. The impression of the wéstern_

range as described by the first few hardy souls who crossed it generall&

left the notion that mucﬁ gbod cow country was there in the West and

ready for development. An agtempt wés made to descfibe the virgin

range in 1936 (U.S. Senate'1936),_but the description lacks detail

for comparison with current raﬂge conditions. Other general descriptions

of vegetation prior to use by European man are contained in older
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ecology books (Weaver and Clements 1938), but they too do not give an
accurate assesément of the wéétern-fange prior to settlement by white .
men. Thus we must rely on the subjective and sometimes poetic descriptions
of valleys filled with forage stirrup deep to horses. fhe true conditions
cannot ever be appraised. Although we are impressed by descriptions

of pristine regions filled with game and grass, there is good evidence

that many of the more arid regions were bare and eroded when ;he first
European man arrived.

Early Attempts at Range Assessment

Regardless of the comditions that the first settlers found, it is
apparent that the "unlimited range” soon proved to be a myth. Devastating
droughts in the 1880's occurred. These periods of below-normal rainfall
came at a time when livestock populations were high and the first of the
major livestock die-offs spread through the West. When the rains came,
the land was denuded and widespread erosion contributed to loss of
.range pfoductivity.

In 1895, Jared G. Smith surveyed the western ranges and wrote:

There has been much written in the last 10 years about the
deterioration of the ranges. Cattlemen say that grasses are not
what they used to be; that the valuable perennial species are
disappearing, that their place is being taken by the less
nutritious annuals. This is true to a marked degree in many
sections of the country (Smith 1895).

Although this statement of Smith's is one of the earliest official admissions
of deteriorating range, livesfock associations in Texas and Arizona

(Colville 1989), Mormon Church records in Utah (Clegg 1976), and other
organizations throughout the Wgst'were complaining about the depleted

condition of the ranges. 1In many areas the change from virgin range to

barren wasteland occurred quickly (one to three decades after settlement).

Encl. 2-13




A whole series of range surveys in the West ;howed similar depieted _
conditions. Various repofts~from the Southwest (Smith 1895), Pacific
Northwest (Colville 1899), the Great ﬁasin (kennedy and Doten 1901)

and the Red Desert of Wyoming (Nelsoﬁ 1898) show that the western range
was overgrazed.and depleted.pfior to the arrival Bf'the 20th century.
Uncontrolled grazing on "free range" had taken its toll. The conservation
movement was beginning to take shape in a few minds, and a long, difficult
task of bringing grazing under control and improvement of the range was

to begin. |

Bringing the Range Under Control

The first effective control ‘of grazing came with the estabiishment
of the National Forests and regulations to administer grazing in 1905.
By 1910 range studies to set Earrying capacities were being established.
In 1911 James L. Jardine developed fhe first standardized-proceduré for
cléssifying ranges into conditioné and carrying capacity'(Sampson 1923).
This method was to continue to be used, with modificationé, until the
mid—1930‘s.(8tandiné 1933). Some managers of Indian lands adopted the
USFS procedures as early as 1912-1915 but no assessment was made on the
other "free range."

Almosé immediately after the establishment of the USDA Forest Service,
attempts were made to control grazing and reduce the numbers to the
carrying capacity of the range. Long, hard bagtles were waged between
users of the range and the agency involved, but slowly and surely, the
ranges administered by the Forest Service were brought under control. To
illustrate, in 1914 at the beginning of World War I there were 1.62
million cattle and 7.6 millién sheep on the National Forests. In 1920

these numbers were 2.12 and 7.32 million head, respectively. At the
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beginning of World War II, 1941, there were 1.2 million cattle and 4.7
million sheep. 1In 1946, 1, 22 million cattle and 3. 7 million sheep
(Saunderson 1950). According to Saunderson (1950) numbers of cattle
and sheep were reduced 55% between 1920 and 1950. Indian ranges,
although not strictly public ranges, were also br;ught under management,
The rem#inder of the puglic'ranges-those on the pdbiic domain—
remained open to anyone, and unregulated grazing was the rule., It was
not until the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 established guidelines, and a
graz;ng service to administer the act, that range use could be regulated.
Even then, the slow proce§§ of adjudication was to delay true control of
the grazing. With the ﬁassage'of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, and the,
general concern over dust bow; conditions caused by the 1930s' drouth,
the first national range assessment was published. It was entitled

The Western Range and became Senate Document 199, 74th Congress, 2n&

Session,

Senate Document 199, 74th Coﬁgress

The Senate Document represented the first nationwide gathering of
data on America's vast rénge resource. It included a summary of western
range use ‘at that time and an assessment of its condition., It showed
that over half (57.5%) of the public ranges were in poor condition
(severe or extreme depletion) (Table 1). Another 26.4% was in fair
condition, making a total of 83.9% of tﬁe range in poor or fair condition.
National Forest lands were in the best condition of any ownership with
45.5% in good condition. The Public Domqin (later BLM) lands were the
worst of the lot with only l.SZ'in good conditionm.

This difference in condition between federal lands is shown by

estimated trends in range condition between 1905 and 1935 (Table 2).
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Table 1. Percent depletion of rangelands by ownership in 1935 (from .
U.S. Senate 1936).

Percent by Depletion Class

Ownership Moderate Material _ Severe Extreme
Depletion - Depletion. Depletion- Depletion

Federal
i
National Forests 45.5 40.0 12.0 1.5
Indian Lands 6.6 35.8 54.0 3.6
Public Domain 1.5 14.3 47.9 36.3
_Other Federal 2.0 21.2 50.1 26.7
All Federal .16.1 26.4 38.1 19.4
State and County 7.1 47.4 37.0 8.7

Table 2. Trends in range forage depletion from 1905-1935 (after U.S.
Senate 1936). -

Percent of Land by Trend Class

Land Control . Improved Declined Unchanged
National Forests 77 : 5 18
Indian Lands 10 75 15
Public Domain 2 93 5
Other Federal ' 7 81 , 12
State and County 7 . 88 5
Private . 10 _ 85 5
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About 77% of National Forest lands had improved during the period and

only 5Z declined. On the'PuSIic Doma;n only 2% had improved and 93% had
declined. Evidently the attempts to control grazing after the establishment .
of national forests soon after the turn of the century had allowed the

ranges administered by the ﬁSDA Foregt Service to improve. On the other
hand, the Public Domain was still considered "free range' and exgessivé
numbers of livestock were causing a continued deterioration of the

range resource. Other federal lands and state and county lands showedh
trends similar to that of the Public Domain.

