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Abstract:
Controversies over public rangeland are contemporary issues not expected to be resolved in the near
future. This study was designed to capture factors that bring conflict over the uses of public rangeland
with a focus on agricultural education needs as part of the conflict resolution process. Factors included
rangeland natural resource importance and condition, livestock grazing and public ranching, public
land manager decision-making motives, multiple use philosophy, and actions to improve rangeland
conservation and management. The study surveyed ranchers, Forest Service employees and Bureau of
Land Management employees involved in federal public rangeland management in Montana. The .
survey used a Likert-type attitudinal instrument. Chi square test compared the groups ’ attitudes to
determine uniformity or discrepancies of perceptions on selected parameters. Borich's method and
open-ended questions were applied to capture educational needs. Data revealed that all groups agreed
on potential uses of livestock grazing as a natural resource management tool, the importance of public
ranching to the community, most factors that affect public land managers' decision-making motives,
major sources of conflict over public rangeland uses, and actions needed to improve the management of
public rangeland. Between groups statistically significant different perceptions were observed relative
to rangeland condition, management behavior of ranchers on public rangeland, impacts of ranching on
the cattle industry, and relationships between permittees and public land managers. All groups
perceived needs to improve the natural resource inventory process by utilizing significant input from
ranchers and to implement flexible grazing management methods. There was a perceived need to
implement and/or strengthen coordinated/cooperative/participatory methods in management of natural
resources. In conclusion, the study revealed a need to separate out the effects of livestock grazing and
other uses on public rangeland. There was a perceived need for the use of scientifically and legally
valid recording systems for the management of the natural resource and for educating environmental
groups and the general public on the foundations of natural resource conservation and management.
The College of Agriculture in cooperation with public land management agencies should deliver
education to concerned groups about public land conservation and management. 
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ABSTRACT

Controversies over public rangeland are contemporary issues not expected 
to be resolved in the near future. This study was designed to capture factors that 
bring conflict over the uses of public rangeland with a focus on agricultural 
education needs as part of the conflict resolution process. Factors included 
rangeland natural resource importance and condition, livestock grazing and public 
ranching, public land manager decision-making motives, multiple use philosophy, 
and actions to improve rangeland conservation and management. The study 
surveyed ranchers, Forest Service employees and Bureau of Land Management 
employees involved in federal public rangeland management in Montana. The . 
survey used a Likert-type attitudinal instrument. Chi square test compared the 
groups ’ attitudes to determine uniformity or discrepancies of perceptions on 
selected parameters. Borich * s method and open-ended questions were applied to 
capture educational needs. Data revealed that all groups agreed on potential uses 
of livestock grazing as a natural resource management tool, the importance of 
public ranching to the community, most factors that affect public land managers' 
decision-making motives, major sources of conflict over public rangeland uses, 
and actions needed to improve the management of public rangeland. Between 
groups statistically significant different perceptions were observed relative to 
rangeland condition, management behavior of ranchers on public rangeland, 
impacts of ranching on the cattle industry, and relationships between permittees 
and public land managers. All groups perceived needs to improve the natural 
resource inventory process by utilizing significant input from ranchers and to 
implement flexible grazing management methods. There was a perceived need to 
implement and/or strengthen coordinated/cooperative/participatory methods in 
management of natural resources. In conclusion, the study revealed a need to 
separate out the effects of livestock grazing and other uses on public rangeland. 
There was a perceived need for the use of scientifically and legally valid recording 
systems for the management of the natural resource and for educating 
environmental groups and the general public on the foundations of natural 
resource conservation and management. The College of Agriculture in 
cooperation with public land management agencies should deliver education to 
concerned groups about public land conservation and management.
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INTRODUCTION

Managing and preserving the environment is a leitmotif worldwide, since 

the Stockholm Conference on the Human Environment in 1972 (MacNeil, 1989). 

More than ever the human community faces a number of problems: threats to 

human survival due to diseases, food, and social insecurity (Brown, 1994), 

threatened loss of biodiversity, pollution, global climatic changes, and soil 

degradation (Clark, 1989; MacNeil, 1989). All of those problems have increased 

awareness of the necessity of better conservation and management of all types of 

natural resources. The greatest concern that drives politicians, scientists, 

economists, environmentalists, ecologists, demographers, agronomists, 

developmental agencies, and the list goes on, is the dilemma between an 

exponential world population growth and high depletion rate of the non-elastic 

global natural resources (Johnston, 1988; MacNeil, 1989). Several media have 

brought the world to this point: (I) an increasing body of knowledge and more 

understanding of biological processes in different ecosystems, (2) an increasing 

efficacy, in terms of speed and volume, of information exchanges, and

(3) consequently to the previous factors an increasing concern, at any level of our 

community, for preserving the environment (MacNeil, 1989).
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All of these facts have led to different "environmentally sensitive policies," 

regulations, and management plans, supported by numerous publications based on 

scientific finding and facts (Johnston, 1988).

In spite of this dramatic increase in the knowledge base, biological 

processes and their complex interactions with human parameters are not 

understood well enough to solve the dilemma of natural resource preservation 

and population growth (Wilson & Macleod, 1991). It is now common to hear 

about scientists and experts working as much as possible with the new trend of 

"interdisciplinary team," "holistic approach," and "integrated approach" (Bentley, 

1994; Donart, 1994). Still, debates persist among: (I) scientists from different but 

related fields and disciplines in ecology and all natural resource management,

(2) policy makers within different regulatory agencies, and (3) different interest 

groups such as environmentalists and primary producers (Holloway & Guy, 1994). 

One would wonder if some parts of the population, having fulfilled their basic 

needs according to Maslow’s hierarchy, blame the primary producers for all 

natural resource degradation without considering the importance of agricultural 

production, even though claims have arisen that the cost of natural resources 

conservation had negative impacts on overall production and economic 

development (Bartlett, 1994).

This situation focuses the attention on primary producers, especially 

"ranchers.” Most of the time, livestock production practices in general are 

pointed out to be causes of one or another type of natural resource degradation
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like soil erosion, non-point source water pollution, and loss of biological richness. 

This is true in developing as well as in developed countries like the United States 

of America. It is also true, on the other hand, that ranchers tend to reject 

environmentalists of any kind. Complaints are raised from individuals that 

regulations based upon sound scientific findings do not take into account the 

objectives of ranch production nor consider ranching as one productive 

component of the economy.

This controversial situation has produced a new wave of approaches like 

"ecosystem management," "landscape ecology," "integrated development," and 

"sustainable development" to integrate the "human parameter," whether as actors 

in the change processes or as partners in the processes of needs assessment, 

evaluation, and decision making. Another new approach  ̂ "integrated research- 

development," focuses mainly on associating the primary producers in field 

research with experimental activities. More wildly, advocates of "participatory 

approaches" and "indigenous" or local-based "knowledge systems" argue that the 

primary producers have to be the cornerstone to any decision making, actions, 

and issues that would affect their own environment.

This challenging idea of putting the primary producers as center of interest 

in any change processes merits more attention on the part of all entities, indeed 

scientists, change agents, and educators at all level, in formal as well as non- 

formal settings. This option does not have to dilute the focus that there is a need 

to balance the interests of food production and natural resource conservation.
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Thus, all parts of our community have to be responsible in working out better 

solutions to resolve this critical dilemma of agricultural production and natural 

resource conservation. The focus of this study is to find a workable methodology 

that will include systematically the primary producers of interest, here the 

livestock producers, in the process of decision making that deals with rangeland 

natural resource conservation and livestock production.

Statement of the Problem

The purposes of this study were (I) to explore and describe factors that 

affect, positively or negatively, the behavior of Montana cattle ranchers toward 

natural resource conservation practices and, taking into account those factors,

(2) to develop a decision-making process model that integrates systematically the 

interests of the primary producers with the concern of natural resource 

conservation.

Need for the Study

The increasing conflicts between primary producers and environmentalists, 

in general, and livestock producers and conservationists, in particular, are signs of 

social action process failure. Those conflicts indicate that there is a need for a 

change.

First, there is a need to (a) determine factors that bring conflict between 

farmers and conservationists and (b) define an approach that would resolve the
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conflicts. Second, there is an educational need to change the view of 

environmentalists and conservationists that agricultural production is a 

"competitor for natural resources," and simultaneously there is a need to increase 

the awareness of the urban population of the importance of agriculture. Third, 

agricultural education needs to follow changes and dynamics of the . 

environmentally concerned community. Consequently, there is a need to adjust 

agricultural education in its roles, methodology, and target groups to be 

responsive of our community’s natural resource management and conservation 

needs. Fourth, there is a need to reinforce the social action process, that it will 

take systematically into account both agricultural production interests and 

objectives and natural resource conservation concerns.

Objectives

The objectives of this study were to:

(1) . determine convergence and/or divergence of concerns about range

management taking into account the ranchers and agency responsible for
■ '

natural resources conservation objectives; and

(2) determine potential roles of agricultural educators in conflict resolution 

, between land use practices management and conservation.
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Assumptions

Three assumptions were made in this study:

(1) There are conflicting interests between livestock producers and natural 

resource conservationists.

(2) There are identifiable factors that are determinant to the relationships 

between the behavior of ranchers and federal public land managers.

(3) Agricultural education, whether in formal or non-foraial settings, has a 

major role to convey accurate information to both ranchers and regulatory 

agencies and to bring the involved parties into the social action process to 

solve the dilemma of primary production and natural resource conservation 

and management.

Limitations

This study was limited to (I) cattle producers (whether or not they 

operated other types of production) that leased federal public lands for grazing in 

Montana during the summer 1995 and (2) employees of the United States Forest 

Service (USFS) and the United States Department of Interior—Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) who dealt with public land grazing and related fields inside 

the state of Montana during 1995.
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Definition of Terms

Natural resources: All non-manufactured resources that support life 

development.

Sustainability: A concept that any type of exploitation of natural resources or its 

management at least maintain the original rate of resource renewal and 

slow down the consumption of non-renewable resources by the use of 

alternative goods.

Environmentalist: An individual or group whose concerns and efforts are 

directed at preserving the environment, at any cost.

Primary producers: Individuals or groups that produce raw goods. In economic 

concept, they are the first chain in the process of production.

Agricultural educators: Individuals, organizations, or institutions that are 

involved directly or indirectly in educating people in fields related to 

agriculture. The education process can be formal or informal.

Change agents: Individuals or political entities that bring about changes in 

defined areas of the community.

Social action process: A  process that is installed in a democratic community to 

create debate between divergent entities or interests groups about issues 

that are crucial at that precise moment in time.
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REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

After the World Summit on Humans and Environment, in 1972, the world 

community realized that the world population has increased dramatically, more • 

than three times its original level since the beginning of the century. Parallel to 

it, the consumption of world goods has increased more than 20 times. MacNeil 

(1989), Secretary General of the World Commission on Environment and 

Development, asked if "there is any way to meet the needs and aspirations of the 

five billion people now living on the earth without compromising tomorrow’s eight 

to ten billion to meet theirs" and if the "growth on the scale projected over the 

next one to five decades can be managed on a basis that is sustainable both 

economically and ecologically" (p. 155). Those two "provocative questions and 

critical challenges" (Thrupp & Haynes, 1994, p. 3) underline a complex and 

multiple-factorial problem that the global community has to face and solve. The 

problem includes human population, its growth and values, natural resource 

conservation, management, economic policy, and socio-economic development of 

the human community, not only at the global or governmental level but also at 

the local level. Although there are profound concerns about the multiple- 

factorial characteristic of sustainability of natural resource uses and management, 

conflicts between different entities of agricultural production and conservationists 

are common at all levels of our community. Those facts require a focus and
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understanding of "why do planet wide environmental problems arise and why do 

they persist?" (Johnston, 1988, p. I).

