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Worksheet #2

Criteria for Ranking and Scheduling Rangeland Investments

Worksheet Column Criteria and/or Information

#1

#2+

#3

#in

#sv

#6*

#7*

#8*

#9

F10+

Fl1x

f12#

F13*

#14%

£15

#16

#17
£18

Allotment name or number.

Selective manzgement category (M,I,C) from Worksheet #2.
Estimated total cost of improvements.

Estimated benefit/cost ratio of the improvement package
for the allotment or group of allotments for which a

“plan” will be prepared. Use SageRam model.

Internal Rate of Return (percent) as calculated by  ——-
SageRam model.

Initial ranking (highest IROR first, etc.)

Extent to which a critical resource value(s) exists and
requires protection (E,H,M,L).** (Presence of threatened
or endangered species, deteriorating riparian areas,
fragile soils and/or severe erosion, public safety, and
health hazards are some examples.)

Existence of severe and/or controversial resource use
conflicts (E,H,M,L).%**

Percent of allotment in unsatisfactory range condition.

Application of this criterion requires that a determina-
tion be made as to whether the existing ecological site
condition is suited to the uses for which the area is to
be managed.

Actual percent reduction in livestock use proposed,

based on the difference between most recent 3-year average
of certified actual use and proposed initial stocking
level. Licensed use may be used if actual use is not
known.

Necessity of the proposed investments to maintain viabil-
ity of this range livestock operation. From another
viewpoint, what is the importance of the investment
package in preventing the operator from going out of a
business (H,M,L)?

Public controversy generated by the proposal to install
improvements (E,H,M,L).

Importance of improvements in achieving State/local
government or other agency coordination goals (H,M,L).

Undiscounted cost per additional AUM from SageRam print=
out. (Sum of costs for the 50 years divided by the sum

of additional AUM's over the same period.)

Other criteria developed for the specific local planning
situation, other comments, etc. Also record any changes
made in Management Category. Changes are not required.

Area unager'.: ranking based on assessment of Bureauwide
and local criteria.

Ranking recommended by Distriet Grazing Advisory Board.

Final ranking assigned by District Manager.

*Required criteria; it the criteria does not apply, note with a zero (0).
*%*E = Extreme, H = High, M = Medium, L = Low
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APPENDIX 1

Glossary of Terms

Benefit: The payments and/or economic value generated as a result of
pursuing a particular course of action. In the context of investment
analysis, services and other outputs are usually translated into dollar
amounts. The course of action is the proposal to incur the costs
associated with a rangeland investment (improvement) package.

Benefit—-Cost Ratio: The ratio of the present worth of benefits divided by
the present worth of costs (both discounted to account for the time value

of money). Used primarily in public investment evaluations, the technique
helps to determine whether the economic benefits of an investment proposal
equals or exceeds economic costs. -

Cost(s): The dollar amount of expenditures and value of nonpriced inputs
required to achieve a particular objective.

Costs, Total: All costs incured in the construction, operation, main-
tenance and repair of an investment package that accomplishes a specified
objective.

Cost-Effectiveness: (Sometimes called cost-—utility analysis.) A
systematic examination and comparison of alternative courses of action
(least-cost investment proposals) that might be undertaken to achieve
differing but specified objectives. By identifying the costs associlated
with achieving each objective, a relationship can be defined to help
decisionmakers select an "optimal™ course of action. The technique is
generally used in public expenditure/investment situations in which no
objective way exists to evaluate a situation or when costs and benefits
cannot be stated in commensurable terms.

Internal Rate of Return: The discount or interest rate on an investment
that will make the present value of expected benefits equal to the present
value of the costs of implementing and maintaining the investment package
(improvements) over a period of time, generally 50 years.

Least—-Cost: The least costly or expensive means of achieving a specific
objective.

Maintenance: Timely repair of an improvement in usable condition to
extend its useful life for the purpose intended. Such repair is performed
as needed and is less than half the cost of new construction.
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Operation: Routine use and function of an improvement, including those
costs necessary to keep an improvement functioning. Operation usually
refers to items such as energy costs, lubricants, and inspection costs
commonly associated with pumps, wells, pipelines, etc.

Opportunity Cost: The value of an opportunity foregonme or the value of an
alternative action not taken.

Positive Economic Return: A return on an investment where the benefits
recelved exceed the costs.

Range Improvement: Any activity or program on or relating to the public
lands that is designed to improve production of forage, change vegetative
composition, control patterns of use, provide water, stabilize soil and
water conditions, and provide habitat for livestock and wildlife. Range
improvements may be structural or nonstructural.

Structural Range Improvement: An improvement requiring placement
or construction in order to facilitate management or control
distribution and movement of grazing animals. Such improvements
may include, but are not limited to, fences, wells, troughs,
reservoirs, pipelines, and cattleguards.

Nonstructural Range Improvement: A practice or treatment which
improves rangeland condition and/or resource production for
multiple use. Such improvements may include, but are not limited
to, seedings; plant control through chemical, mechanical, biolo-
glcal means, or prescribed burning; water spreaders; pitting,
chiseling, or contour furrowing.

Reconstruction: Rebuilding an improvement after it has been damaged or

has deteriorated to the point that repair constitutes more than half of
the cost of new construction.

SageRam Program: A BLM-developed computer program that adjusts or
discounts costs and benefits for the time value of money. It provides a
consistent basis for rangeland benefit-cost analyses and generates reports
that managers and potential contributors can use to determine the economic
feasibility of proposed investments in rangeland improvements. The
reports document assumptions made in investment analyses and provide
several measures of economic feasibility in addition to the B/C ratio.

Willingness—-to~Pay: The value of a good or service as determined through
observation of market behavior between buyers and sellers or the economic
value inputed for nommarket goods as derived through a system consistent
with the market mechanism.

"With or Without™ Analysis: Analysis of the situation in the allotment
with the proposed improvements as compared to the situation in the
allotment without the improvements.
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Year!

1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

Year?2

1978
1979
1980
1981

11 West
States

$1.84
1.94
2.09
2.10
2.37

2.38 .

2.58
2.61
2.76
3.00
4.13
4.17
4.39
4.49

3

$7,88 6.35
8.83 8.69

IData from General Farm Questionnaire

N. Dak.

8. Dak, Neb.
$3.13  $3.75
3.16 3.89
3.34 4.20
3.72 4.35
3.80 4.50
3.76 4.76
4.16 4.89
4.22 4.90
4.41 5.12
4.69 5.78
5.79 7.16
6.22 8.04
6.41 9.61
8.91 9.77
9.21 10.23
10.13 11.20
11.79 11.96
11.97 13.81

2pata from June Enumerative Survey

Source:

Kans

$3.52
3.54
3.85
3.99
4.15
4.28
4.46
4.35
4.55
4,97
6.40
6.56
12.86
11.97

9.11
9.97
9.16
9.06

Appendix 2--Private Grazing Land Lease Rates

Grazing Fees-—base data used in computing annual

adjustment index.

pasturing cattle on nonirrigated private

as Okla.

$2.76
2.84
3.14
3.05
3.15
3.52
3.50
3.67
3.80
4.23
5.11
4.38
4.62
5.43

Tex.