Private lands and Indian lands administered by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs showed some imﬁrovement,'but even on privately held lands the
majority declined in condition dtring the 30-year period.

In addition to describiné conditions prior to 1935, Senate Document
199 (1936) discussed the status of range research, made proposals for
future administration of the public ranges, discussed the fedéral
governméntfs role ip private range management and, in general, provided
a reference point for past and future management.

The creation of the Grazing Service (later BLM) afte% the enactment
of the Tayior Grazing Act and the establishment of the Soil Erosion
Service (later SCS) created institutional support for Public Domain
and private-land range management. Added to the progress already made
by the Forest Service,'all rangelands had some sort of technical
support for their management available in the late 1930's soon after
publication of Senate Document 199. Althoggh each agency had a different
approach to management, and gaéh used different methods of assessment;

range management of all rangelands was at last available nationwide.
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Public Land Law Review Commission Report

In 1968 a national inﬁeﬁtory of tange conditions was made in responsé
to the studies being condacted by the Public Land Law Review Commission.
The forage resource portion of the public land study was contracted to
Pacific Consultants., They.analyzed Qata furnished by the federal agencies
and reported the data summarized in Table 3 (Pacific Consultants 1968).

Agencies that normally do not include grazing in their program
(National Park Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) indicated that
two-fifths of their land were in good or excellent condition with three-
fifths in fair or poor. -

The USDA Forest Sérvice and "the Bureau of Land Management data
showed that about four-fifths pf their ranges were in fair or poor
condition (Table 3).

' This analysis for the Commission marked the first national inventory

of range conditions since publication of The Western Range in 1936.

However; care should be taken in comparing it directly with the 1936

study, because the e;rly study did not report the status of the range

in technical range condition terms. The state of the range management

art advanged much during the 32-year interval. The range condition

concept was introduced during the intervening years and someé standardization
of terms occurred.

Due to the different techniques used to measure range condition in
1966, there is some doubt in our minds that a direct comparison be;ween
agencies is justified. Although the techhiques used by all agencies
suppqsedly measure "deviation from potentional”, the measurement techniques

and intensity of sampling vary both between and within agencies.
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Table 3. Percentage of land in three condition classes in 1966
by federal agency.* :

Percent by Condition Class

Good or Excellent Fair Pooxj )
USDA Forest Service 20 44 36
BLM . 19 52 29
National Park Service ] 45 28 27
Fish & Wildlife Service . 41 46 13 !
Bureau of Reclamation o | 15 35 50
Department of Defense. ' 28 60 22

* Adapted from Pacific Consultants (1968). Data are rounded to give '
relative percentages in three major classes.,
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We think that an assumﬁtion that three-fourths of the western range -
were producing at less than half their.potential is a fair assessment of
range productivity in 1966. This marks some improvement since the 1936
study which estimated that 83.97%7 of all federal land was in poor

condition in 1936. Most of this improvement apparently occurred on the

Public Domain. 1In 1936, the estiﬁated percentage of land in good condition

was only l,SZ on the Public Domain, according to The Western Range
(U.S. Senate 1936). 1In 1966, 18.9% of the BLM grazing lands were in good

or excellent condition (Pacific Consultants 1968).

The Forest-Range Environméhtal Study

In 1972 the Fores; Service éublished an update of the nation's range!
resources and an analysis of future demands popularly known as the FRES
report (USDA Forest Service 1972). Thi; publication discussed inventory
concépts and procedures, the resource situation as of 1970, the-deﬁ;nds
for outpﬁts from the range, and suggested alternative mixtures of
resource use to provide the éoods and services demanded by society.

Its majér strengthAwas that it set a systems framework for range
use and recognized the multiple—use demands upon the nation's rangeland.
As a document for assessing condition of the ranges at that time, iﬁ
left much to be desired. Apparently the authors relied heav;ly on
the data previously collected by Pacific Consultants (1968) for the
public ranges and the U.S. Department éf Agriculture's invéntory of soil
and conservation needs (USDA 1971) with update for the agencies involved.
Range conditions were reported by "ecogroups" rather than by agency,

L

making direct comparisons with earlier reports difficult.
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-Individual State Reports in 1974-75

In 1974 an in-house*pubiication was deve}oped by the BLM state
office in Nevada entitled "Effects of Livestock Grazing on Wildlife,
Watershed, Recreation, and Other Resource Values in Nevada." The report
was a highly critical, self study cf.the BLM's grazing operation in
Nevada. It showed that the BIM was understaffed in the state and thét
the rangelands were undermanaged, e.g. "All districts have a severe
shortage of personnel. Area managers have 2 to 3 million acres under
their administration, and have only two or three other employees to
assist them. . ﬂ" (BLX 1974).

The Nevada report, although originally intended as an in-~house
self study, became the catalyst for action by environmentalists and
land users alike,/all pointing out thét BLM had admitted that they were
not doing their assigned job properly. Suggestions for improving the
Nevada situation were numerous and varied, ranging from transferring

- the pubiic lands to private ownership to removing grazing (Hamilton
1974) to hiring more and bettei-trained range conservationists (Box
and Sisson 1975). )

After the publicity of the Nevada report other western staﬁes
issued an inehouse study on the conditions of the ranges and-these
were further combined into a range condition report for the Senate
Committee on Appropriations. . Several major problems seemed to occur
in most of the states.

The lack of personnel, as discussed in Nevada (BLM 1974) existed
in every state. In addition, the amount of money spent on range

_ . -
management had declined in the preceding 10 years. In Colorado, the
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actual dollars dsedAfor range work declined about 20% between 1965 and
1974. When this figure was a&justed for inflation and higher salaries,
the effective reduction was about 50Z in the 10-year period (BLM 1975a).
Most states simply were not implementing basic range management
principles. The Nevada report describes plans ma&e on livestock response
rather than vegetation response (BLM 1974). |
In many cases there was a tendency to do nothing unless full-scale,
rest-rotation schemes could be implemented. The Colorado state report,
in discussing the livestock management situation, states: "It has begn‘
a common practice to do nothing until full-fledged management can be
implemented. There are numerous.allotments where a lesser degreg of '

management can be effected at little cost until funds are available

for the ultimate . . ." (BLM 1975a).

We are quite concerned that this tendency to do nothing prevaéés
the BIM. For instance, all state reports we reviewed (BLM 1974, 1975a,
1975b, i975c) shpwed a lack of basic management data. in.many cases |
such fundamental data as carrying-capacity estimates or range-condition
and trend studies had not been conducted since the ﬁid-1960's.