Human Population Growth and Its Effect on Natural Resources

Brown (1994), in his article entitled "Facing the Food Insecurity," reported 

that world grain and fisheries production had increased respectively 2.6 and 4.6 

folds from the middle of this century to the end of the '80s. However, the trend 

has reversed. From 1984 to 1993 the world grain production declined 11% per 

capita. This situation was brought about by an increasing population growth rate 

and depletion of natural resources due to over exploitation (pp. 177-195). Adding 

to that, Johnston (1988) emphasized that human population growth is not the 

only "source of global pressure on the natural resources" (p. I). There is also the 

problem of increasing consumption per capita. Consequent to the human 

population growth and its effects on natural resources, Brown (1994) stated with a 

note of hopelessness that "the bottom line is that the world’s fanners can no 

longer be counted on to feed the projected additions" to the world population and 

that "achieving a humane balance between food and people now depends more on 

family planners than on farmers" (p. 178). These statements show that the 

population and its growth do affect the natural resources.
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Effects of Population Growth and Economic Development on Agriculture

Another consequence of human population growth is economic 

development and vice versa economic development favors human population 

growth. The dynamic pattern of this tandem results in expanding urbanization. 

The urbanization phenomenon, relative to. agriculture and agricultural lands, has 

two effects. The first effect is the decline of agricultural lands due to urban 

development. The second effect is a relative shift in population distribution. 

Barrows (1988) observed that the rural population in industrialized countries is 

indeed becoming a minority.

In the case of the United States of America (USA) and particularly the 

state of Montana, statistics are revealing. Nationwide in the USA, Kellogg et al . . 

(1994) reported the following ten year (1982-92) changes: cropland and rangeland 

decreased respectively by a net of 39 million (-9% of the total) and 10 million 

acres (-2.4%). Inversely, "developed land increased by 14 million acres" (+18% 

since 1982). In Montana, in 30 years (1963-93) all land in farms decreased by 

7.3 million acres (-10.9%), and for the same period the number of farms lost was

5,000 (-17%). The number of farms in Montana has declined steadily since 1920 

resulting in a 57.75% loss from 1920 to 1994 (Montana Agricultural Statistics 

Service). Relative to the population distribution effect, representatives of rural 

population and agricultural producers have become such a minority in the 

political arena that they need a strong coalition to be heard (Shelhamer, 1994, 

personal communication).
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Population Distribution, Agricultural Production, and Natural Resources

As explained by Barrows (1988), the fixed characteristic of land 

necessitates that it be shared among all parts of the population. Without 

agreement about the way to share or manage the land, a fixed good, conflict 

arises. The actual patterns and dynamics of the natural resource concerns show 

more conflicts than agreements. Typically urban populations require more space 

not only for urban development but also for recreational uses. Another pressure 

that arises from the urban population is concern about natural resources 

conservation. Meyer (1993) remarked that agriculture is seen as a "competitor to 

natural resources" but not a part of it or a life supporting element (p. 881).

Rangeland Natural Resources Conservation and Management

The concern for rangeland, related to livestock production for human food,

is well depicted by Schuster (1993):

The contribution of rangelands to the earth life support system and 
economic welfare of its people is tremendous. As the demand on 
rangeland resources escalates with increasing population pressure, 
the need for sustainable, multiple use management will become 
stronger. Socio-economic and political pressure will continue to 
bring about changes in range resource uses. (p. 63)

In general livestock grazing is seen to be the worst pressure on rangeland. Non

agriculturists charge that livestock grazing causes natural resource degradation, 

loss of biological richness, soil erosion, riparian degradation, and non-point source 

water pollution, even though these facts are not always supported by scientific



12

findings (Wilson & Macleod, 1991, p. 175). Still, rangeland users and livestock 

producers have to face "several socio-economic-political issues impacting 

rangelands and rangeland resource management" (Schuster, 1991, p. 61).

Problems Relative to Rangeland and Rangeland Management

The problem relative to rangeland exploitation and management impacts 

on natural resources is the inability to show "concrete evidence . . .  of the effects 

of overgrazing . . .  as opposed to the resource base" (Wilson & Macleod, 1991, 

p. 61). Rangeland managers need to "recognize and integrate ecological 

relationships in order to achieve short and long term goals" and do so without 

affecting "the ability of the rangelands to produce the goods and services 

necessary to basic needs (Rowan & White, 1994, p. 338). However, rHiomas 

remarked that if "grazing can be modified or eliminated if considered a pressure 

to the health of the ecosystem, who is to determine whether or not it is 

detrimental." He also claimed that the "USDI-Bureau of Land Management and 

USDA-Forest Service proposed rule changes for public land grazing" that were 

"disturbing to ranchers who depend on public land" (1994, p. 149).

In the case of Montana, the situation is controversial. Even though 

ranchers estimated losses from wildlife using private forage and grazing at $12 

million for the overall livestock industiy, ranchers nonetheless showed positive 

attitudes toward big game (Lacey, 1992). Ranchers did show little consideration 

toward environmentalists and conservation strategies. From range extension
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specialists’ point of view, some policies, like those relative to overgrazing or 

riparian conservation did not have foundation. Water quality policies were the 

exception (Surber, 1994, personal communication).

Rangeland Resource Management and Natural Resource Conservation Dilemma

These controversial facts call for alternatives dispute resolution in subject

matters relative to natural resources preservation and management (Torell, 1993).

Among ten recommendations given by Donart, president of the Society for Range

Management, the following are significant:

Development of consensus building to obtain agreement and avoid 
conflict; expansion of educational systems for managers, resources 
users, landowners, public officials . . . focus on pro-active programs 
to integrate more scientific data and information into policy process; 
revising the federal cost-benefit guidelines to reflect contemporary 
resources economics. (1994, p. I l l )

(
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METHODOLOGY

As this study was exploratory and. descriptive, it used an altitudinal survey 

instrument. The survey included three groups that dealt concurrently with 

rangeland natural resource conservation and management and livestock 

production: livestock producers, Forest Service (FS) employees, and Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) employees.

Population

Subjects were classified into two categories: livestock producers and federal 

public land managers from the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management. 

The first category comprised ranchers that operated cattle enterprises on the 

federal public grazing allotment in Montana during the summer of 1995. The 

latest updated sampling frames, respectively from Montana FS and BLM, were 

used to select livestock producers. It was understood that cattle producers can 

use grazing allotment managed by both FS and BLM. Also, a rancher can 

operate under several permits inside one agency, and some permits are utilized by 

several ranchers. Since there was no means to merge the two sampling frames 

and eliminate subjects that run several permits (either inside one agency or both 

agencies) and the two clusters were of unequal sizes, the sampling procedure was 

based on one-Stage cluster sampling of unequal size clusters with probability
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proportional to the size of clusters based on the statistic of permit numbers given 

to the researcher by the agencies (Lee et al., 1989). Since the sampling frames 

did not distinguish the type of livestock operation run under the permit nor the 

region where the subjects operate, no further clustering nor stratification was 

done. However, the researcher estimated the total size of the population on the 

statistic given by the agencies with the assumption that all listed permittees were 

operating cattle enterprises. The elimination of selected permits that did not fit 

this population is explained in the survey instrument design. The final sampling 

design adopted in this study is then a one-stage cluster sampling of unequal 

clusters with probability proportional to the estimated size of the clusters (Lee et 

al., 1979).

Based on this adopted sampling procedure the population size required an 

estimated sample size of 360 sample units (permit number) to be statistically 

sound at a  =.05 (Krejcie & Morgan; 1970). However, given that the information 

relative to the subjects of interest was limited, the sensitivity of study, and the 

knowledge that spring is not the best time of the year to survey cattle producers, 

the researcher over-sampled by 40%. The over-sampling was based on results 

from the Montana Ranch and Farm Survey (L. Irby, November, 1995, personal 

communication) conducted at Montana State University. The subject selection 

was produced through simple random sampling within the clusters using random 

numbers generated by MSUSTAT (Lund, 1994).
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The second categoiy of the population was the federal public land manager 

employees from BLM and FS who had worked with the grazing allotments for at 

least one year in Montana. The small size and ready availability of the 

population list led the researcher to conduct a census for this category.

Survey Instrument Design

Since no survey instrument was available to survey either livestock 

producers or federal land management agency employees about the impacts of 

livestock production from public grazing allotment on rangeland management 

systems and conservation, the researcher developed a new survey instrument.

The logic of the instrument development was based on different claims made by 

ranchers, environmentalists, and range conservationists as identified by a review of 

literature, conversations with livestock producers and extension agents during the 

researcher internship, discussions with professionals in range management science 

and related fields and individuals that worked on ranches using public grazing 

allotment.

The collected information was compiled and classified into the four generic 

domains: (I) natural resource base, (2) livestock grazing and public ranching,

(3) federal land manager management approach and public relations, and

(4) multiple use and its philosophical foundation. The survey instrument was 

designed to capture uniformity or differences of perception among livestock 

producers and federal land managers about these generic domains. It was
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assumed that significant discrepancies in perception were a source for 

disagreements and conflicts over the use of public land resources. The survey was 

organized to assess agricultural education needs and at the same time reduce 

researcher bias.

Survey Instrument

The survey instrument was printed as a nine-page booklet (Appendix B). 

The front cover presented the title and year of the study, the institution name, 

and a thank you for all categories. The front cover of the instrument sent to 

livestock producers had additional information. A series of statements was 

presented to eliminate selected subjects that did not fit the population 

characteristics, using the procedure adopted by the Montana Ranch and Farm 

Survey (L. Irby, November, 1995, personal communication).

The back of the front cover explained (I) the purposes of the study,

(2) the participants in the study, (3) directions for completing the instrument, and

(4) contact number for additional information or comments. The core of the 

instrument had six sections. The first five sections used mostly attitudinal scales 

based on the principles of "methods of scale construction" (Shaw & Wright, 1967, 

p. 3). These first five sections were submitted to both livestock producers and 

federal agency employees without modification, p ie  method was adopted to 

measure the perceptions of both groups on the same items so that measurement

errors and bias would be limited.
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The first section was designed to measure which natural resource base 

constructs were of perceived importance for both livestock producers and federal 

employees. At the same time, it measured how both groups assessed the 

perceived current health and condition of the rangeland natural resource base of 

interest such as vegetation status, soil components, water quality and supply, and 

riparian areas. These two distinctive constructs divided this first section into two 

parts.

The first part evaluated the groups’ perception of importance of each 

natural resource of interest on a scale of seven units ranging from I to 7. One 

constituted the lowest negative answer "not important at all" and seven the highest 

positive response "very important." The neutral point was four which stated 

"uncertain."