$2.38
2.35
2.43
3.38
2.71
2.76
2.79
3.04
3.19
4.12
4.14
3.72
3.96
4.58

4.27
4.65
7.06
6.78

grazing land

Idaho

33-33
3.25
3.40
3.47
3.48
3.50
3.71
3.79
3.99
4.41
5.43
6.55
6.14
6.20

6.43
6.47
6.61
8.20

Wyo.

$3.40
3.68
3.70
3.73
3.95
4.04
4.28
4.28
4.45
4.98
5.81
6.27
7.07
7.06

Monthly Rate (dollars) per head for

Colo. N. Mex. Ore.

$3.51
3.70
3.93
4.05
4.03
4.03
4.03
4.23
4.45
5.11
5.51
5.71
6.26
6.11

7.26
8.12
8.26
8.20

ESS-Econ; work sheets; reflects data as originally published and not rounded.
Will not agree with data published since 1975

$3.09

3.42
3.53
3.37
3.43
3.47
3.62
3.40
3.92
4.10
4.41
4.94
5.15
5.83

$3.15
3.16
3.51
3.74
3.04
3.67
3.70
3.61
3.80
4.20
5.29
5.11
5.18
5.26

Mont.

$3.03
3.14
3.31
3.59
3.00
3.71
3.87
4.03
4.32
4,82
6.87
7.03
7.38
7.28

Ariz,

$2.86
2.87
2.38
2.84
3.10
2.91
3.44
2.78
2.52
2.79
3.21
4.60
5.63
4.90

Utah

$3.42
3.51
3.50
3.66
3.53
3.64
3.78
4.05
4.34
4.81
5.51
5.76
6.04
6.88

5.73
6.30
5.78
7.24

3) Data is currently published in December issue of Agricultural Prices by USDA, Statistical Reporting Service,
"Data Provided To Forest Service, USDA and Bureau of

Crop Reporting Board, Washington, D.C. 20250.
Land Management, USDI, For Computation of Grazing Fees."

See:

Rev.

$4.28
4.00
4.06
N/A
4.43
4.43
4.76
4.32
3.94
4.36
5.41
5.62
7.50
8.21

4.10
2.55
6.19
6.29

Wash.

$3.17
2.98
3.26
3.32
3.63
3.62
3.66
3.63
3.53
3.91
5.36
6.04
5.81
5.83

6.67
7.29
7.39

8.18

Calif.

$4.02
4.02
4.08
3.93
3.71
3.95
4.44
4,44
4,52
4.72
6.78
5.54
6.99
5.81

8.07
8.19
8.80
10.48



APPENDIX 3

Recreation Day Values for Use in Benefit/Cost
Analyses of Rangeland Investments*

Introduction

Responsible public administrators and successful business managers

understand and use information gathering and analysis procedures that
include:

(1) Identification of (rangeland) management or use
objectives;

(2) Consideration of alternative practices or improve-
ments (investments) that will achieve the desired
result;

(3) Comparison or evaluation of the alternative means
of achieving their objective; and

(4) A conscious decision to initiate or invest in those
actions or improvements that will most efficiently
accomplish their objective.

While some managers like to try new or interesting practices, nearly all
understand that their credibility and survival is dependent upon a
thoughtful analysis like that just described.

Since a substantial amount of outdoor recreation occurs on public lands or
involves the use of public resources and markets for such recreation do
not usually exist, it is difficult to establish accepted values or prices
for much wildlife related and other outdoor recreation. That society
values such recreational and envirommental resources is seldom disputed.

This paper provides recreation related benefit values, as estimated by
individuals familiar with private market data and economic studies that
simulate market behavior. These values should be used in rangeland
investment analyses unless local data exists.

*The information presented here is summarized from a more comprehensive
report titled "Recreation Day Values for Use in Benefit~Cost Analysis of
Oregon's Allotment Management Plans,"” prepared by Hans Radke for the
Oregon State Office, Bureau of Land Management, in April 1982.



Recommended Values

After reviewing existing studies and reports, a U.S. Forest Service (FS)
task force recommended that the values shown in Table 1 be used in
resource management planning on forests within each of their regionms.

The values shown in Table 1 are values per activity day, which is the unit
of recreation use measurement commonly used by State and local wildlife
and recreation agencies. An activity day consists of a visit by an
individual to an area for hunting, fishing, camping, etc. during any
portion or all of a 24-hour day.

The typical number of hours spent, by activity, for each activity day is
shown in Table 2. -

The FS and some other Federal agencies use a unit of recreation use
measurement called the Recreation Visitor Day (RVD). An RVD consists of
12 hours of recreation activity. The values shown in Table 3 represent
the estimated value of recreation per RVD, by activity, for each of the FS
regions.

The values in Tables 1 and 2 were derived from the same basic information.
To convert a value as shown in Table 1 to the value as shown in Table 3:
(1) find the value for the activity and region in Table 1 and (2) multiply
the value by the multiplier shown for the same activity and region (this
multiplier is the result of dividing the average hours per activity into
12). The result is the value per RVD.

Updating the values: Since the FS values were developed in 1978 for use
in their 1980 Resources Planning Act, they should be updated using the
consumer price index (CPI) (see current Survey of Business for CPI
values.)

State and District Office personnel will likely find it helpful to obtain
a copy of the complete report prepared by Radke (contact WO 222) for
examples of how State agency data can be used to calculate the average
hunter days/animal harvested value per animal harvested, etc.
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Appendix 3--Table 1, Average regional dollar values per activity day for wildlife and fish-dependent
recreation on National Forest System lands,

Forest Service Region*

“Toug

9¢-¢

Activity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Huﬁting:
Big Game $10{50 10.50 10,50 10.50 10.50 10,50 10,50 10,50 10.50 10.50
Waterfowl $ 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00
Small Game $ 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00
Upland Birds $ 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8,00 8.00 8.00 8.00

Nature Study,
Wildlife (non-

game use) $ 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.25 7+25 7.25 7.25 7.25 725 7.25
Fishing:
Cold Water . . $ 5.25 5425 5.25 5,25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25
Warm Water $ 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 525 5425
Ice Fishing $ 5.25 5.25 5.25 5,25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25 5.25
Salt Water
(Anadromous .
Sport Fishing) $19.50 - - 19.50 19,50 19,50 19.50 —— 19,50 19.50
* Region 1 Wyoming Regionm 4 ~ Region 6 Source; U.S. Forest Service Memorandum
North Dakota South Dakota Utah Oregon 1920 and Management Planning
Montana Nevada Washington "Unit Values to be Used in
Idaho ‘ Idaho Forest Planning," February 24,
1981, -
Region 2= Region' 3 ~  Region 5
Colorado Arizona California
Kansas New Mexico

Nebraska
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Appendix 3--Table 2. Average Regional Hours Per Activity Day (HAD) and Multiplers (HTP) to Transform Values Per
Activity Day to Values per RVD