Almost all the state reports indicated that compromises were made
during the adjudication process that resulted in a failure t& bring
stocking rates in line with carrying capacity. Yet nomne presented
convincing data that the rénges have been monitored -in such a way
that the agenéy knows what the true éarrying capacity of the range is
today, in most cases 15 years after adjudication. The state reports
usually suggest that insuffiqiént forage ﬁas assigned to wildlife in
the adjudication process, bquagain no data are presented to prdve

or disprove the statement. .
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Another area where BLM inaction shows in its own reports is in
the area of wild horse managéﬁent.. Its data show aniannual feral
equine population increase of about 20% each year since enactment
of the Wild Horse and Burro Act. The Wild Horse and Burro Advisory
Board, many State BLM Multiple Use Advisory Boards, Conservation
groups and livestock organizétions have all passed resolutions asking
that the wild horse and burro populations be reduced to 1971 levels,
&et the populations continue to grow.

" State BIM studies tend to indicate that BlM-administered rangeland
is not in as good condition as adjoining private land (BLM 1975a) or ‘
National Forest lands (BLM 1975¢). In most cases, the BIM expects range
conditions to decline under the present level of management (BLM>1975c).

Review of the state documents convinces us that the BLM believes
its ranges are not now properly managed and the condition will continue
to decline under its present stewardship. We are quite concerned that

. BLM has allowed ;tsvrange management capabilities to deteriorate.

It appears that thé BLM decided in the 1960's to disassociate itself
from grazing and become a multiple-use management agendy.’_This move
appears to have had disastrous effects on the total resource management.
Instead of broadening its rahge-condition and trend work éndhexpanding'_
carrying-capacity studies.to include wildlife and recreation, to get the
basic resource data necessary for mul;iple;use decisions, there appears
to us to have been a rejection of the basic resource surveys because
they were "range" studies.

The contrast with the o;hér major resource management agency,
the Forest Service, cannot bé escéped. Although the Forest Service has

often been accused of being "tree oriented" and serving the timber
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industry, it has neﬁer abandoned its role as the natioh's foresters.
It has_added onto this role élconcépt of total land stewardship and
has brought other resource uses along with its forester assignment.

We believe that some of the attitudes shown by BLM people who
want to disassociate themselves with."livestock and grass", or who
do not want to be known as r#nge people are at the root of the problem
of rangeland management on the Public Doméin. Pride in the job and
respect for the resource appears to us to be fundamental to high
performance. We are appalled at the low level of funding and the
conditions_undeg which BLM works, but we are also concerned when theif
own reports indicate that "It has been a common practice to do nothing
until . . ." (BLM 1975a).

Range Condition Report of 1975 Prepared for
Senate Committee on Appropriations

As a resu;t of the so-called Nevada Report (BLM 1974), the Se;ate
Committee on appropriations asked the Bureau df Land Management to
prepare a nationwide assessmené of range conditions. The report
(BLM 1975d) showed that about 177 of the land was in good or exéellent
condition and about a third of the land was in poor or bad condition.
The reported trend was 197 ipproving, 68% static, and 16% dgplining.

A strong case was made for more intensive management of the public
lands. Conditions were projected using current management practices,
an intermediate management lével (abdut doubling the inputs) and a high .
management level (almost tfipling inputs). It was claimed that the
current management level would,ada about 8 million acres to the good

condition class by the year 2000; the intermediate level, 21 million

acres§ and the high management inputs, 78 million acres. Unfortunately,
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the three manageﬁent levels were not described in sufficient detail to
allow an assessment of the accuracy of the projection.

The report discusses allotment management Planning, multiple-use
planning, public involvement, and other procedures in tﬂe BLM for
determining proper range use. It serves more as ; process document.zi'
of how BLM operates tham as a new and accurate assessment of range
conditions.

Although there are some indications that the ranges improved
conskderably between 1936 and 1961, figures in the various reports
show no change in the éas{ 15 years. We find it hard to belieQe that
the range could remain static for 15 years. We think it is more likely '
that data have not been collected in sufficient quantity to show any
change. ifor instance, the Utah report states "It is believed overall
conditions have improved during these past 10 years, but this belief
cannot be verified since studies do not exist on all aliotments to
‘determine present conditioms . -. ." (BLM 1975b).

During the decade of the 1§60's many puﬁlic land managers seemingly
were encouraged to shift their atténtion froﬁ grazing to other uses.
With fewer people to handle the grazing management, it may have
resulted in less actual manaéement on the public ranges. Th;s process
Aof diluting the management available was intensified with passage of
the National Enviromnmental Policy Act.of 1969. Hany of the best range
mangers were reassigned to writing eﬁvironmental impact studies and

few experienced range managers were left to manage the land.

The Resources Planning Act Repért of 1974

In 1974 Congress passed the Forest and Réngeland Renewable Resource

Planning Act. The Act required the Secretary of Agriculture to
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(1) periodicallf assess the qgtional situation relating to forest and
range iesources under all ownership, and (2) to make program recommendations
regarding those forest and rangeland resources managed by the Forest -
Service.

The results of the first assessment havé rece;tly been released
(USDA 1976a) along with a summary (USDA 1976b) gnd a recommended renewaﬁle
resource program for the Fofest Service (USDA 1976c). The Act‘requires
that a second assessment be made in 1980 and one each 10 years thereafter.

v

The assessment leaves much to be desired since few new data are
added. The‘informatioﬁ fd; range condition,.amount of land bf ecosystem,
ete. are taken from the FRES repért. In turn, many of the data for the ,
FRES report came from oider reports or broad estimates made by agencieé.
In our opinion, the RPA assessment is a good first cut at assembling
information already on the shelf, but does little to add new data that
can be used fof management., We appreciate that the timé table for
‘preparation was short and funds were limited, but for the'assessment
to be useful, the 1980 document should stress a coﬁplete new assessment
with data gathered during the next 5 years. | ..

The assessment as it 1is currently published is lacking in detail
to allow evaluation of the péobability of feaching the proje;tions. Fof
instance, such critical items as lack of sufficient information on the
season when the forage can best be used, the claés ofvlivestock, and
the specific location of the ecosystém under discussion detract from the
assessment's usefullness.

The program suggested fqr'National F§rest lands includes a mix
of management input levels ta.obtain the kindé of goods and services

from the land that society desires. The "goal mix" selected in the
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RPA pfogram is goal VI, one with relatively Aigh amounts of iﬁﬁuts and
providing multiple uses to the public. Under this goal mix the range
goal is to "provide forage to the exteﬁt benefits are commensurate

with costs, without ahmparing land productivity.” (USDA 1976b). This
goal presupposes an increasé in red meat demand and a move toward more
grass—-fed animals. Management inputs would be increased to raise AUM's
from the present 11.3 million on National Forests to 16.3 million in
1980 and 20.4 million in 2020. In addition,.the program proposes to
improve range condition for other values such as wildlife habitat and
watershed. .