The second part of the section evaluated the perceived current health and 

condition of the range, again with a continuum scale of I to 7. One constituted 

the lowest negative unit "extremely decreased" and seven the highest positive unit 

"greatly increased." The neutral point four ("stable") meant no decrease nor 

increase. An eighth column "na" meaning "not available" was added to the second 

part so as not to force the respondents to address items that may not exist in their 

allotment. Another row was also added at the end of the section to give the 

respondents an opportunity to address information on specific natural resources 

of importance but not addressed in the section.
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The second section measured the perception of both livestock producers 

and federal land managers about livestock and ranchers using public grazing 

allotments. This section also had two parts with a seven unit scale. The scale was 

built to capture opposite opinions with one being the negative lowest rating of 

"strongly disagree" and seven being the positive and highest rating of "strongly 

agree." The continuum scale had a neutral point of four for "uncertain." Even 

though the researcher was aware of the possibilities of statistical difficulties of this 

neutral point, the choice was dictated for two reasons: (I) a logical flow of 

statements in the scale and (2) discussions with ranchers and a panel of experts 

revealed that some items may be out of the scope of experience of certain 

participants. This logic and background was also applied to the scale construction 

of sections two, three, and four. Given the underlying philosophy of the scale, the 

first part of this second section was designed to assess the perceived impacts of 

livestock grazing given the conditional statement "under proper management."

The emphases were the impact of livestock on the natural resources base, on 

recreational value of the public land, and the potential of livestock grazing as a 

natural resource management tool.

The second part assessed the perception of each group about ranchers 

using federal public allotment for their livelihood with consideration to

(I) livestock producers’ contribution in developing the rangeland for different 

uses, (2) their influences and importance for the community, and (3) their
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influence on the management of natural resource conservation policies and 

management.

The third section evaluated the underlying foundation of natural resource 

management. It was divided into four parts. The first two parts assessed motives 

that drive public land managers in their natural resource management decision 

making. The third part evaluated the perceived types of relationship between 

public land managers and permittees. These three parts used the same attitudinal 

scale as section two. The fourth and last part in this section was an open-ended 

question. It inquired the written reflection of the participants about the best 

approach to improve range management.

The fourth section of the instrument dealt with potential sources of 

conflicts relative to rangeland and actions that may be taken to resolve those 

conflicts. It had five parts. The first part addressed claimed sources of conflict 

relative to the uses of public rangeland. The second part evaluated the perceived 

best action toward the management of public rangeland. The third part 

addressed what should be the primaiy focus on public rangeland management 

based on the concept of multiple uses. These three parts used the adopted 

attitudinal scale. The fourth part was an open-ended question. It evaluated the 

participants’ definition of the concept of multiple uses. The last part assessed the 

perceived importance of selected items pertaining to multiple uses by asking 

participants to rank items. The selected items were classified as commodity and 

amenity production oriented.
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The fifth section was a compact approach to determine the agricultural 

educational needs for the management of the rangeland natural resources. Based 

on the review of literature 20 selected items were submitted to the participants. 

The competencies of interest were related to three areas: (I) basic sciences 

relative to the natural resource base, (2) management oriented competencies 

relative to natural resource conservation and livestock production, and (3) socio

economic competencies as they pertained to public relations as advocated by new 

trends such as ecosystem management and rural participatory approach. The 

section had three built-in parts. The first two parts used an attitudinal scale. 

These parts were designed following the Borich (1980) educational needs 

assessment method. The first part evaluated the perceived level of competencies 

of the participants. It used a seven unit scale range on a continuum from the 

lowest point "do not have knowledge at all" to the highest point "very 

knowledgeable" without a neutral point. The second section evaluated the 

perceived need for each selected competency. The scale was again a continuum 

of seven units ranging from a lowest point "no need" to the highest level "strongly 

needed" without a neutral point. The researcher recognized that the statement 

"uncertain" in the middle of the scale might lead one to interpret it as a neutral 

point; however, it was assumed that if the participants selected the lower levels of 

the scale, "no need" to "little need," they indicated a more precise perception of 

their needs. If participants were uncertain, their need for that item was assumed 

to be greater in the sense that they most likely did not have enough background
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of that particular competency to make a firm decision. The third part of the 

section evaluated the major knowledge sources of the participants. Five sources: 

books, workshops, life experiences, course work, and Extension Service, were 

identified. The selection of the sources was based on discussions with livestock 

producers, extension professionals, and the researcher’s graduate committee.

The sixth and last section, unlike the five first sections, had different 

contents for the two categories of population. It was designed to fit each type of 

participant activities due to the specific structure of the study (public land 

management nested within livestock production). The sixth section submitted to 

the ranchers was designed to collect information relative to the overall operation 

and demographics of the respondents. On the other hand, the sixth section 

administered to the public land managers collected information about overall 

allotments under the management of the respondent and his/her demographic 

profile and educational background. One common question submitted to both 

categories for this section was the perceived adequate and fair grazing price.

The six sections described above constituted the main core of the survey 

instrument. However, due to the extent of issues on livestock production from 

public land, a blank page was included for participants to address comments 

either on the study or the survey instrument and any issues relevant to the study.
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Test for Validity of the Survey Instrument

A draft of the survey instrument was submitted to a selected panel of 

experts at Montana State University-Bozeman (MSU-Bozeman). Due to the 

time constraint of the researcher no pilot test was conducted. However, the 

survey instrument was submitted to senior students having the experiences of 

public ranching to ensure the content and vocabulary used reflected the day-to- 

day language of the livestock producers.

Test for Reliability of the Instrument

A reliability test was computed using a two-way Anova (Schuessler, 1971) 

for section one, parts one and two, and sections two, three and four including all 

items as a pool for each category of population. Separate reliability tests for each 

section were determined to show the internal consistency of each component of 

the survey for future uses. The separate reliability test computations for the two 

categories of population, on the other hand, were dictated by concerns for 

external validity of the survey instrument since the study in essence surveyed two 

distinct populations. The computation procedure itself was applied after cleaning 

the data (i.e., after eliminating incomplete responses) using a two-way analysis of 

variance without replication.

Data in Table I show that reliability test results ranged from 0.685 to 0.909 

and 0.528 to 0.884 for the livestock producers and public land managers. Overall, 

the reliability yielded higher levels on the part of livestock producers than public land
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Table I. Reliability results from each section and part of the instrument.

Respondent category

Section/Part

One/One One/Two Two/All Three/All Four/All

Livestock producers 
Public land managers

0.909 0.772 0.685 0.801 0.694
0.884 . 0.650 0.528 0.690 0.578

managers. This fact could be explained by two reasons. The survey instrument 

was designed from the livestock producer perspective due to the nested structure 

of the population. As a result, the researcher thought that the instrument 

reflected more accurately the environment of livestock production and public 

ranching than public land managers. Consequently, the reliability attained the 

acceptable to high recommended reliability levels (0.70) (Peterson, 1994). 

Reliability results for public land managers ranged from 0.884 to 0.528. Results 

were at acceptable levels for section one, parts one and two, and section three. 

These results indicated that public land managers have consistent perceptions 

toward the assessment of natural resource importance and conditions. They also 

seemed to have a consistent view of their decision-making motives. However, 

public land managers had split opinions toward livestock production using public 

land and public ranching and causes of conflicts on public rangeland and actions 

to take for the management of public rangeland. The analysis of frequency 

distribution for public land managers showed bimodal frequency distributions for 

several items in these sections. Thus, the reliability test results from these

sections were lower.
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Survey Calendar

The survey instrument was reviewed and accepted by the researcher’s 

graduate committee at the end of December 1995. The first survey mailing was 

sent out on January 15, 1996, accompanied by a letter explaining the objectives 

and purposes of the survey. Two weeks later (recommended waiting time), the 

researcher sent the first postcard follow-up to the non-respondents. The postcard 

emphasized the importance of the participation of the potential respondents.

After another two weeks of waiting time, the researcher sent the third follow-up 

containing another copy of the survey instrument and a letter stating the turn-in 

deadline as March I, 1996. At that point, selected livestock producers with 

incorrect addresses (counted by the number of returned postcards) and forwarded 

addresses known to be unavailable were dropped from the sample without 

replacement. No further follow-up was done due to the relatively small gain (less 

than 5%) in additional responses from the livestock producers and recognition 

that they were in the middle of the calving period. The return rates from the 

public land managers (67.5 and 85.7%, respectively, for FS and BLM) was judged 

satisfactory.

Data Analysis

Data collected were classified into two categories- qualitative from open- 

ended questions and quantitative from the attitudinal survey. Qualitative data 

were processed on word processors distinguishing the group characteristics of the
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respondents and the corresponding section in the survey. All quantitative data 

were coded and entered in spreadsheets, using Microsoft Excel 5.0 (1994). The 

codifications were made to keep track of the type of respondents such as livestock 

producers, ES, BLM, and sections of the survey instrument To begin the 

analysis, the researcher computed a summary statistic (mean, and standard 

deviation) and frequency and percent frequency distributions for each section and 

each item to determine the behavior of the collected data for each group. Then, 

depending on the nature and structure of the data, different statistical tests were 

applied.

Chi squares (%2) were computed for each item for sections one, two, three 

and four using a two-way contingency table from MSUSTAT (Lund, 1994). The 

choice of this univariate analysis was determined by the non-paramettic nature of 

the data, and comparative purpose of the study. The computations of %2; 

however, proceeded with two constraints. First, for x2 to be accurate, it required 

that at least 80% of Eij (expected frequencies) be greater than five (>5) 

(Strohmeyer, E., EDCI 402, personal communication). Due to the relatively 

small size of the BLM population and the dimension of scale used, two to three 

scales were collapsed into one to permit the statistical computation. Second, due 

to the relatively high proportion of "undecided" responses among livestock 

producers, which brought statistical "noise" into the %2 computation, the 

researcher chose to drop the fourth scale in the x2 computation of sections two, 

three, and four, so that the comparison between groups was only about the
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strength of agreement or disagreement This approach may lead one to consider 

a loss of information; however, the researcher did not think so for two reasons:

(I) x2 is a very flexible statistical test, Due to its non-parametric characteristic, 

"statistical significant results from x2 would also be significant for a more powerful 

test like Stu dent-1 test" (Popham & Sirotnik, 1992, p. 251), and (2) the 

interpretation of the result included all information from the summary statistic, 

frequency distribution, and x2

Spearman-rank correlations were computed for the multiple use comparison 

(section four, part five) for all the groups. Data from respondents who ranked or 

chose only five uses were computed for the frequency distributions. Then, each 

count with precise rank was multiplied by an inverse score so that the highest 

rank "I" was given a highest score "5." Then a total score was computed for each 

item for each group. These total scores were ranked based on the score they 

yielded. For each group, the first rank was given to the item with the maximum 

score. Tied ranks were given the same rank as before the computation. The 

results of this ranking were then used to compute the Spearman-rank correlations.

A  weighted discrepancy score from Borich' s (1980) model was computed 

for section five, parts one and two. First, the mean for each item was calculated 

using the overall observations. Then, each observation from section five, part one 

was matched with and subtracted from its counterpart in section five, part two to 

get the discrepancy scores for each item and each respondent. Observations 

without a matched pair were dropped from the computation procedure. Next,
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each discrepancy score was multiplied by the knowledge needs mean of that item 

to get the weighted discrepancy score. All the weighted discrepancy scores from 

each item and each respondent were used to compute the weighted discrepancy 

mean for that item for each group. Finally, the weighted discrepancy means were 

ranked, first being the means with the maximum value for each group.
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RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION

To facilitate the presentation and interpretation of the results of the study, 

the researcher chose to describe the response rate for characteristics and 

demographics of the respondents and interpret the overall results for each section 

and then each item inside the section. The convergence and/or divergence 

between the three groups of interest will be described.