Forest Service Reglon

Activity Entry2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Hunting:
HAD | 6.0 5.0 1.3 7.1 6.0 7.6 7.0 | 6.8 6.8
Big Game MTP | 2.0 2.4 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.8
HAD ! 4.0 3.0 3.6 3 3.4 4.6 4.2 | 4.0 5.0
Waterfowl MTP | 3.0 4.0 3.3 4.0 3.5 2.6 2.9 . 3.0 2.4
HAD 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.3 3.5 3.8 4.6 | 4.4 3
Small Game MTP 3.0 4.0 3.0 2.8 3.4 3.1 2.6 = 3.0 4.0
HAD | 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.4 3.4 4.4 4.7 1 4.4 2.5
Upland Birds MTP | 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.7 3.5 2.7 2.6 2.7 3.0
Nature Study,
Wildlife non-
game use) HAD | 3.0 3.0 3 3 3 3 3 3
MTP 4.0 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 | 4.0 4.0
Fishing: | {
HAD | 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.3 3.9 4.3 4.5 3.7 4.0
Cold Water MTP 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.8 i 3.0 2.8 2.7 3.2 3.0
HAD 4.0 3.0 3.7 3.0 3.0 3.5 4.4 3.8 -
Warm Water MTP 3.0 4.0 3.2 4.0 3.3 3.4 2.7 3.1 -
HAD | 4.0 3.0 3 4.0 3.5 3 - . 3.1
Ice Pishing MIP | 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.4 4.0 - ! 3.8 3
i 4.0
Salt Water !
(Aadromous HAD . 4.0 - - 4.2 5.0 4.1 - 4.2 5.0
Sport Pishing) MIP | 3.0 - - 2.9 2.4 2.9 - I 2.6 2.1

Iperived from data included in 1530 (2800) letter to Directors of Recreation of various agencies from Director of Recreation
Management, 6/24/76. Activity duration factors (HAD) were revised 11/80 by the Division of Recreation
Management.,

2§re = (12) ~ (HAD)

3In order to meet requirements that values only be established for activities requiring all or a substantial portion
of a 24-hour period, minimum average length of activity day must be 3.0 hours.

Source: "Defining Recreational Values Dependent on Wildlife and Fish to be used in Regional and Forest Lands and Resource
Management Planning, July 18, 1980. Report of a Wildlife and Fish Values Task Force Established by Director RPA (USDA).
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Appendix 3--Table 3. Average Regional Dollar Valuea Per RVD for Wildlife and Fish-Dependent Recreation
to be Used in Comparing Forest Plan Alternatives

Forest Service Region®

Activity X 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10
Hunting: !
Big Game 21.00 25.00 16.30 17.50 21.00 16.80 ‘ 17.85 17.85 18.90
Waterfowl ‘@ 24.00 32.00 26.40 32.00 22.00 20.80 23.20 24.00 19.20
Small Game 'i 24.00 32.00 24.00 22.40 27.20 24.80 20.80 24.00 32.00
Upland Birds i 24.00 32.00 24.80 21.60 28.00 21.00 20.80 21.60 24.00

Kature Study, f
Wildlife non=-

game use) 1 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 29.00
Fishing:

Cold Water - 15.75 15.75 - 15.20 14.70 15.75} 14.70 14.20 16.80 15.75

Warm Water 15.75 21.00 16.80 21.00 17.30 17.85 14.20 16.30 -

Ice Fishing 15.75 21.00 - 21.00 15.75 17.85 21.00 - 19.95 21.00

Salt Water

(Anadromous ;

Sport Fishing) 58.50 = - 56.55 46.80 56.55 - 50.70 40.95

* Region 1 Wyoming . Region & Region 6 Source: "Defining Recreational Values Dependent on
North Dakota South Dakotsa Utah Oregon Wildlife and Pish to be used in Regional
Montana Nevada Washington and Forest Lands and Resource Management
Idaho ) . Idaho Planning," July 18, 1980. Report of a
. Wildlife and Fish Values Task Force

Region 2 Region 3 Region 5 Established by Director RPA. U.S. Forest
Colorado Arizona w California Service
Kansas New Mexico
Nebraska



Pinyon-Juniper Chaining: Pinyon Juniper (P-J) chaining is still an
accepted rangeland improvement technique and should be considered along
with other vegetation manipulation techniques when resource conditions and
planning considerations suggest that it is technically and environmentally
feasible. Application of the Bureau's investment analysis procedures will
help determine economic feasibility.

Proposed P-J chainings should be conducted in a timely manner, consistent
with rangeland improvement implementation schedules, as identified in
Range Program Summaries and AWP investment rankings.

Current policy emphasizes the sale and beneficial use of all woodland
products. However, if local market conditions such as distance from local
markets, availability of other free or less costly wood products (i.e.,
firewood, posts, poles, etc.) or a lack of interest in offered materials
exists, the authorized officer can decide to initiate the proposed
chaining. Proposed chainings should be scheduled with sufficient lead
time to evaluate whether wood products can be marketed and to allow time
for input from the other resource desciplines.

Prescribed Burning: Prescribed burning is an effective and accepted
technique for vegetation management. It has been used quite successfully
in some areas and appears to have the potential for wider use. It is
particularly effective in situations where vegetation-—fuel conditions
meet certain criteria. Prescribed burning should follow similar planning
and analysis considerations as those described above. Investment analysis
procedures must be applied to proposed prescribed burns to ensure that the
most cost—effective technique is selected. Measures should be taken to
assure that the fire will be controlled and that property and life are
protected. Bureau Manual Section 9211.3 provides guidance on prescribed
burning.

Other Methods: Several other mechanical methods of vegetation management
exist and are being utilized with success. Sale and physical removal of
woodland products i1s desirable when market conditions permit. Questions
concerning the acceptability and effectiveness of alternative techniques
may be directed to the Division of Rangeland Resources (W0-222) at FTS
653-9210.

Occasionally, circumstances require that tests or trials of methods be
conducted to determine which method is most cost effective. When this is
the case, trial acreages should not exceed 1 percent of the total land
area in need of treatment. Exceptions may be necessary if a larger area
is needed to ensure valid test results. In all such trials, detailed cost
records shall be kept, and the effectiveness of the treatments shall be
monitored and recorded. Periodic monitoring of trial sites must continue
so that long-term effectiveness and impacts can be studied. A report
shall be submitted to the Director annually on the results and progress of
the trials. That report must include cost and effectiveness data and the
results of long-term monitoring of the site for impact assessment of
impacts.

Encl. 3-30




Bureau Manual Section 9222, Appendix 2, provides guidance for both pre-
and post-treatment analyses of test sites. Reasonable modifications of

report format and content may be made to fit the needs of specific
programs.
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TARLE | . . , |
Allot. ¢ o e .

Date: _ _ .. APPENDIX 5

RANGELAND INVESTMENT ANALYSIS
EXISTING PROGRAN DATA

LOCATION DATA
o ___ L
. State District Resource Area Allotment Name Allot, Prog. Base
) . g . Ro. ident. Year
DATA PREPARED BY:
0y ____ Range Conservationist o)y _ _ e
Last Name Last Name Title
G __ _ Wildlife Biologist s ___
) Last Name Last Name Title
TOTAL ANN. MAINT.
STRUCTURAL PROJECTS NUMBER COST X BLM
(06) Springs (No.) _—
(07) Reservoirs (No.) S B o
(08) Wells (No.) oy e -
(09) Pipelines (Mi.) Y B L
{10) Fences (mMi.) o “'_________ : : ) @
(11) Cattleguards (No.) S B B
Other Projects Unit ‘
aw ____ D ___ 1 ___L___
a»n _ __ D) ___b___1 o
(llg)_ _________ ) ___ L1 __-_
LYIFE | TOTAL REPLACEMENT ‘ NUMBER OF UNITS BY AGE CLASS
NONSTRUCTURAL PROJECTS SPAN COST Z BLM 0-4 5-9 10-14 [15-19 [20-25 +25
(15) Mech. Control (Ac.) S R R D A I R e
N N | ] 1
(16) Chem. Control (Ac.) I I L -—_]L-_’L_—'L_-']__—]L-_
(17) Burning (Ac.) __'T _____ I ___'___1|___] _—'L—-]L——
(18) Seeding (drill) (Ac.) U B L _,____L___L____ _______L__
Other Projects Unit -
as __ ___ D _____ I B B SN B SN SR
7]
200 _____ o D ek aEEE SEE T EEEE SRS U R B B
Qv ___ 'SR R I I B R N . L

e . Encl. 3—32_4




LIVESTOCK FORAGE

(22) Livestock AUMs

RECREATION USE

(23) Deer Hunting Days (HDs)
(24) Elk HDs

(25) Other Big Game HDs
(26)AUaterf'owl HDs

(27) Upland & Small Game HDs

(28) Warm Water Angler Days (ADs)