-

Changes in Livestock Nﬁmbers

The number of livestock using the public range ha§ declined

continuously since records have been kept. Although there are no accurate

records available, the most drastic reductions in livestock numbers
probably occurred soon after the abolition of the free _range. Adjudication
procedures contlnued until the 1950's, but most ranges had some grazing
control by World War II.

Sheep numbers have declined continuously on both Forest Service and
BILM land since 1947 (Table 4). Cattle.nﬁmbers using National Forest
land have remained about stable since 1947, but have increased about
1 million head on BLM land. This increase is probably due to a shift
from sheep to cattle operations during the period.

Total numbers of animals using the public range can be misleading
since most of the rangeland is usgd only séasonally. A more accurate

estimate of change in livestocK use is found by examining the animal

unit months of grazing authorized on the public lands (Table 5). Total
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Table 4. Millions of head of livestock authorized to use federal
ranges between 1947f1972. . :

- USFs BLM Total
Cattle  Sheep Cattle  Sheep Cattle Sheep
19477 1.3 4.1 2.2 756 3.1 11.6
1966° 1.4 2.4 3.2 6.9 4.6 9.3
1972 1.3 1.7 3.2 5.1 4.5 6.6
2 pata from Pacific Consultants (1969).
b Data frqm CAST (1974).
1]
Table 5. Animal unit months of forage consumed by livestock on
USFS and BLM ranges at three time periods.
USFS BLM Total
1000 AUMs
19352 11,925 21,648 33,573
1966° 7,989 13,275 21,264
1972°€ 6,390 11,999 18,308

2 pata from U.S. Senate (1936).

b

¢ Data from CAST (1974).

Data from Pacific Consultants (1969).
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grazing use has declined on federal lands from about 33.5 million AUMs

in 1935 to 18.3 million AUMs in 1972.'.The§e figures represent those AUMs

authorized, the actual use figure usually being considerablyffgzgziidaelr
One can argue that since the number of livestock using the public

ranges has declined, this is evidence ﬁhat range ;roductivity has declined.

Others maintain that_the reductions were made to allow the range to

improve and that indeed theyAhave. In fact, no hard data exist to

prove either case.

Opinions Differ on Range Condition

Opinigns about the cﬁrrgnt condition of the western ranges vary
across a spectrum from "about riéht" to ones of concern that ranges are
seriously degraded. Theée differences in view arise in part from
differing chronological perspectives, from the vantaée point and
conventional impressions of different interest groﬁps, from differéﬁt
assessment techniques being used, and perhaps from a geographical
perspective, |

If current range conditions are compared with those of presettlement
times, the impression may be -one of significant degradation. York
and Dick-Peddie (1958) in southern New Mexico, and Cottam (1961) in
Utah have emphasized the vegetative changes since settlementhtimes which,
in their opinions, have been caused by overgrazing. Yet, comparison
of current range conditions with those prevailing at the turn of the
century, or in 1934 when the Taylor Grazing Act was passed, may lead
to a different view, Patterson (1952) attributed the increase in

pronghorn antelope and sage grouse in Wyoming in the first half of this

century to improved range conditions during this same period. Smith
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(1949) reported the return from shrgbﬁy.veggtation on foothill ranges
in Utaﬁ——a condition originally inducéd by iivestock grazing-—to the
original buncﬁgrass type. Thié reversal was apparently induced by .
reductions in livestock and heavy browsing by deer.

‘Among the interest groups, the gnvironmental.organizations tend
to consider that the rangelands are currently in degraded condition. Tﬁe
current law suit brought by the Natural Resources Defense Council against
the Bureau of Land Management would seém to epitoﬁize the view of this
block.

The views of wildlife specialists are somewhat gmbivalent. The
traditional sense of competition for fesoﬁrces, and to some dégreéh ,
animosity, between livéstock and wildlife interests may tend to predispose.
: theJIatter toward a view of range overuse and competition with wildlife.
In some cases-—for egample Great Basin pronghorns and Intermountain
bighorn sheep~-this méy be true. Yet wildlife managers know that the
vegetative changeé produced by heavy livestock uée around the turn of the
century favored the increase in deer during the first half of this
century. And there is some sp.ecglation that current declines in deer
numbers throughout the West may in part be due to improvement of
vegetation from the livestock standpoint but a decline of veéetation
coqditions from the deer standpoint.

Among- livestock interests, the views‘are predictably on the sidg
of range improvement. Many of the more progressive stockmen have‘worked
with public agency employees and university range management specialis;§
to improve the ranges on which'they graze their animals. And they

naturally assume that their attitudes and efforts typify the entire industry.
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With some ekceptions, employees of the agencies responsible for |
managing the public rangélandé tend ts,the Qiew that the ranges are in
better condition today than they were 40 years ago. Having fought
the battles of reduced grazing quotas over the past few decades, and
haviﬁg been involved in such range-improvemeht eonrts as brush control,
seeding, fencing, and water development, they understandably hold these
views,

One could hardly argue that any of these views is wholly without
bias; Clearly, the stockmen's views are colored by their vestéd interest,
But by the same token, env;rqnmentalists' views become stereotyped almost
to the point of cliche. It is eésy to reside east of the Mississippi P
and pontificate about the sorry state of the western rangelands.

~:.Using federal agencies as an example, especially the Forest Service
and BLM, we and others have observed that opinions Qith regard to ﬁﬁblic .
lands and their management génerally follow a pattern established by
the agency. Very often we hear opiniéns from district-le#el managers
which very well reflect beliefs of Washington-level administrators
even though there is good reason to question the beliefs. . No doubt this
reflects that, even though communication overall is considered
‘inadequate, the "party line" gets through and sufficient rew;rds exist
for those who promote it. In addition there is psychological value to
being a non-critical member of the organization rather than one who
jﬁdges disapprovingly the institutional opinion.