Response Rates

Response Rate from Ranchers

A total of 591 livestock producers were randomly selected from a 

population of 4863. After deduction for incorrect addresses and unavailable 

selected subjects, 570 participants were mailed a survey instrument. The 

researcher received 207 surveys back resulting in return rate of 36.3%. Among 

the returned surveys 151 (73.0%) were useable. The data in Table 2 reveal the 

reasons that the survey instruments were not useable.

The information in Table 2 shows that non-useable surveys constituted 

27.0% of the returned surveys. Due to sampling frame error, the researcher 

expected that a certain proportion of the sample would not meet the population

criteria.
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Table 2. Frequency distributions and reasons for non-useable surveys.

Reasons n %*
Returned without any further information 10 17.8
Indicated operating cattle production but did not participate 4 7.1
Owner only 22 " 39.4
Selected subjects operating different production 12 21.4
Retired or sold cattle operation 5 8.9
Completed the survey but non-useable 3 5.4

Total 56 27.0* *

^Percentage relative to the non-useable surveys. 
**Proportion of non-useable relative to all surveys returned.

Of the non-useable returns 69.7% were due to owner only (22), operating 

different livestock operations (12), and retired people (5) that did not fit the 

population criteria. Comments worth being reported came from four different 

respondents saying that cattle operation was no longer "economically feasible" and 

"the economic return from cattle production using public grazing allotment was 

not worth the trouble from using public land" (not shown in table).

Ten non-useable returns came from respondents who did not indicate the 

reason why they were in the sampling frame or why they did not fill out the 

survey, even though they were given the opportunity. An explanation for why 

these people did not want to participate in the study could be summarized by the 

comments of this non-useable respondent, "Surveys of this type seem to assume 

that permittee will have some influence regarding the grazing on his/her leased 

federal land." In fact they perceived that the "final authority on any disagreement
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would be resource manager" rather than the local ranger who would "listen to 

their idea or suggestions." The respondent concluded, "Since we have no effective 

influence in the above (issues regarding the management of the public grazing 

allotment), our opinions are useless; therefore, there is no reason to complete a 

survey of this type." The feeling of this respondent might indeed indicate the 

malaise regarding the issues on public land management.

The return rates of useable as well as non-useable were satisfactoiy given 

the quality of the sampling frames available and the length of the study.

Response Rate from Public Land Managers

The researcher sent the survey instrument to 115 public land managers, 35 

for BLM and 80 for the FS. Thirty of the 35 BLM sampling units returned 

useable instruments resulting in an 85.7% response rate. Fifty-four FS 

respondents returned the survey resulting in an 67.5% response rate. Fifty-one 

(94.4%) of the FS surveys were useable. Among the three non-useable, one 

subject did not volunteer to participate in the study for two reasons. The subject 

perceived that (I) "misinformation and biased research from land grant 

universities have done much to inflame the controversy over the use and 

management of public land" and (2) the subject questioned the research 

institution’s "ability to objectively review the issue of grazing on public land."

Once again, the comment underlines a complex issue relative to the grazing on 

public land. The second non-useable survey came from a person who just took a 

position in Montana. Since, the researcher had limited the participants to those
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-who had at least one summer experience in Montana, this response was dropped 

from the study. The last response dropped was incomplete.

Demographic Analysis

Demographic Data of Livestock Producers

Due to the incompleteness of the respondents’ surveys, the number of 

responses varies in each table. Among those (145) who gave their gender, 93.1% 

(135) were male and 6.9% (10) were female. The age distribution is presented as 

interval data in Table 3.

Table 3. Frequency distributions of age of livestock producers (N= 120).

Age (years) n %

<=40 13 10.8

]40 - 50] 40 33.3

]50 - 60] 33 27.5

> 60 34 28.3

The majority (60.8%) of respondents were between the age brackets 40 to 60 

years. Younger generations were under represented as 10.8% (n=13) were under 

40 years of age. On the other hand, the generation of 60 and over constituted 

28.3% of the respondents. The mean age was 54, with the youngest respondent 

being 25 and the oldest being 80. The distribution seemed to follow the age 

groups of agricultural operators in Montana.
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This distribution was also reflected in the years of experiences in the 

business as shown by the data in Table 4.

Table 4. Frequency distributions of years experience in cattle production 
(N= 142).

Experience (years) n %

< = 10 3 2.1

] 10 - 20 ] 16 11.3
] 20 - 30 ] 45 31.7
] 30 - 40 ] 40 28.2
] 40 - 50 .] 25 17.6

> 50 13 9.1

As shown in Table 4, the majority (31.7% + 28.2% = 59.9%) of the respondents 

had been in an agricultural business for 20 to 40 years. Those who had been in 

the business over 40 years constituted 26.6% (17.6% + 9.1%) of the respondents 

and, as expected, 13.4% (11.3% + 2.1%) of respondents indicated being in the 

business less than 20 years.

Cattle Production Operation Profile

The five operation characteristics of interest in this study were (I) the size 

of the operation, (2) the size of grazing allotment used, (3) the number of 

AUM/AM run under the permit, (4) the estimated proportion of income 

generated by livestock production, and (5) the estimated proportion of livestock 

production possible because of the grazing permit.
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The intervals presented here were chosen to show the degree of 

professionalism of the respondents. Data in Table 5 show that 5.9% (n=8) of the 

respondents operated less than 1000 acres and 29.4% (n=40) operated more than 

1000 acres but less than 5000 acres. Over 50% (n=69) of the ranchers operated 

between 5000 to 20,000 acres. Fourteen percent (n=19) of the respondents 

operated more than 20,000 acres. The data reveal that the sample and 

participants operate different sizes of business with a minimum of 360 acres, 

maximum of 106,000 acres, and with a mean of 15,100 acres.

Table 5. Frequency distributions of operation size based on acreage (N= 136).

Acreage (acres) n %

< = 1000 8 5.9

] 1000 - 5000 ] 40 29.4

] 5000 - 10000 ] 31 22.8

] 10000*- 20000 ] 38 27.9

> 20000 19 14.0

Data in Table 6 show that the majority of the respondents operated on less 

than 10,000 acres of grazing allotment (cumulative frequencies of n=94 or 79.9%) 

with a mean of 6858 acres. One fifth of the respondents (20.2%) operated more 

than 10,000 acres of grazing allotment.
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Table 6. Frequency distributions of grazing allotment size operated (N= 119).

Acreage (acres) n %

< 1000 41 34.5

] 1000 - 5000 ] 31 26.0

] 5000 - 10000 ] 23 19.4
] 10000 - 20000 ] 14 11.8

> 20000 10 8.4

Data in Table 7 reveal that 76.6% (27.0 + 49.6) (n=88) of the respondents 

operated less than 1000 AUM. Twenty-five (21.7%) of the respondents operated 

more than 1000 AUM but less than 5000 AUM. Less than 2% of the respondents 

reported operating more than 5000 AUM. The mean was 836 AUM (not shown 

in Table 7) with a minimum of 5 AUM and maximum of 14,000 AUM. Ranchers 

reported, however, that this figure is not definite in a sense that the AUM 

operated is a function of the weather in each year (forage availability in a drought 

year), duration and season of use as recommended by the agency.

Table 7. Frequency distributions of AUM operated (N= 115).

AUM/AM operated n %

< 100 31 27.0

] 100 - 1000 ] 57 49.6

] 1000 - 2000 ] 14 12.2

] 2000 - 5000 ] 11 9.5

> 5000 2 1.7
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Data in Table 8 reveal that 69.7% (n=99) of the respondents reported that 

over 75% of their income comes from livestock, production with a mean of 77.2%. 

Less than one fourth (23.3%, n = 2 2 + ll)  of the respondents said that 25% to 75% 

of their income was supported by livestock production. Ten ranchers (7.0%) 

reported that 25% or less of their income came from livestock production, with a 

minimum estimate of 5%.

Table 8. Estimated income in percentage from livestock production (N= 142).

Estimated income (%) n %
< = 15 5 3.5

]15 - 2 5 ] 5 3.5

] 25 - 5 0 ] . 22 15.5

]'50 - 7 5 ] 11 7.8
> 75 99 69.7 .

Data in Table 9 show that a majority of respondents (n=66, 

17.0+12.6+19.2 = 48.8%) estimated that 25% or less of their livestock 

production is due to their grazing allotment. Sixty-three (17.0+12.6+19.2%) of 

the ranchers said that 25% to 75% of livestock production is due to their grazing 

allotment and 4.4% (n=6) of the respondents reported that over 75% of their 

production is due to public grazing allotment (with a maximum of 90%). On the 

average, 28.3% of livestock production was estimated due to grazing allotment.
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Table 9. Estimated livestock production in percentage due to grazing allotment 
(N= 135).

Estimated livestock production (%) n %
< = 5 23 17.0

1 5 - 1 5 ] 17 12.6
] 15 - 25 ] 26 19.2
] 25 - 50 ] 38 28,1
] 50 - 75 ] 25 18.5

> 75 6 4.4

Demographic Data of Public Land Managers

Data in Table 10 show that a majority of respondents from public land 

managers were between the age brackets of 35 to 45 years (n=24, 50%, n=10, 

43.5%, respectively, for FS and BLM). Those under 35 years old constituted 

16.6% (n=8) and 21.7% (n=5), respectively, for FS and BLM. One third of the 

respondents were over 45 years old (n=16, 33.6% for FS and n=8,  32.8% for 

BLM). On average, the age of public land managers respondents was 41 years 

with the youngest being 25 years old and the oldest 58.

Table 10. Age frequency distributions of public land managers (N = 71).

Age (years)
FS (n=48) BLM (n=23)

n % n %
< =  35 8 16.6 5 21.7

] 35 - 45 ] 24 50.0 10 43.5
] 45 - 55 ] 9 19.0 6 26.1

> 55 7 14.6 2 8.7
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Data in Table 11 reveal that a majority of FS respondents have worked for 

the agency for less than 10 years (n=23, 48.9%). Fourteen FS respondents 

reported having worked for the agency over 10 years but less than 20 years 

(36.2%). Seven (14.9%) FS respondents indicated being in the agency for more 

than 20 years. For BLM respondents, eight (27.6%) have worked inside the 

agency for less than 10 years. Fifteen (51.7%) have been with the agency for 

more than 10 years but less than 20 years. Six respondents reported over 20 years 

of job experience. On the average, public land manager respondents had 13 years 

of job experience with a maximum of 29 years and a minimum of I.

Table 11. Frequency distributions of job experience of public land managers 
(N=76).

Job experiences (years)

FS (]n=47) BLM (n=29

n % n %
< = 10 23 48.9 8 27.6

] 10 - 15 ] 6 13.1 6 20.7
] 15 - 20 ] 11 23.1 9 31.0

> 20 7 14.9 6 20.7

Data in Table 12 indicate that a majority of public land managers had at 

least a bachelor’s degree (n=37, 78.7% for FS and n=20, 69.0% for BLM). Eight 

BLM and six FS respondents reported having a master’s degree (12.8% for FS 

and 27.6% for BLM). Four respondents from FS had only, a high school diploma. 

One BLM respondent indicated having an associate degree. Three FS
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respondents were graduate candidates. It should be mentioned that among those 

who had a college degree several respondents indicated holding more than one 

degree. Consequently, the numbers of respondents in Table 13 do not add up to 

the total respondents.