(29) Cold Water ADs

(30) Inland Anadromous ADs

1) D-evlpd. Site Rec. Days (RDs)

(32) Dispersed Use RDs

" (33) Non-Game Wildlife RDs

SOIL/WATER BENEFITS

(34) Annual Maintenance Cost &
-losses due to Sedimentation
& Flooding from allotment

OTHER OUTPUTS

Output Type Unit
s _ _ _ -
Ge) _____ ______ -
G _____ S

BANGELAND INVESTMENT ANALYSIS
PROGRAM BENEFITS

THIRD LEVEL

BASE FIRST LEVEL | SECOND LEVEL FOURTH LEVEL
LEVEL | Units Yr | Units Yr | Units Yr | Units Yr
———f e | o | e e ] | i i § s ] s ot o

_ at the Final Level.

Encl. 3-33
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TAME 2 .
Date:

LOCATION DATA

1) _

RANGELAND INVESTMENT ANALYSIS

ALTERNAT IVE PROGRAM DATA

District Resource Area Allotmeat Kame Allot.” 7Prog. Base
‘. . Fo. Ident. Year
DATA PREPARED BY: -
{02) e Range Conservationist (03) S
Last Name Last Name Title
s _________ Wildlife Biologist s _ __ ___
Last Name Last Name Title
Fmsr NEW CONSTRUC'I'ION COST BY YEAR ANN. MAINT.
STRUCTURAL PROJECTS MAINT UNITS 1 2 3 4 5 ZBLM | cosT ABILM
(06) Springs (No.) I —--—--'_--'L-_’L--]_-—T'-_"--
(07) Reservoirs (No.) I -—_—--‘_—-']L--.]L—-]L--]_-—'T--
(08) Wells (No.) R “"“““““‘L;“L“WL“‘L‘"
€09) Pipeline (Mi.) N _____________________]____i_______
(10) Fences (Mi.) e _‘__:;_ —-——--'——-”_-_1_—-']__-'L-——'_—
(11) Cattleguards (No.) N D R A S _____L_____L____L______
Other Projects Unit ]
a2 _ D I N B B I N B SR B R
(13) e — o — (__) ___ ____'_ __T__-____._______.____‘______.__
_(llo) _________ ) ___V____l_—+__Y __>r__°r__] L __1__
. LIFE NEW CONSTRUCTION COST BY YEAR - REPLACEMENT
NONSTRUCTURAL PROJECTS SPAN UNITS 1 2 3 4 5 ZBLM | COST ~BLM
(15) Mech. Control (Ac.) I ______“""“___T"""___L““"“__
(16) Chem. Control (Ac.) I _;____L"““L__+"““L__T“"““__
(17) Burning (Ac.) - I ___1___1_____]L____]_________11________
(18) Seeding (drill) (Ac.) N _______L_______L__q I S N
Other Projects Unit
aw ___ _-___ << __1.-._-J-..4r_r-r-rrvrvr__a__
(00 _ (SN0 T D D I I I A AU S
@y __ D ___\___ V-t r_ - r__r__-tr__4t__
(22) Permittee Costs: _ _ _ _ Vorkdays (23) BIM Costs: Workdays

Encl, 3734. .




TARLE 2

Allot. ¢ _ _ _ _

LIVESTOCK FORAGE

(24) Livestock AUMs

RECREATION USE

(25) Deer Hunting Days (HDs)

(26) Elk HDs

(27) Other Big Game HDs
(28) Haterfowl HDs

(29) Upland & Small Game HDs

RANGELAND INVESTMENT ANALYSIS

.(30) Warm Water'Angler Days (ADs)

(3li) Cold Water ADs

- (32) Inland Anadromous ADs

(33) Devlpd. Site Rec. Davs (RDs)

(34) Dispersed Use RDs
(35) Mon~Game Wildlife RDs

SOIL/WATER BENEFITS

(36) Annual Maintenance Cost &
Losses due to Sedimentation
..& Flooding from allotment

OTHER OUTPUTS

(37)
(38)

(39)

(40) _ _ _% of Livestock AUMs available between _

Unit

PROGRAM BENEFITS

BASE FIRST LEVEL SECOND LEVEL | THIRD LEVEL FOURTH LEVEL

LEVEL | Units Yr | Units Yr Units Yr | Units Yr

-— e — e — — -_— e e — — —— — — — — e o o mem?  cwm
at the Final Level,

" Date

Encl, 3-35
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AGE TWO

© e —- - -

e esw @ . o

ALLOTMENT NUMBERIXXXX

e e e - ——— 4 G — . —

ALLOTMENT NAME ! XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

ATA PREPARED BY $ XXXXXXXXXXXX-RANGE CONS.

. XXXXXXXXXXXX-WILOLIFE BIOL. . .

TRUCTURAL _FIRST

thees - .

XXXXXXXXXXXX =XXXXXXXXXXXXXX
AXXXXXXXXXXXK = XRXXXXXX XX XXX X

.ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM COST DATA
1222332202222 233 0333332333338 %¢

PROGRAM. IDENT 2 XXXX

ROJECTS MAINT  NEW T "CONSTRUCTION COST BY YEAR

tEExXkkXx (YRS) UMITS 1 2 2 3 4 5 XBLM COST ZBLN
FRINGS XX XXXXX NO ~ XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXX XXX
ESERVOIRS XX  XXXXX NO XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX _ XXX $XXXXX XXX
ELLS COXX T OXXXXX ND TOXXXXXTTXXXXX U XXXXX O XXXXX  XXXXX XXX $XXXXX XXX
ENCES CXX_ XXXXX MI XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX _ XXXXX__ XXX $XXXXX__ XXX
ATTLEGDS. XX XXXXX NO XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX X%X $XXXXX XXX
XXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX YY  XXXXX XXXXX_  XXXXX XXXXX_ XXXXX XXX ___ $XXXXX_ XXX _
XXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX YY  XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX  OXXXXX XXXXX XXX  $XXXXX XXX
XXXXXXXXX XX _XXXXX_YY XXAXX XXXXX XXXXX _XXXXX _XXXXX XXX __ $XXXXX XXX
ONSTRUCTURAL LIFE R _
ROJECTS SFAN  NEW CONSTRUCTION COS1 RY YEAR REPLACEMENT
EXXRXXXXx  (YRS) WUNITS & 2 3 4 5 ZBLM _ COST _ XZBLM
ECH.CTRL. XX XXXXX AC XXXXX XXXUX XXXXX ~ XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
HEM,CTRL. XX XXXXX AC  XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
URNING XX UXXXXX A XXXXX T OXXXXX XXXAXX T OXXXXXT O OXXXXX XXX $YXXXXX T XXX
EEDING XX XXXXX AC  XXXXX7 XXXXX XXXXX_ XXXXX XXXAXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
XX XXX XX XX XX XXXXX YY  XXXXX. XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
XXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX YY O XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
IXXXXXXXXX XX XXXXX YY  XXXXX  XXXXX  XAXXX O XXXXX XXXXX XXX $XXXXXX XXX
'ERMITTEE WORKDAYSS XXXDAYS  $XXXXX TBLM WORKDAYS!: XXXDAYS  $XXXXX