We believe that agency bias is to be expécted and should not

necessarily result in better or worse management. When people join a
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group—whether ah agency, a social_group, or a church--they invest of
themselves in the group and, in turn, the group becomes a part of then,
Criticism of the group or its policies becomes criticism of self.
Therefore, it would be unusual for an agency employee to stfay far from
the stated policy or objectives of t@e agency. We are not suggesting
blind loyalty, but a dedication of purpose that leads to the defense

of an agency viewpoint. This dedication to a goal can lead to improved
management-—the loss of pufpose can lead to pooref stewaféship. Earlier’
we cbntrasted the ForestlService employees' pride in being foresters

to the BLM personnel'é apparent reluctance for being the nation's range
managers. ’

Opinions often differ between the Forest Service and the BLM on
policy and management activities, but rarely do the personnel in one
agency recognize the merits of a differing viewpoint in the other. -

We note that while many institutions have been doihg a good job
holding public hearings on various‘planned programs, there is an
apparent fear of personnel beiﬁg public spokesmen. There is the
tendency to want to remain anoﬁymous in any Sureaucratic grganization.
BIM personnel seem to stand behind and even promote BLM policies,
but QOuld gain immeasureably'if the people could show more l;titude
in fitting pfograms to local needs and seeing problems as opportunities
rather than insoluble dilemmas.

Why Do Agencies' Own Estimates on Raﬁge

Condition Conflict with Their Own
Estimates and Estimates of Others?

The wide variety of opiqiéns regarding the current condition of the

public range largely stems from inadequate information on the base resource,
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even the laﬁd area managed ﬁ#thin a given agency. .Not only is'there
insufficient inventofy data on the national level, it is not sufficient
at the state level. Wé'do not feel there is any planned attempt on the .
part of the agencies to mis;ead. We feel there are simply so many
different estimates available—all iqaccurate—-th;t any organization or
person attempting to summariée them is doomed to yet a neﬁ estimate whiéh
conflicts with the others. The available documents. which present
information on land area and condition frequently have two major publi;hed
sourées of data, the PLLRC (1970) report and the FRES (1972) report.

Both of these contain daté'developed from estimates obtained from various
other federal agencies.. Since the particular goal at the time when an

estimate is made will determine procedure, techniques and accuracy of

sampling, it is safe to assume that each estimate has its own bias because:

of iﬁs intended use. The reader may have a separate goal from the’ person
who collected the data and the two interpretations may be completely
dlfferent._

The unfortunate fact is that the available evidence is nbt sufficient
to formulate a comprehensive judgment on the present condition of the
public range, and no one has adequétely compiled and analyzed what
evidence there is. Until some systematic attempt is made todassess the
current state of the western rangelands; opinioﬁs will continue to differ

and remain at the hypothesis stage.

Summary of Changes

Techniques for measuring range condition are imprecise at best,
even today. Those estimates made through the years have been made for

many purposes and using variable techniques. Even though the range has
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been viewed through different eyes and measured against new technology
at each major assessmént; we believé ﬁhat égye sound generalizations
can be made.

First, it is our opinion that virtually all the western range had
been grazed exploitatively in the 1890'3 and that by the beginning of
the 20th century only those lands poorly watered or with some other
natural protection could be Considered in good condition. The major
range deterioration in North America .occurred within three or four
decades after the arrival of domestic’livestock at a given point. TFor
most of the West this was ‘between 1850 and»l900.

Between 1905 and 1935, ﬁatiénal Forest rangelana improved, bﬁt
productivity of other ranges continued to decline (see Table 6). It

was during this period that grazing was brought under control on the

National Forests and range management as a science ' began to emerge.

Séme range managemegt publicationé began to appear in the ;910—1930
period, the first range courses were taught in colleges, and range
research projects began to emerge (Sfoddart, Smith and Box 1975).

It appears that isolated improvement was made on private §nd Indian lands
during this period, probably oniy in restricted areas whe?e the emerging
art of range management was gaught and/or practiced. ’

In the next 30~year period, between 1936 and 1966, we believe that
th; federal rangeiands improved some. Although there appears to be little
or no difference in the percentage of good or excellent range, the
amount of range considered to be in poor or bad condition was estimated

to have declined from 587 in 1936 to 33% in 1966. At the same time,

the amount of fair condition range increased from 26Z% to 49% (Table 6).
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Table 6. Percentages of all federal land in three condition classes.?

Percent by Condition Class

Good or »
Excellent Fair Poor or bad
b _
1936 : . 16 26 58
1966 - 18 : 49 | 33 ,
19722 18 50 32

211 data rounded to the néarest percentage point.

b Data adapted from depletion categories in Senate Document 199 (1936).
Moderate Depletion was used to represent good condition; Material
Depletion, fair condition; Severe and Extreme Depletion,-poor or bad
condition.

¢ pata adapted from Pacific Consultants (1968).

d Data from Forest Report No. 19, USDA Forest Service (1972).
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This shift'froﬁ poor to fair condition was more pronounced on the
Public_Domain lands (Table 75; Wé.believe thgt the reported overall
response of Public Domain ranges was small because they were extremely .
depleted by excessive "free range" use at the beginning of the period,
and the arid nature of most of the qulic Domain Eanges does not allow
them to respond quickly to management. A move of one condition class
in 30 years can be considered a successful responée to management.

We seriously doubt that thefe is any real difference in the condigions_
représented by the figures reported in 1961, 1966, and 1972 (Table 7).

This information'is pfobaﬁly all from the same data base, and even though
there was updatiﬁg between surveys, the methods of reporting varied, and'
any real difference in the range could be masked by the way in which the
data are presented. Our personal observations are that foothill and
mountain vegetation improved during the decade of the 60's but that few
desert ranges changed enough to bg obvious without intensive sampling.
-Unfortuﬁately, few detailed condition studies have been made on the

desert ranges since 1966,

Current Management of Public Ranges

Administrative Organization

~

The Forest Service and BLM both have an administrative structure
that could be adequate for managing publie ranges. Yet, there are few
who would say that managemeng of'public ranges is aé good as it should bé.
In fact, it is rather obvioﬁs that the present low condition of the public
range begs for more attention.

In evaluating present condition and ;urrent management we must

recognize that arid and semi-arid ecosystems respond slowly to management
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Table 7. Percentage of land édministered by BIM in three condition

classes.
Percent by Condition Class
Good and
Excellent Fair Poor or bad
1936% 1.5 14.3 84.2
1961° - 16.6 53.1 30.3
1966° 18.9 - 51.6 29.5
1972¢ 17.6 50.0 32.4
19753 i 17.0 50.0 33.0

a Source: Senate Document 199, 75th Congress, 2nd Session. Range
condition classes were not reported as such but are inferred from

. moderate depletion = good or excellent; .

severe and extreme depletion = poor.

percent depletion figures:
material depletion = fair;

Source: Pacific Consultants (1969).