Table 12. Educational background frequency distributions of public land 
.managers (N = 76).

Degrees
FS (n=47) BLM (n=29)

n % n %
High School Diploma 4 8.5 0 0.0
Associate Degree 0 0.0 I 3.4
Bachelor’s Degree 37 78.7 .20 69.0
Master’s Degree 6 12.8 8 27.6

Data in Table 13 show that the majority of the public land manager 

respondents had degrees in range science and related disciplines with frequencies 

ranging from 50.0% (MS for BLM) to 100% (ES for ELM).

Table 13. Degrees held frequency distributions.

Disciplines
FS BLM

BS (n=37) MS (n=6) BS (n=20) MS (n=8)
Range science & related 29 (78.4%) 4 (66.6%) 20 (100%) 4 (50.0%)
Forestry 9 (24.3%) I (16.6%)
Wildlife & related 5 (13.5%)
Soil science 4 (10.8%) I (12.5%) .
Animal science 2 (5.4%) 1(5% )
Biology and related 1(5% ) 2 (25.0%)
Others and no 2 (5.4%) I (16.6%) I (5%) I (11%)
specification

ES = Bachelor of Science, MS = Master of Science
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Data in Table 14 show that 8 (20.0%) FS respondents supervised less than 

or equal to 150,000 acres with a minimum being 14,000 acres. Twenty-four 

(60.0%) FS managed more than 150,000 acres but less than or equal to 500,000 

acres and 8 (20.0%) supervised more than 500,000 acres with maximum of

10.500.000 acres. Among BLM respondents, 5 (20.0%) reported supervising less 

than or equal to 150,000 acres with a minimum being 14,000 acres. Ten 

respondents (40.0%) managed more than 150,000 acres but less than or equal to

500.000 acres, and 10 (40.0%) supervised more than 500,000 acres with a 

maximum being 3,000,000 acres.

Table 14. Frequency distributions of public land extent supervised by public land 
managers (N = 65).

Acres (000)
FS (n=40) BLM (n=25)

n % n %
< = 150 8 20.0 5 20.0

. ] 150 - 500 ] 24 60.0 10 40.0
> 500 8 20.0 10 40.0

Data in Table 15 indicate that 27 (64.2%) FS respondents supervised less 

than or equal to 50,000 AUM, 12 (28.6%) supervised more than 50,000 AUM but 

less than or equal to 200,000. Three respondents reported supervising more than

200,000 AUM. Among BLM respondents, 9 (36.0%) reported being responsible 

for less than or equal to 50,000 AUM and 13 (52.0%) reported supervising more
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Table 15. Frequency distributions of AUM/AM supervised by public land 
managers (N = 67).

FS (n=42) BLM (n=25)
A U M / A M n % n %
< = 50,000 27 64.2 9 36.0

] 50,000 - 200,000 ] 12 28.6 13 52.0
> 200,000 3 7.2 3 12.0

than 50,000 but less than 200,000 AUM. Three respondents supervised more 

than 200,000 AUM.

Among those who did not respond to the question, three respondents said 

that they do not have direct responsibility regarding the management of grazing 

allotments. Another three respondents reported the number of permits under 

their supervision instead of the acreage of grazing allotments.

Perceived Importance of Natural Resources

The data in Table 16 show that overall respondents agreed that all selected 

natural resources were important. All means were greater than 5.0. Seventeen of 

the 18 items had means around 6.0 or greater. Over-rest had means ranging from 

4.5 to 5.4. Ranchers and BLM presented similar frequency distributions for over

rest with means of 5.4. Forest Service respondents ranked significantly lower than 

other groups on over-rest with a mean of 4.5. The reason most likely was the 

essence of the agency itself. Being foresters, respondents
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Table 16. Perceived importance of selected natural resources.
Natural resource 

of concern Group n
Relative frequency distribution0

SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean
R 14 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 2 i 8.3 87.6 6.8 0.7

Forage production FS 5 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 24.0 28.0 46.0 6.2 0.9 41.7**
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 26.7 53.3 6.3 0.8

R 14 1.4 0.7 4.8 9.0 27.6 26.6 27.6 5.6 1.3
Plant diversity FS 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 26.0 70.0 6.7 0.6 47.27**

BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 70.0 6.6 0.7
R 14 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 18.6 25.5 53.8 6.3 0.9

Native species FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 30.6 65.3 6.6 0.6 7.7*
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 26.7 60.0 6.5 0.7

R 14 2.8 2.1 2.1 1.4 4.9 19.0 67.6 6.3 1.4
Over-grazing FS 4 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 12.2 16.3 67.3 6.4 1.0 8.2*

BLM 3 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 0.0 23.3 66.7 6.4 1.0
R 14 3.6 2.1 6.4 5.7 29.3 28.6 24.3 5.4 1.5

Over-rest FS 4 4.2 6.3 16.7 6.3 45.8 18.8 2.1 4.5 1.4 18.3*
BLM 3 0.0 6.7 6.7 6.7 23.3 33.3 23.3 5.4 1.5

R 14 1.4 2.S 6.9 2.1 16.7 23.6 46.5 5.9 1.5
Natural soil erosion FS 4 0.0 0.0 18.4 2.0 28.6 22.4 28.6 5.4 1.4 12.2*

BLM 3 3.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 10.0 40.0 40.0 6.0 1.3
R 14 2.8 2.1 3.5 2.8 12.5 21.5 54.9 6.0 1.5

Soil loss due to grazing FS 4 0.0 0.0 6.1 2.0 8.2 20.4 63.3 6.3 l .l 7.5*
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 36.7 56.7 6.4 0.8

R 14 2.8 6 .S 11.2 4.0 1&.2 32.9 23.8 5.2 1.7
Soil compacting FS 4 0.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 18.4 30.6 46.9 6.2 1.0 21.9**

BLM 3 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 6.7 46.7 40.0 6.1 1.0
R 14 0.0 2.8 4.2 7.7 11.2 2 3 i 49.7 6.0 1.3

Loss of soil fertility FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 16.7 22.9 58.3 6.4 0.8 7.6'
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 6.7 23.3 60.0 6.3 1.1

R 14 1.4 ti.7 0.7 0.7 6.6 6.4 90.0 6 i <W
Water supply (quantity) FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 24.5 71.4 6.7 0.6 18.1“

BLM 2 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 10.3 17.2 69.0 6.5 0.9
R 13 2.5 2.2 5.8 7.2 12.2 14.4 55.4 5.9 1.6

Human use water quality FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 18.4 67.3 6.5 0.7 10.3*
BLM 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 24.1 72.4 6.7 0.5

R l3 2.3 1.5 6.0 5.3 18.8 27.8 38.3 5.7 1.4
FishAvildlife water quality FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.2 18.4 69.4 6.6 0.7 27.2**

BLM 2 0.0 0.0 6.9 0.0 6.9 24.1 62.1 6.3 1.1
R 13 2.3 3.8 4.5 3.8 19.7 25.0 40.9 5.7 1.5

Sediment loads run off FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 32.7 53.1 6.4 0.7 15.5*
BLM 2 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 34.5 58.6 6.4 1.0

R 13 3.8 3.0 1.5 4.5 9.8 20.3 57.1 6.0 l i
Ground water pollution FS 4 0.0 0.0 4.1 2.0 10.2 20.4 63.3 6.4 1.0 4.0*

BLM 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 10.3 17.2 69.0 6.5 0.8
R 13 5.3 2.3 8.4 5.3 24.4 29.0 25.2 5.3 I i

Stream bank trampling FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 28.6 69.4 6.7 0.5 46.6**
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 23.3 60.0 6.4 0.8

R 13 4.6 2.3 10.8 4.6 21.5 33.1 23.1 5.3 1.6
Stream sedimentation FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.2 36.7 51.0 6.4 0.7 33.1**

BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 10.0 26.7 60.0 6.4 0.8
R l3 3.1 O i 4.6 4.6 19.1 37.4 30.5 5.7 1.4

Riparian vegetation FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 71.4 6.7 0.5 50.6'*
BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 13.3 80.0 6.7 0.6

R l3 3.8 S i 8.5 10.0 25.4 29.2 19.2 5.1 I i
Flooding FS 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 12.2 36.7 49.0 6.3 0.8 36.7“

BLM 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.3 26.7 50.0 6.3 0.8
'Non-significant, ‘significant at a = .05, ‘ ^significant at a = .01 and beyond 
bl-not important at all; 4-uncertain; 7-very important
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might favor late succession. Consequently, they may not place great importance 

on over-rest.

The analysis of remaining items in the table show that FS and BLM 

presented similar means and frequency distributions. Ranchers responses yielded 

lower means than FS and BLM except on forage production and water supply. 

Seven items (native species, over-grazing, soil erosion due to natural process, loss 

of soil fertility, water quality for human uses, and ground water pollution) did not 

reveal any statistically significant differences between groups. On ten items that 

showed statistically significant differences, the discrepancies resulted from the 

magnitude of importance assigned to .the item.

All three groups presented means greater than 6.0 for forage production 

and water supply. Ranchers, as indicated by a significant %2, perceived those two 

items as being statistically more important than,FS and BLM. The frequencies 

showed that 87.6% to 90.0% of the ranchers rated these items on scale 7 whereas 

FS and BLM gave them less importance magnitude with cumulative frequencies 

ranging from 80.0% to 95.9% on scale 6 to 7. These results can be explained by 

the point that in order for ranchers to make a living, they need adequate 

quantities of forage and water.

In every case, discrepancies were influenced by ranchers’ perception of the 

items. On the other 8 statistically different items (plant diversity, soil compacting, 

stream bank trampling, stream sedimentation, fish and wildlife water quality, 

riparian vegetation, and flooding) the inverse scheme was observed. Ranchers
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consistently rated them less important than public land managers. Data reveal 

that the means yielded, by ranchers varied from 5.1 to 5.9 while means from public 

managers ranged from 6.2 to 6.7 for FS and from 6.1 to 6.7 for BLM.

Perceived Health and Condition of the Range Natural Resource

The data in Table 17 reveal that ranchers and public land managers had 

different assessments of the health and condition of the rangeland natural 

resources. Only five items did not show statistically significant differences. These 

items were over-grazing, soil, erosion due to natural process, loss of soil fertility, 

water supply, and flooding. Over-grazing was perceived as stable to much 

decreased with cumulative frequencies of 71.0% to 85.7% on scale 2 to 4 (means 

of 3.3 to 3.0). Soil erosion due to natural process (means of 3.5 to 3.8) and loss 

of soil fertility (means of 3.6 to 3.8) were perceived as stable to slightly decreased 

with cumulative frequencies ranging from 68.8% to 81.6% on scale 3 to 4. Water 

supply (means of 4.0 to 4.3) and flooding (means of 3.9 to 4.1) were perceived by 

all groups as varying between slightly decreased to slightly increased with 

cumulative frequencies of 72.8 to 93.6% on scale 3 to 5. All groups perceived 

these natural resources to be stable or moving in a positive direction.