e —

INNUAL OUTPUTS
3223323832338 89 ¢
.IVESTOCK AUMS

- — L —  —— — o —— —— — " ———— —\n o

- e i ey — —— e

TTTTANNGHATINT .

e e S————— - ————

ALTERNATIVE FROGRAM EENEFIT DATA
EEKKEEXRKKRRRKKRRKRKX KKK RRRKK KKK .
THIRD LEVEL FOURTH LEVEL

JEER HUNTING TAYS
LK (HDs)

JTH.BIG GAME(HDs)
IATERFOWL (HDs)
JFLANDSSMALL GAME
JARM WATER (ADs)

;OLD WATER (ADs)

NLAND ANAD. (ADs)

1IISPERSE USE (RDs)

JEVLFD SITE (RDs)

{ONGAME WLDF (RDs)

'OILIWATER LOSSES

IXXXXXXXXXXX=XXX —

IXXXXXXXXXXX=XXX
IXXXXXXXXXXX ~XXX

BASE ~ FIRST LEVEL SECOND LEVEL
LEVEL UNITS YR UNITS YR
XX XXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XXXXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX X%
TTOXXXXX XXXXX ™ XX = XXXXX XX
XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XXX XX XXXXX ™ XX XXXXX XX
XX XXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XXXXX T OXXXXXT XXT T XxXXxxX XX
XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XXX XX XXXXX XX OXXXXKX XX
XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
XX XXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX
$XX XXX $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX
SAXXXX T EXXXXX XX T $XXXXX XX
$XXXXX $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX
$ XX XXX EXXAXX XX T $XXXXX XX

UNITS YR
XXXXX XX
TOXXXXXT XX
XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
XXX XX
_XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
_XXXXX
XXXXX XX
XXXXX XX
$XAXXXX XX
EXXXXX XX
$XXXXL XX

"

XX

UNITS
XXXXX

XXXXX T

XXXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX

XXXXX
XXXXX
XXXXX
XXX XX
$XXXXX
$XXXXX "
$XXXXX
$XXXXX

XXXXX

XX

"YR

XX

XX

XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
XX
X X
XX

'XXZ OF LIVESTOCK AUMS ARE AVAILABLE BETWEEN XX/XX & XX/XX AT THE FINAL LEVEL

nd of file -

old bectabletl

reauest executed

s.

S tinmes

Lo eem e eme v e - e

Encl, 3-36
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PAGE ONE RANGELAND INVESTHENT ANALYSIS DATE $ XX/ XX

Bk R 2132312022228 SRR3R SN JIMEXXXXX
STATE ! XX e o e e
DISTRICT $ XXXXXXXXXXXX ALLOT NOSXXXX PROGRAM IDENT:X
RESOURCE AREAIXXXXXXXXXXXX ~~ ALLOT NAHEXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX BASE YEAR!X:
DATA PREFARED BYIXXXXXXXXXXXX-RANGE CONS. = XXXXXXXXXXXX=XXXXXXXXXXX
XXXXXXXXXXXX-WILDLIFE BIOL. XX CXAX XXX XX =XXAXXXX XK XX
T EXISTING FROGRAM COST DATA CoT T T T T
STRUCTURAL EERRRER RO RR R Ry ‘o
FROJECTS -
TXXXXAXEEXER UNITS TOTAL ANNUAL MATNT. COST
SPRINGS XXXXX NO EXXXXX XXX%Z3LN
RESERVOIR _XXXXX NO ~ $XXXXX  XXXZBLM -
UeELLs XXXXX NO $XAXXX XXXZBLM
FENCES , XXXXX MI  $XXXXX XXXZBLM
CATTLEGDS. ~ XXXXX NO TEXXXXX T TXXXXBLM~ T
XXXXXXXX XX XXXXX YY $XXXXX XXXZBLM
XXX XXX XX XX XXXXX YY $ XXX XX XXXZBLM
XXXXXXXXXX XXXXX YY XXX XX _ XXXXBLM o L .
NONSTRUCTURAL LIFE e
PROJECTS ~ SPAN TOTAL REPLACEMENT NUMBER OF UNITS BY AGE GROUF
TREXXXXRXXEE  (YRS) cosT XBLM  1-5_ 6-10 11-15 14-20 21-25 -
MECH.CTRL,.AC XX $XXXXX XXX XXXXX ™ XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XX
CHEMJ.CTRLL,AC XX $XXXXX_ XXX  XXXXX_ XXXXX _XXXXX_ XXXXX _XXXXX_ XX
RURMING AC XX TUURXXXNXT XXX XXXXX TXXXXX T XXXXXT O OXXXXX T XXXXX XX
SEEDING AC XX $XXXXX XXX XXXXX  XXXXX  XXXXX  KXXKX XXXXX XX:
XXXXXXXXXXYY 777 XX~ 77 #XXXXX T XXX OXXXXXT XXXXX  OXXXXX  XXXXX XXXXX XX
XXXXXXXXXXYY XX $XXXXX XXX XXXXX  AXXXK  XXXXX XXXXX XXXXX XX
AXXAXXXXXXYY XX TEXXXXT XXX UXXXXX T OXXXXXTOXXXXX XXX XXT XXXXXT XX

" EXTSTING FROGRAK FENEFIT DATA
BRXELRXXRERAXLOKXRRNCRRRRAS

- . - - e e e e - ee mm— s meems e s s e emrmeme e e ® em—— e sm——

ANNUAL OUTPUTS _ BASE FIRST LEVEL SECOND LEVEL THIRD LEVEL FOURTH LE
13333333333333331 LEVEL UNITS YR UNITS YR~ UNITS YR  UNITS Y
LIVESTOCK AUMS XXXXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX AXXXK XX XXXXX X
DEER HUNTING DAYS —~ XXXXX ~ XXXXX ~ XX XXXXX ~XX% XXXXX XX XXXXX X
ELK (HDs) XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX  XXXXX X
OTH.BIG GAME(HDs) - XXXXX XXXXX XX T OXXXXX XX @ XXXXX XX XXXXX X
WATERFOUL (HDis) XXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX X
UPLARDIESMALL GAHE XXXXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXxXx«< XX XXXXX X
WARM WATER (ADs) XX XXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX X
COLD WATER (ADs) ~~~ XXXXX  —~ MXXXX T XX~ "xxXXXX XX =7 ‘xxyXx XX T XXXXX X
INLAND ANAD. (ADs) XXXXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX X
DBISPERSE USE (RDs) ~ XXXXX —~ ~XXXXX™ XX 7777 XXXXX XX 7 7 XXXXX XX = XXXXX X
DEVLFD SITE (RDs) XX XXX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX XX XXXXX X
NONGAME WLDF (RDsY  XXXXX  XXXXX XX~ XXXXX XX XXXXX XX CXXXXX X
SOILIWATER LOSSES $XXXXX $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX EXXXXX XX EXXXXX X
XXXXXXXXXXXX=XXX $XXXXX  $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX EXXXXX XX EXXXXX X
XXXXXXXXXXKX~XXX $XXXXX EXXXXX XX EXXXXX XX $AXXXX XX $XXXXX X
XXXXXXXXXXX X~ XXX $XXXXX $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX $XXXXX XX LXXXXX X