Source: Forest Resource Report No. 19 (1972). These figures include

all federal ranges and are not from the same data base as those

reported above.

d Data from USDI Range Condition Report (1975).

~
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changes. Ihe trend for most of our ranges could have bgen upward
over the past decade.. But that treﬁd could.also be static or downward.
Many BLM grazing districts have not made detailed range condition and -
trend studies since the mid 1960's (BLM 1974b). Simply stated our
techniques and manpower for the broadscale measurements we need on
millions of acres of rangelands have been inadequate.

The state structure of the BLM offers some problems and some
advantages over the regional structure of the Forest Service. The
major disadvantage of the state structure is that each of the 11 states
has slighﬁly different policies. Since state lines do not follow
natural, ecological bOundariés or land ownership boraers, a numbef of ,
problems arise. One is that a unit of land which is ecologically uniform_
mgyjbe subjected to two or more management policies if it happens to
be divided by one or more state boundaries. Another is that one rancher
may find his operation under two or more state directors.

An‘advantage qf state organization is that it should be closer to and
more responsive to the land user., If the users are powerful special
interest groups this could bg a disadvantage as well.

Allotment to Regional Level

Planning occupies a large share of the time available to federal
agency personnel. In both major range-management agencies, a framework 
is.available to dévelop management plans that will suit individual
allotments and still fit into overall objectives for land management
at the regional level. However, it is not being accomplished at the’
rate we think it.sh&uld. Alloﬁment management plans of the BLM are f#r

behind schedule. In vast areas of many states they are non-existent.
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In_fact it was only the impetus of the NRDC suit that overcame the
inertia existingrin tﬁe agency. Under the ﬁLM system, management
framework plans are not available and Qsed for directing‘the allotment
management plans.

‘While the Forest Service has begter marks than the BLM at both the
allotment and regional level for planning and managementvit is far from
being home free. We feel the better progress of the Forest Service is
due to better financial support and a more professional approach to
planning and management.

We believe that the Public now expects, and will demand in the
future, that graziﬁg on the éublic ranges be part of-a larger multiple- ,
use plan for the public lands and that this plan, in turn, will be'
tied to state and/or local land-use plans. Although both the BLM and
the Forest Service claim to have efforts in broad-scale multiple-use
planning, we find th;t the approaches of the different agegcies bear
completely differen; results at the local area.

In general the U.S. Forest Sérvice's approach of making the broad
multiple~use plan and then fitting the grazing program ingp the multiple~
use plan is better accepteﬁ.by ﬁsers, environmentalists, and professionai
managers than the BIM approagh. In the BLM approach, the Allotment
Management Plan is developed as a grazing plan and later subjected to
en;ironmental anaiysis. We believe that this approach will continue to
pit user groups against one another and lead to less than ideal management.

Range Improvements

Improvement in public_range hinges on techniques and methods of

management applied to the land. There are two main methods available
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to the lard manager. One is stock control, a reduction in number of
animals to allow vegetatiﬁn to improve. The pther includes a number
of practices which involve more refined methods such as vegetation
management, reseeding, and in;ensive grazing systems.

Because the public ranges are diverse and co;plex, varying with
soil, elevation and climate,.all of the methods for range improvement
must be available for application to each unique piece of land. It
is improbable that any one method will fit all the diversity of vegetAﬁion
types. A single rest-rotation grazing scheme, fqr example, while
recognized as an excellent management tool in some situations, cannot
possibly be suited for'all ecoloéical types-—e.g. for desert as well as '
mountain range. It must be considered for use where appropriate along
with many other possible.improvement practices.

We are particularly concerned at the heavy reliance that is currently
being made on "recipe type" grazing systems. For instance, the
allotmeﬁt management plans on all the BLM pilot areas beiﬁg evaluated
as part of the Natural Resources Defense Counéil suit are equating
a Hormay-type rest-rotation scheme with good, intensive management, This
type of system simply has not been adequately tested in most vegetation
types and has great potential for range destruction as well as range
improvement. Even the "plant requirements" on which the recipe formulas
are based are usually not known. Some projected benefits such as
impr;ved hydrology on intensive management systems, have not been
tested adequately and have been challenged by range hydrologists using
computer models of BLM's own.pians with their own assumptions (Gifford

and Hawkins 1976).
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Let us be quick to say that we are not opposed to rest rotation
or intensive managemeﬁt.’ We support intensivg management and consider
it a must for.improving the productivity of our raﬁges, but we think
it»should be locally adapted and based on sound science. In additiom,
the range improvement programs will dictate closer supervision by better=-
trained range managers who can study the results of the program and
change the procedures when necessary. Frankly, we do not see the commitment
in funds for adequate management manpower and scientifiq inquiry needed
to make the intensive programs work.

In moét arid shrublands, a simple reduction in livestock numbers
is not going to result in measuréable range improvemént in a reasonable
period of time. Once woody species have invaded or increased in numbers,
they will not be reduced by removing livestock. In most cases, livestock
reduction-gggg be accompanied by direct action such as appropriate -
brush~-control measures and revegetation.

Maﬁagement agencies, then, to accomplish the task of range improvement
must have sufficient funding levels, persomnel, and expertise to attack
the problem, not simply apply passive management and hope gverything works
out.

Response to Needs and Pressures

The federal agencies are in the public eye, so are subject to
rather immediate reaction of the public to current issues.

For the BLM this pressure historically came from ranchers and
grazing organizations. Now we see BLM and FS brought under fire from
all sorts of interest groups at the local as well as the national level.
These agencies appear to us to react to these pressures rather than

developing sound plans for land use based on resource potential.
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We feel federal agenc;és managing public lands should develop
fesource plans which use the biological and physicai limitations as
well as potentials of the site as the basis for management. Too ofte
they allow certain management practices to be forced upon them throug
pressure by polities or interest groups to meet sﬁort-term demands.