On the 13 natural resources that showed statistically significant differences, 

the analysis of each item and each group perception was of interest. Explanation 

will be given whenever respondents added extra information relative to that item.
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Table 17. Perceived condition and health of natural resources.
Natural resource Relative frequency distribution0 f™

of concern Group n I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD X2
R 143 1.4 0.7 5.6 28.7 28.0 27.3 8.4 5.0 1.2

Forage production FS 47 0.0 6.4 25.5 38.3 21.3 8.5 0.0 4.0 1.0 29.2**
BLM 30 0.0 3.3 13.3 43.3 16.7 20.0 3.3 4.5 1.2

R 143 0.7 2.1 8.4 49.0 23.8 14.0 2.1 4.4 1.0
Plant diversity FS 49 0.0 18.4 36.7 22.4 20.4 2.0 0.0 3.5 1.1 4 6 .5 "

BLM 30 0.0 10.0 26.7 36.7 23.3 3.3 0.0 3.8 1.0
R 144 1.4 0.7 8.3 54.2 20.8 9.7 4.9 4.4 1.1

Native species FS 48 2.1 12.5 50.0 22.9 8.3 4.2 0.0 3.4 1.0 67.9**
BLM 30 3.3 6.7 46.7 33.3 10.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.9

K 138 15.2 27.5 19.6 23.9 7.2 5.1 1.4 3.0 1.5
Over-grazing FS 49 2.0 24.5 34.7 26.5 8.2 4.1 0.0 3.3 1.1 14.7*

BLM 30 6.7 20.0 33.3 20.0 16.7 3.3 0.0 3.3 1.3
R 135 3.0 6.7 15.6 43.7 18.5 7.4 5.2 4.1 I J

Over-rest FS 40 5.0 15.0 7.5 52.5 17.5 2.5 0.0 3.7 1.2 18.6*
BLM 26 0.0 3.8 26.9 34.6 34.6 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.9

R 141 5.7 12.1 19.9 53.9 5.7 2.1 0.7 3.5 1.1
Natural soil erosion FS 49 6.1 6.1 16.3 65.3 6.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.9 4.0*

BLM 28 3.6 7.1 14.3 60.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.9
R 139 15.1 21.6 12.2 44.6 3.6 1.4 1.4 3.1 IJ

Soil loss due to grazing FS 50 4.0 16.0 38.0 26.0 12.0 4.0 0.0 3.4 1.1 25.3**
BLM 30 3.3 20.0 33.3 33.3 6.7 3.3 0.0 3.3 LI

R 140 10.7 17.1 15.0 50.7 5.0 0.7 0.7 3.3 1.2
Soil trampling/compacting FS 49 2.0 6.1 49.0 20.4 12.2 8.2 2.0 3.7 1.2 44.1**

BLM 30 0.0 6.7 33.3 46.7 6.7 6.7 0.0 3.7 0.9
R 137 6.6 5.8 8.0 67.9 5.8 3.6 2.2 3.8 1.1

Loss of soil fertility FS 48 4.2 8.3 16.7 52.1 14.6 4.2 0.0 3.8 1.1 9.8'
BLM 30 0.0 13.3 23.3 56.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.8

R 136 2.2 3.7 16.9 41.9 14.0 11.8 9.6 4.4 1.4
Water supply (quantity) FS 48 0.0 8.3 18.8 47.9 16.7 6.3 2.1 4.0 1.1 7.5'

BLM 29 3.4 3.4 13.8 37.9 27.6 6.9 6.9 4.3 1.3
R 120 3.3 3.3 7.5 70.8 8.3 5.0 1.7 4.0 1.0

Human use water quality FS 49 0.0 2.0 28.6 46.9 14.3 8.2 0.0 4.0 0.9 25.4*
BLM 28 3.6 10.7 32.1 42.9 7.1 0.0 3.6 3.5 1.1

R 114 1.8 3.5 6.1 62.3 14.9 7.9 3.5 4.2 1.0
FishAvildlife water quality FS 49 0.0 4.1 24.5 34.7 26.5 6.1 4.1 4.2 1.1 3 4 .6 "

BLM 29 6.9 10.3 31.0 27.6 24.1 0.0 0.0 3.5 1.2
R 123 4.9 13.0 16.3 55.3 7.3 0.8 2.4 3.6 1.1

Sediment load run off FS 49 0.0 10.2 32.7 38.8 14.3 4.1 0.0 3.7 1.0 14.7*
BLM 28 3.6 14.3 32.1 28.6 10.7 10.7 0.0 3.6 1.3

R 122 6.6 9.8 7.4 64.8 8.2 0.8 2.5 3.7 1.1
Ground water pollution FS 45 0.0 8.9 24.4 33.3 26.7 4.4 2.2 4.0 1.1 3 5 .1 "

BLM 27 0.0 0.0 14.8 44.4 25.9 14.8 0.0 4.4 0.9
R 126 4.8 15.9 19.0 51.6 8.7 0.0 0.0 3.4 1.0

Stream bank trampling FS 49 0.0 14.3 49.0 18.4 8.2 6.1 4.1 3.6 1.3 41.7**
BLM 30 0.0 16.7 46.7 16.7 10.0 6.7 3.3 3.5 1.3

R 124 7.3 8.9 23.4 54.8 4.8 0.8 0.0 3.4 1.0
Stream sedimentation FS 48 0.0 10.4 37.5 31.3 14.6 2.1 4.2 3.7 1.2 40.8**

BLM 30 0.0 10.0 16.7 26.7 30.0 13.3 3.3 4.3 1.3
R 128 3 .i 3.9 3.9 50.8 25.0 9.4 3.9 4.3 1.2

Riparian vegetation FS 49 4.1 4.1 24.5 12.2 44.9 10.2 0.0 4.2 1.3 4 9 .3 "
BLM 30 6.7 10.0 26.7 6.7 36.7 3.3 10.0 4.1 1.7

R 124 1.6 4.8 8.9 67.7 15.3 0.8 u.8 4.0 0.8
Flooding FS 47 0.0 2.1 17.0 59.6 17.0 2.1 2.1 4.1 0.8 12.7'

BLM 29 6.9 6.9 13.8 48.3 13.8 10.3 0.0 3.9 1.3
‘Non-signilicant; "significant at a = .05; “ significant at a= .01  and beyond 
bl-extremely decreased; 4-stable; 7-greatly increased
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Forage production (means of 4.0 to 5.0) was perceived to be stable to much 

increased by ranchers and BLM, with respective cumulative frequencies of 84.0% 

and 80.0% on scale 4 to 6. Significant difference was caused by FS perception.

FS managers perceived this item as slightly decreased to slightly increased (means 

of 4.0) with a cumulative frequency of 85.1% on scale 3 to 5. Reasons given by 

five FS respondents, in their written comments, were conifer encroachment, trees 

and weed invasions. These comments were further supported by the written 

comments from 12 ranchers who complained about the trees and weed invasions.

Information in Table 17 shows that plant diversity (mean of 4.4) and native 

species (mean of 4.4) were perceived by ranchers to be stable to much increased 

with respective cumulative frequencies of 86.8 and 84.7% on scale 4 to 6. On the 

other hand, public land managers perceived plant diversity to be much decreased 

to slightly increased (means of 3.5 to 3.8) with cumulative frequencies of 97.9 and 

96.7% on scale 2 to 5, respectively, for FS and BLM. Native species was 

perceived by public land managers as much decreased to stable (mean of 3.4) with 

cumulative frequencies of 85.5 and 86.7% on scale 2 to 4, respectively, for FS and 

BLM.

Relative to over-rest, all groups perceived this item as varying from slightly 

decreased to slightly increased (means of 3.7 to 4.1). Statistical significant 

differences resulted from the discrepancies of relative frequency distributions on 

scale 2 to 3 for each group. However, ranchers and BLM seemed to perceive the
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item as increasing (means of 4.1 and 4.0), whereas FS viewed it as in a decreasing 

phase (mean of 3.7).

Soil loss due to grazing (means of 3.1 to 3.4) and soil trampling and 

compacting (means of 3.3 to 3.7) were agreed by all groups to be in the direction 

of improving. Statistical significant differences resulted from the magnitude of 

agreement on scale 3 and 4. Ranchers perceived these two parameters to be 

extremely decreased to stable, whereas public land managers perceived soil loss 

due to cattle grazing as much decreased to stable (respective cumulative 

frequencies of 80.0 and 86.6% on scale 2 to 4) and soil trampling and compacting 

as only slightly decreased to stable (respective cumulative frequencies of 69.4 and 

80.0% on scale 3 to 4).

Concerning water quality for human uses, statistical differences resulted 

from variation within and between groups. Ranchers perceived that item as stable 

with a frequency of 70.8% on scale 4. FS managers viewed it as slightly 

decreased to much increased with a cumulative frequency of 89.8% on scale 3 to 

5 (mean of 4.0). BLM, on the other hand, perceived this item only as much 

decreased to stable with a cumulative frequency of 85.7% on scale 2 to 4 (mean 

of 3.5).

Relative to water quality for fish and wildlife, ranchers perceived the 

resource as stable to slightly increased (mean of 4.2, cumulative frequency of 

77.2% on scale 4 to 5). Public land managers perceived the item to oscillate 

between slightly decreased to slightly increased (cumulative frequencies of 85.7
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and 82.7% on scale 3 to 5, respectively, for FS and BLM). However, FS seemed 

to view this item as on a slightly positive trend (mean of 4.2) while BLM tended 

to view it in a slightly negative direction (mean of 3.5).

Statistical differences on runoff sediment load resulted from between and 

within groups differences. Ranchers perceived it as much decreased to stable 

with a cumulative frequency of 84.6% on a scale from 2 to 4 (mean of 3.5).

Public land managers showed statistical differences within the group (means of 3.6 

and 3.7). While a majority of the respondents agreed with ranchers and perceived 

the state of this natural resource as much decreased to stable (cumulative 

frequencies of 81.7 and 75.0% on scale 2 to 4, respectively, for FS and BLM), a 

non-negligible proportion of respondents (cumulative frequencies of 18.4 and 

21.4% on scale 5 to 6, respectively, for FS and BLM) perceived the item to be 

slightly to much increased.

A similar scheme was observed relative to ground water pollution.

Ranchers rated it as stable (mode of 64.8% on scale 4, mean of 3.7) while public 

land managers perceived it as slightly decreased to slightly increased with 

cumulative frequencies of 84.4 and 85.1% on scale 3 to 5, respectively, for FS and 

BLM (means of 4.0 and 4.4).

All groups perceived stream bank trampling as decreased to stable with 

cumulative frequencies of 86.5, 81.7 and 80.1% on scale 2 to 4, respectively, for 

ranchers, FS, and BLM. Statistical significant differences resulted from strength 

of agreement. Public land managers rated more positively than ranchers. Half of
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the ranchers perceived this natural resource problem as stable (mode of 51.6% on 

scale 4), whereas a majority of public land managers saw it as slightly decreased 

(modes of 49.0 and 46.7% on scale 3, respectively, for FS and BLM).

Data on stream sedimentation revealed that ranchers and FS perceived this 

natural resource as much decreased to stable with respective cumulative 

frequencies of 87.1 and 79.2% on scale 2 to 4 (mean of 3.4). BLM, on the other 

hand, showed a split opinion. While a majority of BLM perceived this factor to 

be much decreased to stable like the ranchers and FS (cumulative frequency of 

53.4% on scale 2 to 4), a non-negligible proportion of respondents (cumulative 

frequency of 43.3% on scale 5 to 6) rated it as slightly to much increased.

Riparian vegetation was the last item that presented a statistical significant 

difference. Ranchers consistently perceived it in a positive trend, stable to much 

increased with a cumulative frequency of 85.2% on scale 4 to 6 (mean of 4.3).