— —— L we - o a———

XXXX OF UTVESTOCK AUMS AKE AVATILABLE BETWEEN XX/XX & XX7/XX AT THE FINAL LEVE

—l

end of file - reauest executed 57 times Encl, 3-37
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The State of Texas
Office! of State - Federal Relations

o o

Jim:

In a conversation with your secretary, I advised
her that I would be sending you the enclosed
information so that you would better understand
the issue at hand.

I would appreciate your calling and allowing
me to provide you with further details on the

matter.

Ken

Ken Jordan
K Agriculture Coordinator ——J

(202) 488-3927



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR. STATE CAPITOL

GOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

Cctober 21, 1982

The Honorable John R, Block
Secretary of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Washington, D.C. 20205

Dear Jack:

Central and West Texas ranch leaders have hroucht to my attention what thev
perceive to be a major continuing problem revolving around efforts by the
U.S. Forest Service to obtain jurisdiction over the management and use of
privately owned range lands. These leaders working throuagh the Hational
Cattlemen's Association have developed two proposed papers designed to
provide an understanding of the responsibilities of the Forest Service
vis-a-vis the Soil Conservation Service with respect to a definition of
range land and coordination of technical assistance proagrams and inventory
activities. These were presented to representatives of both agencies at a
meeting in Fort Yorth last week., To me these appear to be verv reasonable
proposals, and I am quite concerned that there appear to be objections from
the Forest Service and Assistant Secretarv Crowell to acceptance of these
as policy of the Department,

I want to explain why private land owners object to having their range land
inventoried and classified by the Forest Service. By law, the Forest
Service is the federal agency responsihle for managing Mational Forest
System lands. Because of that, the general public tends to confuse
privatelv owned land classified as forest with federal forest land; there-
fore, thev have demanded that greater restraints and controls be placed on
uses of any land classified as forest. This concept is certainly embodied
in federal laws and requlations, and future legislation and federal regu-
lation could place even greater restraints on use of these lands.

Forest and range lands are senarate kinds of lands and have different uses.
Because the lands we are concerned about are range lands and not forests,
thev should be managed in different ways. Forest lands are subject to manv
restrictions on rmanaaement improvement which do not applv to range land.

As one example, herhicides that are valuable management tools on range
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Page 2
October 21, 1982

lands cannot be utilized on forest lands. The Forest Service and State
Forestry Agencies are given several resnonsibilities with regard to forest
land under the CQOPERATIVE FORESTRY ASSISTAMCE ACT OF 1978, These condi-
tions do not apply to private range lands,

The Forest Service is basically a requlatery agency mandated bv Conqgress to
manage Mational Forest Assistance lands. Private range land owners and
users nrefer to receive voluntary technica] assistance provided by
non-requlatory agencies at the land user's request as, for example, a
cooperative agreement with locally governed Soil and Yater Conservation
Districts.

Principles of forest management and principles of range management are
different., Likewise, the objectives of managing these two distinctive kinds
of land are different., As recently as last week, I am told that Forest
Service personnel from the llashinaton office stated at Fort Ylorth that "one
of the reasons to classify range land as forest was to obtain more money

for state forestry agencies".

Jack, I hope you will look into this situation personally and provide for
programs and assiqgnment of responsibilities in line with the hasic
philosophy of the Reagan administration. The 1280 RPA Program Report, in
my opinion, is a direct contradiction of the administration's philosophy of
reducing the role of government and restricting the intrusion of federal
agencies into the management of privately owned land. As I stated earlier,
I believe that the Mational Cattlemen's Association reconmendat1ons are
appropriate and are workahle.

I enclose copies of these recommendations, in case you have not vet heen

given copies bv your staff. I want to stress that while I am speaking for
Texas, this is clearly a national issue. Any of your officials who consider
this merely a Texas issue is in error, as the position of the National
Cattlemen's Association represents the consensus of the national organization.

Sincere]y

H1]11am P. C]ements, Jr.
Governor of Texas

ffm
Enclosures



OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR. STATE CAPITOL
GOVERNOR AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711

October 21, 1982

The Honorable John Crowell
Assistant Secrctary of Agriculture
U. S. Department of Agriculture
WYashington, D.C. 20205

Dear Mr. Crowell:

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss our concerns about the continuing
problem of definition of forest and range lands and coordination of respon-
sibilities between the Forest Service and the Soil Conservation Service.

As vou know, Texas has large areas of both forest and range land, almost
all of which is privately owned and managed. Our Central and tlest Texas
ranchers have been very concerned for a number of years over what they
nerceive to be syvstematic efforts by the Forest Service to obtain control
over the way in which thev manage their land. The-two draft statements
proposed bv the Mational Cattlemen's Association at the meeting with USDA
officials in Fort torth on October 14, 1982 represent, I believe, a con-
structive effort to address and resolve the continuing concerns of our ranch
industry leadership. You indicated that vou thought that thev were being
unduly alarmist in their concerns and requested that I provide vou with
background information to document our concern.

As far as I can determine, the Forest Service has persistently sought, at
least since 1973, to expand its authority to cover privately ovned ranch
lands. The 1975 Draft RPA Proaram Report is our first documented evidence
of this effort. This was followed in 1976 by an interagencv agreenent
hetween the Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service on coordina-
tion of range programs on non-federal forest lands and inventory activities
on forest and range lands.

Subsequently, in January 1977, the two agencies reached agreement on defi-
nition of forest and range lands. The Forest Service has interpreted this
to legitimize their efforts to assume responsibility for inventorv and
classification of private range lands as forest lands.

In 1972, the State and Private Forestry Division Regional Office in Atlanta
prepared, published and widely distributed maps of western range lands
classifying large areas as forest lands.
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The 1930 RPA Program Report contained nurerous references to Forest Service
assistance to private land owners and direct involverment on privatelv owned
land.

In 19€1 the State and Private Forestry Division published a docurment
containing an explicit strateqy for exnanding Forest Service assistance to
private land owners. Finally, the 1985 RPA alternative goal draft document
issued in early 1982 openly discusses proposed Forest Service activities on
private forest lands.

These actions taken together appear to represent a classic case of expansion
of authoritv and control by a federal reaulatory agency. 1 hope that

this chronoloqy will be helpful to vou as vou attempt to understand our
concerns.

Yhile this is clearly a national issue, Covernor Clements is seriously
concerned about the problem and would like a resolutinn of this issue as
soon as possible.