When Environmental Impact Statements on grazing were called for

n

h

the federal agencies responded. However, criticism of them developed

and now BLM is reacting to NRDC charges of inadquate range management

The Forest Service, by using a somewhat different approach from the B

LM,

appears to have met the most serious criticisms adequately with their

multiple-use plans. The major difference as we see it between the two

agencies is that the Forest Service adopted a multiple~use approach
to allotment management while the BLM chose a more narrowly based
approach limiting their EIS primarily to the actiom of intensified
grazing ﬁanagement. We feel the broader approach is more appropriate
Current management differences on the public range bétween the

Forest Service and BILM are based in history. The Organic Act of 1897

gave the Forest Service the statutory, regulatory, and judicial power

to manage public lands positively, even forcefully, Additionally, the

Forest Service early established that grazing was a privilege, not a
right, through grazing withdrawal and reallocation. In contrast, the
BLM inherited less responsive and less productive land, came into
being late in the scene, and never thought‘it had the legislative
muscle to fully manage their public land. The Taylor Grazing Act was
too broad and ill-defined as_fér as specific mandates to improve the

range.
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We feel it is rémarkable the public ranges are as well off as they
are giyen the indifferent tréétmenﬁ they have received at the hands
of Congress and administrative budget makers in Washington. |

Current Status of Knowledge for Management
of Public Rangelands

The ability to manage any resource is dependent on data that is
current and applicable to the goals of the manager. In the 1qng TUun
both current data and basic knowledge generated through research are

essential,

Administrative and Management Data Base

The Forest Service and BLM both suffer from deficient data on which.
to base management. Inventory data at the allotment and district level
on range sites, condition classes, and wildlife populations vary from
fair to totally lacking. In many cases, data neceséary for proper-
management simply do not exist. The extensiveness of the areas under
stewardship and personnnel inadequacies virtually preclude adequate
inventory at the present time,

Fundamental knowledge of plant response to grazing ii incomplete
and fragmented. We have not progressed beyond the hypothesis of Stoddart
and Smith's (1943) first edition of their range management tekxt. In fact
we have not even tested many of the hypotheses they proposed because
"intuitively they feel good."

There are no satisfactory measures of goods and services provided
by public rangelands, other than grazing. For example, we cannot quantify
the value of sighting a rare and endangered species nor can we really

justify economically managing rangelands for their survival.
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All in all, public land managers are indeed handicapped in their
management programs because management data are not available for them

to use,

Research Data Base

" Good management can only come fgom good research. Research on
rangelands and their management has generally been scant and disorganizéd,
with narrowly based objectives. The latter two most probably are a
result of the first. It is not too surprising to find that range research
has lacked organization and well-defined logical objectives. The range-
land area to research is o vast, the need so great, and the money
available so small that an o;ganized approach has beén impossible;
Research in forestlands and their management was well underway prior
tq 1900. It was apparently easy to plead a case for trees since they
were well known and had so many indispensable uses. Grass and shribs
on the other hand we;e obscure, obviously plentiful, and hgd little
conspicuous use. The land on which they grawwasvirtually valueless,
low in productivity and occurred in most inhospitable places. This
attitude toward rangelands is not uncommon today. .

Research on rangelands'has>never been plentiful., Shortly after
the turn of the century a nugber of grazing studies were staited,
but they were largely simple measures of animal response. The first
st&dies to.measuré the results of grazing intensity, plant response,
and grazing management were not started until the 1930s.

Reasons for Inadequate Research

The reasons. why the reseafch data base for range management is so

inadequate appear to be several. The first and most obvious is the low
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funding level fér range research. Virtually all of that research is
done in USDA (primarily Forest Service and ARS) and in a few western
universities. The Bureau of Land Management, the only agency with range
management as its central purpose, has never had a research arm of its
own. And while'numerous state agencies conduct r;search on forest and
wildlife management, none to our knowledge conducts any range research
purely from a livestock perépective. That research which is funded by
state fish and game departments is done with primary focus on wildlife-
live;tock range interrelationships.

A major result of th; low funding level is of course a limited
manpower resource for range reseérch and this low level has declined. '
Table 8 shows that the range research category is the only one which
declined in scientific years input_éc rééearch between 1972 and 1974. 1In
the western region there are only 61.3 SY's devoted to range research.
This includes Forest Service, Agricultural Research Service, and
Agricultural Experiment Stations. By contrast there were.65.9 SY's in
forest utilization research alone and a total of 504 SY's in all forestry
research, less the 20.1 in range. This clea?ly points out the glaring
deficiency in research on the western range.

A concerted national effort for research on rangelands has never
existed. Since 1960 the scientific years of rangeland research has
diminished by every measure. Not only that but the effort classified
as range research is overestimated bécause much of the reporting includes
scientific years research activity in fringe areas such as genetics and

entomology. Range research has never even achieved the status of a

separate category for reporting purposes.
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Table 8. Scientific years (SY's) in research in selected natural
resource disciplines for the western regionni

Discipline 1972 1974

SY's SY's
FORESTRY
Inventory 23.5 28.1
Timber Management 90.1 109.8
Forest protection 123.0 133.3
Forest utilization . 65.5 -65.9
Water 76.2 101.7 ,
Forest, Range, Wildlife and Fish Habitat 74.3 (Range 46.0 (Range

21.3) 20.1)

Recreation 8.9 18.9
Alternative land use 2.8 19.1”
Technical assiétance 0.0 1.3
‘Total Forestry 437.4 524.1

FORAGE, RANGE, AND PASTURE

.. 147.4 (Range
41.2)

Total Range - 1974

61.3

1/

=" Data from Current Research Information System, USDA, CSRS,

Washington, D.C,
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A second reason forlthe low research base is the dilution éf effort
over the past 10-20 years frém what we believe is the central need in
range research. That need, in our opinion, ig to elucidate the effects
of different grazing patterns on the vegetation in particular, and
other components of the ecoéystém in.general. This involves both
empirical, long-term observation of the effects; and analyses of the
mechanisms of these effects in terms of plant physiology, plant community
dynamics, soil physics, chemistry, and biology, and others.

"Much of recent range research has diverged into entomology, noxious
weed investigation, plant pathology, shrub culture, and other areas.
While we do not question for a moment the worth of these areas, the
result of their growth has been to divert funds from already limited
resources away from what we c&nsider to be the-highest priority research
needs.

Long-term grazing studies have all but disappeared due to inadequate
funding. Data from these are essential if we are to appropriately
assess the.impact oﬁ grazing on all resourée values,

A third reason for the low research data base nay lie f_in the low
productivity level of the research which has been conducted. Whether
conducted through agency research arms, or on campus through agricultural
experiment stations, such research has tended to get long-term funding.
This is as it should be, for empirical studies of grazing effects on
vegetation are of necessity long-term studies. The major long-term
grazing studies on such range areas as the'Jornada del Muerte in
New Mexico, Santa Rita in Arizona, and Desert Experimental Range in
Utah have provided some of tge most important insights of any grazing

research in the world.
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But the values of long;term funding have their trade-offs. The
pressures for productivity in terms of accomplishment and publication
may not be as strdng as in the case of competitive, annually peer-
feviewed research. Projects also have a way of settling into a pattern
without advancing into new directions as often as-might §e fruicful.