The data revealed significant differences among public land managers. Of the FS 

respondents, 67.3% perceived that item as stable to much increased (mean of 

4.2); however, 32.7% of them rated the item to be extremely to slightly decreased. 

There were almost equal numbers of BLM respondents on the two sides of the 

scale. Data showed that 50.0% of BLM perceived the item to be slightly to 

extremely increased (cumulative frequency on scale 5 to 7) while 43.4% of the 

respondents saw the item as extremely to slightly decreased (cumulative frequency 

on scale I to 3, mean 4.1).
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In summary, separate analysis of each item revealed that there were 

significant differences among the three groups on the assessment of rangeland 

natural resource. To cross reference these results, an analysis of allotment 

condition ranking given by public land managers and ranchers and ranchers ’ 

comments was of great interest. To do so, ranchers were asked to give their 

allotment condition as stated by their allotment management plan (AMP). Public 

land managers were asked to estimate the proportions of grazing allotments in 

their areas in each of the three categories of the allotment management plan. All 

estimates were equal to 100%. The three categories of grazing allotment 

conditions were (I) to be maintained (M—allotments in good condition and have 

no significant conflicts), (2) in custodial (C—allotments in stable condition which 

have no major resource conflicts and productive potential is economically 

limited), and (3) to be improved (I—allotments in less than satisfactoiy condition, 

possibly with existing resource conflict and not producing at their productive 

potential). The researcher computed the frequency distributions of each 

condition category that falls in the chosen ranges of proportion as shown in 

Tables 18 and 19. Due to the nested structure of the data, i.e., together FS and 

BLM covered all the ranchers respondents, FS and BLM’s answers were 

combined. This approach was necessary to proceed with a meaningful 

comparison of the grazing allotment conditions.

The data in Table 18 reveal that on the average public land managers

estimated that 44.5% of the grazing allotments under their supervised areas were
)
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Table 18. Frequency distribution of estimated proportion of grazing allotment 
condition ranking as reported by public land managers (N = 73).

Condition

Range of estimates (%)

Mean
%

< =25 ] 25 - 50 ] 75] > 75

n % n % n % n %

To be improved 40 54.8 29 39.7 2 2.7 2 2.7 27.0

Custodial 36 49.3 26 35.6 10 13.7 I 1.4 28.5

To be maintained 18 24.7 30 41.1 17 23.3 8 11.0 44.5

to be maintained, 28.5% in custodial condition, and 27.0% to be improved. The 

collective analysis of the frequency distributions show that the majority of 

respondents (54.8%, n=40) estimated that 25% or less of the grazing allotments 

under their supervision were to be improved. A  non-negligible proportion (n=29, 

39.7%) of respondents estimated that 25 to 50% of their areas needed to be 

improved. These proportions, when balanced with the ones on grazing allotments 

in "custodial" and "to be maintained" conditions over 25% which cumulate 

respectively at 50.7 and 75.4%, may explain the slightly decreased condition 

reported by public land managers.

The data in Table 19 present the grazing allotment conditions as reported 

by ranchers who had an AMP and those who did not. The researcher computed a 

T-test matched pair for statistical difference between the two groups of 

respondents. T-test results (p-val = 0.23) indicated that there was not enough
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evidence to say that the two groups reported differently. Consequently, the 

researcher will interpret the results for both groups.

Table 19. Frequency distribution of grazing allotment condition as reported by 
ranchers (N = 124).

Condition

Frequency distribution of allotment ranks

T-test

Responses 
from AMP 

(n=94)

Responses 
without AMP 

(n=30)
Total 

(N= 124)

n % n % n % p-val
To be improved 10 10.6 2 6.7 12 9.6
Custodial 13 13.8 4 13.3 17 13.7 0.23
To be maintained 71 75.5 24 80.0 95 76.6

The information in Table 19 shows that the majority of the respondents 

(n=95, 76.6%) have their allotment ranked to be maintained. Twelve 

respondents (9.6%) reported having their allotment ranked to be improved. The 

researcher noted that besides these 30 respondents who self-reported their 

allotment, 20 other ranchers said they never had or did not know when they had 

an AMP. They did not rank their allotment. There were also 8 respondents who 

said that they had ongoing AMPs at the time of the surveys.

A x2 analysis between the proportion estimated by public land managers 

and proportion reported by ranchers yielded a result of %2 = 23.3 and P-value = 

0.000. The %2 result indicated that public land managers and ranchers have a 

statistical significant different assessment of rangeland condition and health. The
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result revealed the concern that "the current condition or quality of U.S. 

rangeland has been described by some as the best condition in this centuiy, and 

by others, using the same data, as extremely abused and degraded" (Busby, 1994, 

p. vii). Two reasons may explain this result: (I) ranchers and public land 

managers have different biological and ecological assessments of the grazing 

allotments and (2) ranchers who participated in the study may be those who have 

a positive attitude toward the public land management system. In a sense, they 

perceived that their allotments were in "good stable," "optimum," "pristine," 

"excellent," and "improved" conditions. As a respondent commented, "Public land 

has improved over the last 75 years, making a stable economy, improved wildlife 

and habitat, increased grazing capacity, and improved water resources for every 

kind of use." Some conditions were due to natural phenomena like terrain, 

drought, grasshoppers, and weeds and brush encroachment. However, they also 

perceived that there was still "room for improvement." Improvements were 

requested in water developments, weed control, fire control, or other agricultural 

practices (Appendix C).

Perceived Potential Utilization and Effects of 

Livestock on the Range Natural Resource

The researcher underlined the word "potential" because all items in section 

two, part one were based on the conditional statement "under proper grazing 

management." The analysis of this section was divided into two parts: (I)
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potential utilization of livestock for the management of rangeland and (2) then- 

effects on the rangeland.

Four statements were included to capture the perceptions of all groups 

regarding the potential utilization of livestock: livestock under proper 

management can (I) improve the soil fertility, (2) enhance wildlife food supply,

(3) be a tool for natural resources management, and (4) be a means to enhance 

the economic value of the natural resources. The data in Table 20 indicated that 

all groups agreed to those potential utilizations of livestock, with means about or 

greater than 5.0 for all groups and all items. Statistical significant differences 

were mostly due to the difference in the magnitude of agreement.

Table 20. Perceived potential utilization of livestock on the rangeland natural 
resource.

Under proper management 
livestock grazing can:

Relative frequency distribution11

Group n I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD X 2

improve soil fertility R 146 0.7 1.4 0.0 4.8 21.9 45.9 25.3 5.8 1.0
FS 51 0.0 7.8 11.8 13.7 37.3 23.5 5.9 4.7 1.3 40.6**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 3.3 6.7 16.7 43.3 30.0 5.9 1.0
enhance wildlife food supply R 145 3.4 0.0 4.8 6.9 20.0 42.1 22.8 5.6 1.4

FS 50 0.0 4.0 8.0 6.0 .34.0 36.0 12.0 5.2 1.3 10.3°
BLM 30 0.0 3.3 10.0 6.7 23.3 50.0 6.7 5.3 1.2

be a natural resource R 145 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 4.1 36.6 58.6 6.6 0.6
management tool FS 50 0.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 18.0 40.0 34.0 5.9 1.2 19.1**

BLM 30 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 46.7 43.3 6.1 1.3
enhance the economic value R 145 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.4 3.4 43.4 51.0 6.4 0.7
o f the natural resource FS 50 4.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 24.0 42.0 20.0 5.5 1.4 48.4**

BLM 30 , 3.3 0.0 6.7 3.3 6.7 53.3 26.7 5.8 1.4

‘Non-significant; “significant at a =.05; ** significant at a=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree
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Ranchers and BLM (means of 5.8 and 5.9) agreed that livestock can 

improve soil fertility with cumulative frequency, respectively, of 93.1 and 90.0% 

on a scale from 5 to 7. Statistical significant differences resulted from 

internal discrepancies among FS (mean of 4.7). If the majority of the respondents 

(cumulative frequency of 66.7% on scale 5 to 7) agreed with the statement, a non- 

negligible proportion of respondents (19.6%) disagreed on scale 2 to 3.

Statistical significant differences about livestock as a natural resource 

management tool and a means to enhance economic value of natural resources 

resulted from the fact that ranchers had consistent and strong agreement (means 

of 6.6 and 6.4), whereas public land managers rated less strongly the items (means 

ranging from 5.5 to 6.1).

Data in Table 21 show the statistical analysis results of negative impacts of 

livestock on natural resources. The information indicates that ranchers had 

consistent and greater magnitude of agreement (means of 1.7 to 2.5) than public 

land managers, who had within group differences (means ranging from 3.4 to 4.4) 

except on "livestock can reduce public land social value" (means of 2.6 and 2.4). 

Relative to that item, all groups disagreed with the statement (means ranging 

from 1.7 to 2.6). Statistical significant differences resulted from the fact that 

ranchers had a mode of 55.9% on scale I while public land managers had modes

of 46.0% for FS and 43.3% for BLM on scale 2.
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Table 21. Perceived effects of livestock on the rangeland natural resource.
Under proper 
management livestock 
grazing can: Group n

Relative frequency distributionb

Mean SD X 2I 2 3 4 5 6 7
contribute to water R 137 33.6 28.5 12.4 6.6 18.2 5.1 0.7 2.6 1.7
pollution FS 51 3.9 27.5 11.8 2.0 49.0 5.9 0.0 3.8 1.5 37.8“

BLM 30 13.3 23.3 23.3 10.0 16.7 6.7 6.7 3.4 1.8
damage riparian areas R 145 31.7 30.3 14.5 5.5 12.4 4.1 1.4 2.5 1.6

FS 51 9.8 27.5 21.6 5.9 25.5 5.9 3.9 3.4 1.7 17.3*
BLM 29 13.8 37.9 20.7 6.9 10.3 3.4 6.9 3.0 1.7

compete with R 145 30.3 23.4 13.1 4.8 13.1 12.4 2.8 2.9 1.9
wildlife food supply FS 51 9.8 21.6 15.7 2.0 35.3 13.7 2.0 3.8 1.7 28.7“

BLM 29 3.4 34.5 3.4 13.8 17.2 13.8 13.8 4.0 2.0

damage recreation site R 145 33.8 28.3 17.2 5.5 11.0 2.8 1.4 2.5 1.6
and area's quality FS 50 6.0 24.0 16.0 8.0 34.0 10.0 2.0 3.8 1.6 37.1**

BLM 29 3.4 27.6 13.8 10.3 31.0 13.8 0.0 3.8 1.6

reduce the aesthetic R 145 34.5 31.0 15.9 4.8 9.0 3.4 1.4 2.4 1.5
quality o f  the wilderness FS 50 6.0 12.0 18.0 4.0 26.0 30.0 4.0 4.4 1.7 55.4**

BLM 30 6.7 26.7 10.0 16.7 20.0 16.7 3.3 3.8 1.7

reduce the social R 145 55.9 27.6 7.6 5.5 0.7 1.4 1.4 1.7 1.2
value o f the public land FS 50 18.0 46.0 12.0 10.0 8.0 6.0 0.0 2.6 1.4 35.2**

BLM 30 20.0 43.3 23.3 10.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 2.4 1.1

*Non-significant; * significant at <*=.05; ** significant at <*=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

There are between and within group differences relative to the question of 

the impacts of livestock grazing on water pollution (means of 2.6 to 3.8).