S NAhn

rvis E. Miller, Director -
overnor's Office of Rudget and Planning
ffm

Sincerely,




o DRAFT SECRETAZY’Z MEMORANDUM Off 2aNCE
~ 1. PORFGEST

The Qacdon's range 1/ tasource lancludes zboue half the land araa in the
contiguous 48 Statas and large aveas in Alaska and Hawaif., The USDA mondzes
sare than 102 aillion acres of federal range, and USBA programs iaflusace

Ehr wse and Banagemenar of sther Federal uad 514 m{ilion acrag of aonfaderal
rangsiand. I/ '

Ranges provide the principal spuree of forags for tha cattle, sheed and goaok
dpezatiaws on thoussmds af Azarican farsms aad ranches,

In addition to supplying idveatroed foraga, rangem provide a vast zarional
trazzire of vegetanion, minerzlis, water, veoreation, and wildlife and fiah,
ag w1l a8 archeslogical, bistzrical), and cultural amenities. Ag human sap-
uilafione increase myd drmand Ior food and energy ewpand, tha need for forage
ae4d tTha other range ressurces w11l incroasa,

In rzcent years, the condition zad producedwity of the Motion's ranges have
izpraved rhrough grasing oonagesant, seeding, weed and drush céﬂ{:cl, water
mRasgemant, and eresion gentrol, Howewer, zmuch work Temains to ba dota to
aghiese dcceptable ecslegical wondieiems and lavels of preductiviiy 35 A
basiz £p Tespend to curreat and fagurs deminds on zhe TAGEs TesouToR,

Thiz Memovandutm gets forth Departmental policy zs=latdng o range r2504TIRA
and roordination of range activities among agenciea of thi UBDA and other
srecusive agencies, organizariim, and individumsls. b lz furtharasce of
CiRd cesponxibilitiss mandaced by the legislation identified lu pavagraph 5.
Agencizs 3 the Departaent of dgriculture affecred by rhis Hemorssdun ioclude
APHTS, aA3%, ASCS, SRS, E8S, £5, Fedl, 73,0100, 508, AID S2s,

2. CANCEIIATIONS .

| Thiz Memorandum cimeels smd regizces Secverary's Hemorasduws o, 1599 dated
‘ Detwder 23, 1979, "Statessnt of Rsnge Foliey.™

3. POLICY

i

-4 USDA policy to implemenr zprogram 1oz

3. Yfoprowe ind enhancs r=ize roorystany.,

S G A AR PA S

4
S,

!

Bﬂﬂgﬁ — Embrades Tangelasda and alga many forest lands which suppert an
undezstary or paviodic cevexr ¢f heybuopous ot shrubby wegstation ssendable

o certain range Adagqagement prinniples or practices.

2/ BRangsisnd - Lasd og which the ngrdve vegezation {slinax v natural natauc?ai)

iz prodeninanrly grasses, 2vass-iive nlankg, forhs or shrubs guitable o

grtatizzy ot browsing use. Rangelaeds dinclude natural grasziand, s;.nr:.m*z_as, =a%l

dezetrn, tundza, alpise glant gommunitian, coastal zagshes, wabt meadows and

intrsduced plant cossnmivias mazaged like rangeland,

o SR TS R RS ST S S B



Bapewable Resecurces Flaaning Act of 1974, ag ameaded (PL 93-373); the
%31l and Yatat Rasources Cougervaeisa Act of 1977 (PL 35-192): the
&zmewable Rascurces Ixtanaion Act of 14749 (7L 95=3063: Subtitle 4 -
Fampelond Research of the Agriculture and Food Acz of L98); zhe Public
RBungelaods Improvezent At of 1978 (PL 94-314); dod the Faderal Land
Zoliecy and Managzszewur Aet aof 1976 (Bl 34-573),

Vs il e e ety

(0
e

LN AY N
fu

b3 ! = H M > ,~,. o o . 5 = P 3
b  The NRE Commistee will provida Departmentwide leadershlp snd wtll
extabhlish 3 Range Izsuay Workiag Oroup to help faple=sng igs cfange

Faspmalibilities.
€.  Timt HRE Cormitree will:
(L}  Coeovdinats the cange pallelen aof affecred ﬂéar‘\‘naﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁ;ﬁ«
{2} Provide a forum for Pormulatiog and asssaziny alterparive raage

policies and procsdures battar to gerve the missioms of tha
varicos agencies within USDA aad rhoze of cthey 2uscutive dgenciesn.

T G A i i N A R A M TR

{1} Encourage snd ausist GSDA ageaciea to dewelop liailgen, as naedad,
with orheT executive agescdies, publit interest crgandzaeisme, and
professional scciatlas,

.
e
e’

Coordinata with tha Rangeland Regearch Board eatablished by the
Jecrgraxy pursuamt to Subtitle M of the dgriculicra aad Food Acs
of 1981 snd a=zixe the Sscrstary in carrylog outb tha purposa of
thias legislatton.

3 3} Prowids tha Secratary an annual dtatus rsepore 5% tange issues unday
considaration, nprortuniries for (=mproverwpt | and progress toward
rexdlutim, )

4. Asznuy Complience

{1} Zaeh zgeney of USDA will saintain §t3 policies and prograa direction
in ecaspllance wich this Hemorapdum, JAgency haads w1l sssure than
current range program foriviries axs delinssted and that range
pIograzws of each ageacy are dnwwm o the TEY Committos,

L T ——

.
T3
et

RBules, vegulatipoea, and other dizeceives ame to be writton ax
revised ae as=eesansy o comply with thiz Yemorandum,
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b, Contribute to rhe socdal :wnd sconomic well being of peools and communie
ties thar depend on vange Inv theivr livelihoods.

C. Fxavide continudng cescatch and tachnology dewelopsest ro facrfease vange
com¥ervatien and rasge proadactiwity.

4. Zapperr loeal, State, asticnal and {ntematienal education aed cooperacion
Gesigued ta {zprove tangn cendition and zange producziviry.

2. 3Z=phaslza cooperatiom and coordinarion with Federal, Szate, local and
grivaty grgandzaticoy and instirutions and individusia in plasaing and
axzcuting range programs to mevefir the Departoeng’s vange coustirfveney
ard to prevear duplicarion and gverlap of dutiex in veaching lnteragency
Foals affecring rauga.

f. Frovida perlodic inwenrories of the Haevlon's range redourees thar ars
cempatible amomg dgenciss, that ave scceptabliy and beneficial o rzggeland
weeYa, that are baged upesn teckmically soumd etoncmitz amd eculogieal
srinniples, and are uwseful in fzmgroviey range rescurces e the loeal,
State, and Watiomal lavals.

4. Provide rechmical, mamygeris), snd other assistincsz progrsmat for ranga
owners, oparators, sad other ysers that will encoursge spplicatdon and
uge of vange practicen thar Lmprove =nd ephance production of rad =saf
and fiber. .

b, dminfsver the range rzsources of Jlatlonal Forest System lands fo an
seonpaieslly and scologically sound mmmer which will =ohinee and improvs
range paducriviey.