In total, there have been é number of superb range research
projects over the short history of this science. But not all have

been as productive or innovative as could be desired.

Staffing and Personnel

Even in the best of times management agencies have nét had an
adequate number of trained range management professionals. We believe
that the problem -has been inténsified rather than helped in recent years.
For instance, economy moves have caused both the BLM and the U.S.
Forest Service to combine grazing districts, ranger districts and
forests. Each economy move means fewer people being asked to do more
with less funds. In addition, qualified range people are being asked
to do many non-range jobs because many times they are the best-trained
ecologistslon the staff. The lack of adequate personnel to supervise
range work is reported vividly by the BIM: M. . . there is no supervisory
technique which would adequately allow for the ;upervision of AMP's,
HMP's or any other plamns. When four people are charged with the
administration of 4,500,000 acres of BLM land including 11 AMPs and
with 50% of the entire resource area time épent in the office, no
significant supervision can be,reélized" (BLM 1974).

In brief, there simply are not enough people to do the job.

Secretary Kleppe at the 1976 meetings of the Society for Range Management
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said that "condition of rangelands has declined in the past five years
since the advent of NEPA." The reason is that personnel needed on the
land have been required to work on Environmental Impact Statements.
Less attention is being given the land and it is suffering from {it.

The National Resource Lands, according to Secreta;y Kleppe, are largely
in unsatisfactory condition (83%) with only 17% being in satisfactory
condition.

There has not been sufficient recognition that range management
requires professionally trained personnel. Agencies must provide
opportunities for field péfsonnel to attend shortcourses and seminars,
even obtain additional college dégrees. They should contract with s
universities to provide the kind of up-dating the agency feels its
personnel needs.

Personnel shoul§ be assigned to problems within the scope of their
training and experience. We have often observed that personmnel not
suited to a position have been placed there out of expediénce. This.
is usually bad for the person involved and bad for the public land.

Managing public land is an important trust and the job is enormous.
To accomplish the task will require leadership on the part of our federal
agencies. This leadership is not as strong as we would prefer to see it.
Thgre is a deficiency of professionalism on the part of BLﬁ in general
and it needs attention. Leadership depends on professionalism. An
attitude is emerging as well that has us troubled. It isakind of
"no matter what we do we will be criticized" attitude which is leading

to inactivity and lack of positiveness.
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A good-self image is important to.the professional., This self-
image is developed as the>inaividuals have larger and larger successes
in their work. Failures are disasters in building self-image.

One measure of professionalism is activity in professional
societies. The major profeésional group that serves the range management
profession is the Society for Range Management.

Range managers are not now certified so it is difficult to obtain
an adequate measure of professionalism in any of the management agencies.
One measure that can give an indication of professionalism within an
agency 1is the participation of its members in professional organizations.

The Society for Range Manageément was formed in 1947 and its meetingi
and journals are the major source of new information on the management

of rangelands. Membership in the Society can be considered as one attempt

by an individual to keep current in his field. There are now over 4,000

members of the Society worldwide. The number of individuals in each
agency is §hown in Iable 9.
We are concerned that only 353 people in the agency charged with
management of the largest portion of range resources are involved in
the professional society of their field. We believe that membership
in the appropriate professional society is only a.minimal statement
of professionalism—~it only reflects an attempt to keep current.
Leadership in the professional society represents an attempt to
direct or mold the profession. In the past 20 years, the three major
management agencies have held 32.§Z of allielected or appointed national

offices in the Society for Range Management (Table 9). Individuals in the

USDA Soil Conservation Service have held 14.7% of all national offices
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Table 9. Activities of management agency personnel in the Society

for Range Management, 1957-1976.

BLM USFS SCs
Number of members 1976 ' 353 776 572
Number of national elected offices® 12 16 23
Number of appointed national officesb 7 29 30
Number of individuals holding
national office ) 5 18 14

a National elected offices sampled were President, President-elect or

Vice-President, and members of the board of directors.

possible offices were 180.

Appointed offices sampled were editor and edltorlal board.

possible appointments were 180.

The total

The total

Enc;l .
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compared to the USFS's lZfSZAand BIM's 5.3%Z. We are again concerned
that BIM is apparently weak in developing leadership or directing the
future of the profession they should eﬁbrace. In the past 20 years,
only 5 BIM people have held national office and 3 of these made their
professional reputations in universities or USFS Before joining BLM.
Most of these weaknesse; can be overcome. A significant need is
additional professionals given good opportunity to develop leadershib
qualities necessary to meet the challenges of the public range and its

management.

Need for An Independegt Assessment of Range Conditions
* It should be clear by now that we consider the overall effort so
far expended in the protection of an extensive and valuable resource
inadequate. Proper management should consist, in our opinion, in the
enactment of sound management practices by adequately staffed
organizations, acting on the basis of a rich body of research information,
and taking‘cqntinuing state~of~the-resource inventories to check the
validity of the management practices.
As we have discussed, and as the differences in opinibn attest,
we do not ét present'even have a sound picture of the curren; state
of the public grazing lands. A first step in the direction of placing
public grazing-land management on the sound foofing we believe it needs

would seem to be an assessment of its current state and trend.

Senate Document 199, The Western Range, was the first real benchmark

of range conditions, coming as,it did within two years of the passage
of the Taylor Grazing Act. It summarized the condition of the western
grazing lands as of 1936, pointed out the dire conditions as of that date,

and recommended steps to improve those conditions.
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A similar assessment made now would provide a new benchmark of
range condition which would éérve three main purposes. (1) It would
provide a basis for comparison with the 1936 éonditions, aﬁd thereby
give some indication of trend. (2) That indication would provide a
picture of the degree to whicﬁ the 1936 recommendations Qere carried out,
and the effectiveness of the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act.

(3) Once completed, the assessment could serve as a basis for policy
recommendations for future management directions: executive action,
new iegislation, and enhanced research and educational programs.

In our opinion, the assessment shouid be carried out by a non~
governmental group for several reasons. Range management by public
agencies is currently under attack from many quarters. If the assessment
were to conclude that range cénditions have improved markedly in the
past 40 years and are continuing to improve, this conclusion would -
carry more creditibility in the eyes of these critics if done by a
non-governmental group.

Furthérmore, this assessment would de facto constitute an appraisal
of the agencies' accomplishments. It would surely be difficult for
any agency to be objective in evaluating its own accomplishments, or
that of a sister organization. Again, if the evaluation is positive,
it would be preferable for an independent assessment group to render

that jddgment.
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