ABBREVEATIOAS

UShs - (LS. Deparrment of dgricultura

SHE -~ 7¥arural Resourcss and fovizomment

S -~ Forese Sarvies

SCE -« Spil Conservarimm Beyvies

APHIS ~ Andmal and Planr Healrh Inspecrien Servise
ffld, ~ PFarmers Home Adednisreavicn
A3 -~ Azrizualiucal Srablization and Conservation Servica

ARg

~ Agrdienliural Reseaxch Servden

USR8 « Cooperarive Srare Besesvch Service

ERS
ES
585

-~ Eitenomio Ressarch Sarwics
-~ Exrensiem Serviea
- Starisrical Reporxting Jarrice

QIR « Officqg of Incatnaticand Cogoperatiem and Develomsant

RESFRSIAILITIES

a. Plans of serisa ro izplement the policies of this Memarsadus «ill he

duyelosad by affectad agoncizs aad «ill be subjece to veview by The URE
fremittes of rhe Secratary®a Policy and Coordizmacioz Comeil. These plang
will b premared {3 asccovdanne with direciicms of the Foreac aod Raugeland
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sgreemeant for Coovdinardan of Tschaical
A2sistance Programs apd Iavearary activizles
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Forasy Sepvige—icii Coggegwacian Sazvice

The Torsaw

Sarvrice (F3) and %0il Conservatigm Serviem (SC3) zach have
Ieng—araading scarucory md dalm itad authoritdas fov programs and
aativitzea on ¥zdeval s=nd “cninnerll lands, it 13 assaptial chap eadh
agancy’'s rola and véspoasibilicias I tecimicyl 23sistamgs pragrams
wd {nvengory antiwvicies on nendedava]l lands e dafimad, wmderstcad,

amd felimwed to zvold dunlicatdion of affort aml 2aka znexi==m 2Ifaquive
vEA @f casspowar d mopstary Tnscursss,

ﬁf.lqr ‘.«-—-u

Thia agroesenr is inzaaded to prizora hAsrmomnisuld working selacions
hatuzen tha :wﬁ a*anzies at a1l lawmis snd £o gla:it? {1) tachaieal

assistazes respensibilicdes Pfor acafadaral Land and (2) invenrsry
rdgmzipiliJQE u nenfadaral lamd,

28LICY

3C8 and F5 will cooperarze fully =Hthinm rhe scope of 2ach agenmey’sa
aachorities In carzyiaz cur their respeerive prograze on ooafzdezal
1angd

TS zad 505 will ¢osrdinata yesource inventoriss to aveid avarlap ox
desplicatiom of data gollectiom sctivivdes. They will cooperats ia
jid=atification of data needs and w11 wse daca daveloped by sach
orger aad by other agancles oFf geoups as may be ampliczble ra che
progzaas rhay adwindarer. -

REIPOMSIIILITIES

A, Tachnileal Amsiscsmes

1. 835 =il prawids dirach fackodeogl assisraaca ¢o lendoumers
and usars of nonfaderal land. 3Juch assiarancs w4l nor=ally
b2 providad thzough ccoservaticn disszicrs as & parr of 838
rezponsibildty For comseswatlcon plaonminz dacluginy sssiss
lacdiwmers and ugeys with loed use/lsnd ereat=ent deeisions,

2. TS will wark indiractly «tah Immdewasrs and wiasy of none
fzderal farazv lasd chivdugh asnT gr‘ata Stace and Federal
agsasies, s&ssultaacg, snd othern In 1is cooperscivg Soveasry
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3. S8 will coaperare wwith Scata forastry crzanizations ko assurn
that 2i=ber nanagement i {ully intagrated fzte ccuzerwation
plans daveloped wizh landawsprs and users,

tzaortuaicias s zhag

4 5
- LETR SR K A} ety o W, § o
SiT timber masagazeses Tarrmmandaz

5. F% wiil escourags appropriatae $6a%3 azencies ra work clogsiy
with $C3 z2nd goeservaticn districts to halp landsemers e

nee of exdscing SCS tachmical a33i3tades on ncafadaral Farest

&. T5 sud 5CS will work rogerhar and wich othor ag=ncizg and orzani-
zatiemg o Ldantifv tesaareh nesdz for nonfaderal izmd and 30
ingerprec znd ciszemimava raseaxch inioroacica to aspprosriasca
BERTE,

nvanfnrissg

1 TS snd 3C3 will work tozather on invearary programs iox acniazderal
tamd £o identify daxs assds, aveid duplication of effore, and
assure that data collected by emich agency a7 =utvally czable.

2. 503 »ill be raaponsiblas for all rescuses inaventory on acuisderad
rangeland. 1/

3. TS will be vespemaibla for timber rasourcs invsntery em scsfadaral
forazt land. SC8 will be respousible fox a1l othsy radouzea ,
ioventary ox neafederal forear laacd,

4. Taeiszmal Jagourre Iovemtory (5CS) and Forzse Taventary and Analysis
(F3) narsconel w41l meet regulorly ro assure covarags, aveld
duplicarion, develop cestuen mathodslegy znud atandarda, aznd brusdaa
cpyportundciss for abating of {nformatiom.

JTEER CORSIDEZATIONS

Zoth savanmag and gatural grasslands on which madquita or arher low
yales Lrees have dnoreassd or {nvaded will be considazad ranzelands
wmleas tha landowner or useYy choosas o4 =maze the land poimasily
Far weod producia.

This agreament revogaizes tha poldcies sec forrk ia the fellowings:

1, Mamarandim of undararanding of 54, ¥5, snd IRT partaiaicg 1o
cemprahenalve river basin plamning, aApedil 15, 19464,

2. UZ3A Yatarsgeney Agreemént on Foraarry, Fobyuary L9713,

Fax purposes of this agrassens, rasgeland iz coonsidarad ze e land an dhich
toe native vegetarion (climax ot marural poreocrdal plant coomumieies) ia
gradeainantly grasses, grass-like plangs, forba or shrubs suitablas fop gEa~-
#2iag or browsing use, ZRangelaad doncludes natural grassland, savsozus, =—o2C
Spgerns, tundsa, alpine 1;)‘1;:9,; communiries, cpasval warahes, war maadews, aad
tntrocdaced piawr- commumtres mmaged frke raﬂqq’fa-rrd,
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3. Jolar ceoorandem 9f wnd ﬂrsgand‘ﬂg of 2LM, T3, aad £C3 pertaisiag

£o ceovdinated resoucs plarning, Januwary 197%.

C. Cooperaclon with other agecclas m:d orgzaizsrions having ceissaai-
bildsdas ar LJ-&:“$»$ 13 aesiviziss sovarad by this agres=ani i3

pyrganr

-k

3. fxdpsing =ezuranda of umderseanding betwesn comsarvacion afsiriczny
and HTaka TpTEscy dgemcies arg recozmizea and will b usad oo

= -
curzhar cha jurpoges of ghis agt=cment.

peg fadac

8at1 Consezwation Jarvics

%, Proeadureas {or dzplaz=énting this sgreenent =ay Be devaleped Lccally
o zmegultardcon with efficials of consarvaticn disrricrg iad Srara
orgamizaticas,

T, Incasagsacy =sizhuvsesmase w2l w0z %a zazufzed huz SaF T2 =ais wnisT
geparata agv3azent ag ﬂppr rigrte.

I. MODIFICATICR

This agreesent shall remafs In eifect until cancalsd er zedifiad by tL»

parnies in wrdting. I¢ way bz azgnded or supplemented to insluds agys

by other agsmcies O SIOUPH, a IFpTORTiaia.

Chiar Dars Chiaf ' Dace

rorast Saryics

atig=2