Ranchers strongly disagreed with the statement (mean of 2.6 and cumulative 

frequency of 74.5% on scale I to 3). The majority of BLM disagreed to slightly 

disagreed (mean of 3.4 and cumulative frequency of 59.9% on scale I to 3) and 

had the same view as ranchers. However, a non-negligible proportion of BLM 

respondents (30.1% cumulative frequency on scale 5 to 7) agreed. FS were 

divided on the two sides of the scale. Over 43% (cumulative frequency on scale I
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to 3) of them disagreed with the statement while 54.9% (cumulative frequency on 

scale 5 to 6) agreed with it and disagreed with ranchers and BLM.

All groups disagreed with the statement about damage to riparian areas by 

livestock grazing. However, ranchers show stronger magnitude of disagreement (a 

mean of 2.5, mode of 31.7% on scale I, cumulative frequency of 76.5% on scale I 

to 3) than public land managers (mean of 3.4 and 3.0, modes of 27.5% for FS and 

34.5% for BLM on scale 2, cumulative frequencies of 58.9 and 72.4% on scale I 

to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM). Data also show that there was a non- 

negligible proportion of FS who agreed with the statement (cumulative frequency 

of 35.3% on scale 5 to 7).

Statistical significant differences on livestock grazing compete with 

wildlife’s food supply resulted from between and within groups differences (means 

ranging from 2.9 to 4.0). While two-thirds (cumulative frequency of 66.8% on 

scale I to 3) of ranchers disagreed with the statement, a majority of public land 

managers agreed with it (cumulative frequencies of 51.0 and 41.8% on scale 5 to 

7, respectively, for FS and BLM). However, a non-negligible proportion of public 

land managers disagreed with the statement as ranchers (cumulative frequency of 

47.1 and 41.3% on scale I to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM).

Relative to damages on recreational site quality, statistical significant 

differences resulted from the internal differences among public land managers 

(means of 3.8). Ranchers consistently disagreed with the statement (mean of 2.5). 

There were as many public land manager respondents that disagreed as agreed
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with the statement (same cumulative frequencies on scale I to 3 and scale 5 to 7 

of 46.0 and 48.8%, respectively, from FS and BLM).

For the last statement, "Livestock reduce aesthetic quality of the 

wilderness," the statistical significant difference resulted from variations of 

perception within and between groups. Ranchers consistently disagreed with the 

statement (mean of 2.5, cumulative frequency of 81.4% on scale I to 3). Even 

though FS respondents showed a tendency to agree with the statement (mean of 

4.4) they presented within group differences. There were 60.0% (cumulative 

frequency on scale 5 to 7) of respondents that agreed with the statement against a 

non-negligible proportion (36.0% cumulative frequency on scale I to 3) who 

disagreed with it and had the same view as ranchers. The BLM respondents also 

showed an internal difference with a mean of 3.8. If the majority of respondents 

(43.4% cumulative frequency on scale I to 3) disagreed with the statement and 

had the same view as ranchers, a non-negligible proportion of respondents agreed 

(40.0% cumulative frequency on scale 5 to 7).

In summary, all groups agreed to the potential utilization of livestock for 

the management of rangeland natural resources, with respect to the magnitude 

given to each item. There were statistical significant differences of perception 

between groups relative to the potential effects of livestock grazing on public land.
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Perceived Impacts and Importance of Ranchers 

Using Public Grazing Allotments

Four areas were of interest relative to ranchers using public grazing 

allotments: (I) importance relative to cattle industry, (2) significance to the 

community, (3) contributions to the public grazing allotment, and (4) behavior 

relative to the management of public land.

Perceived Importance of Ranchers to 
Cattle Industry

Data in Table 22 show that ranchers disagreed that public ranching is not 

significant in number and size to cattle industry. Public land managers presented 

conflicting opinions. Even though there were more respondents who agreed that 

public ranching is significant to the cattle industry (cumulative frequencies of 49.1 

and 53.3% on scale I to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM), those who disagreed 

were nonetheless significant (cumulative frequencies of 43.3 and 40.0% on scale 5 

to 7, respectively, for FS and BLM). This resulted in somewhat of a controversy

Table 22. Public ranchers’ importance relative to the cattle industry.

Criteria o f  interest Group n

Percent frequency distribution1"

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7

Non-significance in R 145 26.2 33.1 6.9 .11.0 9.0 11.0 2.8 2.9 1.8
number and size relative FS 51 9.8 27.5 11.8 7.8 11.8 27.5 3.9 3.8 1.9 15.7*
to the livestock industry

BLM 30 20.0 23.3 10.0 6.7 20.0 20.0 0.0 3.4 .1.9

BNon-significant; * significant at a =.05; ** significant at a=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree
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on the part of public land managers because when estimating the proportion of 

livestock production from public allotment, they showed the following results 

(Table 23).

Table 23. Estimated proportion of livestock production from public grazing 
allotments by public land managers (N = 60).

Estimated proportion (%)
Frequency distributions
n %

< = 15 17 28.3
]15 - 35] 27 45.0
]35 - 55] 6 10.0

>55 10 16.7

The results in Table 23 show.that 28.3% of public land managers estimated 

that livestock production from public grazing allotments in their areas was less 

than 15%. Twenty-seven (45.0%) of the respondents estimated that livestock due 

to public grazing allotment varied from 15 to 35%. The estimated mean 

proportion of livestock production from public land was 31.1%. Sixteen 

respondents (cumulative frequency of 26.7%) estimated that over 35% of 

livestock production was due to public grazing allotments.

Cross reference analysis of the estimated proportion of livestock 

production from public land by ranchers matched the estimation of public land 

managers as shown by the Table 24.
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Table 24. Estimated proportion of livestock production from public grazing 
allotment by ranchers (N= 135).

Frequency distributions

Estimated proportion (%) n %

< = 15 40 29.6
] 15 - 35 ] 54 40.0
] 35 - 55 ] 25 18.5

>55 16 11.9

Data in Table 24 show that 29.6% (n=40) of ranchers estimated that 15% 

or less of their livestock production was due to public grazing allotments 

(minimum of 1%). Fifty-four respondents (40.0%) estimated that 15 to 35% of 

their livestock production was from public lands with a mean of 28.3%. Thirty- 

one respondents (cumulative frequency of 30.4%) indicated that over 35% of 

their livestock production was from public lands (with a maximum of 90%). A  %2 

comparison between the two estimates from public land managers and ranchers 

did not show a statistical difference with %2 =4.01 and a p-value =0.26. These 

results seemed to indicate, from the researcher point of view, that there was a 

contradictory perception on the part of public land managers who did not 

perceive the importance of public ranching to the cattle industry.

Data in Table 25 reveal that ranchers and public land managers had 

significant statistical differences in perception between groups relative to the 

economic competitive advantages of ranchers using public grazing allotments 

(means of 2.7, 4.7, and 5.0, respectively, for ranchers, FS, and BLM). If 72.9% of
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ranchers disagreed with the statement (cumulative frequency on scale I to 3), the 

same proportion of public land managers agreed with it (cumulative frequencies 

of 68.0 and 63.3% on scale 5 to 7, respectively, for FS and BLM). The analysis of 

"fair and adequate grazing price" and comments of respondents relative to the 

subject were of interest to describe the observations.

Table 25. Public rancher competitive advantages relative to the cattle industry.

Criteria o f  interest Group n

Percent frequency distribution6

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7

Competitive advantage R 144 34.7 27.1 11.1 5.6 9.0 8.3 4.2 2.7 1.8
due to low grazing fees

FS 50 4.0 14.0 8.0 6.0 26.0 30.0 12.0 4.7 1.7 67.3**

BLM 30 3.3 16.7 3.3 13.3 3.3 40.0 20.0 5.0 1.9

“Non-significant; * significant at a = .05; ** significant at a= .01  and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

Data in Table 26 indicate that 16 (15.8%) ranchers estimated that 

adequate and fair grazing fee should be less than or equal to $1,50 with a 

minimum of $0.00. The reasons given by those respondents were (I) "the present 

system is working," (2) "remain as currently because the government invests 

nothing," (3) "$1.35 per AUM is [what public grazing is] worth under the present 

management system" and (4) "PRIA system was fair and adequate." Eight 

respondents estimated the fair and adequate grazing price as $1.35, the currently 

adopted price (February 1996). This fact may indicate that the study was 

subjected to "history" phenomenon. The majority of ranchers respondents (n=49, 

48.9%) estimated that the fair and adequate grazing price should be between
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$1.50 and $3.00. The average estimated price was $3.30. Twenty-six (25.7%) 

respondents estimated that the grazing price should be more than $3.00 but less 

than or equal to $5.00. Ten respondents estimated that fair and adequate grazing 

price should be more than $5.00, the maximum being $10.00.

Table 26. Frequency distributions of estimated fair and adequate grazing price 
by ranchers (N=IOl).

Estimated price 
($ / AUM)

Ranchers

n %

.< = 1.50 
] 1.50 - 3.00 ] 
] 3.00 - 4.00 ] 
] 4.00 - 5.00 ] 
] 5.00 - 6.00 ] 
] 6.00 - 8.00 ] 

> 8.00

16 15.8

49 48.5
14 13.8
12 11.9
2 2.0
5 ' 4.9
3 3.0

Among those who estimated the fair and adequate grazing price to be 

above $5.00 the comments of one respondent are worth reporting, "The current 

fee schedule is unrealistically low and causing much harm to permittees in public 

opinion."

Among comments given by ranchers the following were of interest:

* Fair grazing price should be less than the price of private but 
slightly higher than it is currently. *

* Fair price would vary from ranch to ranch - community to 
community.
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* Price should be local but not national.

* One price does not fit all.

Fourteen ranchers (not shown in table) who gave a range of prices 

commented that the grazing fee should be locally based and consider parameters 

such as land conditions, forage productivity, and weather, especially drought 

conditions. Price should account for management costs like fencing, 

transportation and accessibility, water development and maintenance, salting, as 

supported by the comments of this non-participant respondent, "There are so 

many unaccounted expenses with a public permit that my actual costs per AUM  

have varied from S14-22/AUM instead of the phoney $2/AUM that is talked 

about." Furthermore, explained this respondent, "With regard to the price per 

AUM of grazing, some allotments that are inaccessible and have high 

management costs should cost less than ones that are easily managed with little 

cost." Finally, ranchers perceived that grazing price should fluctuate with cattle 

and forage market values.

Public land managers’ estimates of fair and adequate grazing price are 

shown in Table 27. A  %2 analysis was computed to test if the FS and BLM 

presented statistical significant differences in their estimates of fair and adequate 

grazing price. The %2 results show a %2 = 1.407 and p-value = 0.9235 indicate that 

there is not enough evidence to state that public l;and managers estimated the 

grazing price differently. Consequently, the researcher interpreted the results 

including all public land managers.
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Table 27. Frequency distributions of estimated fair and adequate grazing price 
by public land managers (N = 67).

Estimated price 
($ / AUM)

FS (n =40) BLM (n =27) Public land managers
n % n % n %

<=3.00 6 15.0 3 11.1 9 13.4
] 3.00 - 4.00 ] 6 15.0 5 18.5 11 16.4
] 4.00 - 5.00 ] 15 37.5 9 33.3 24 35.8
] 5.00 - 6.00 ] 5 12.5 2 7.4 7 10.5
] 6.00 - 8.00 ] 6 15.0 6 22.2 12 17.9

>8.00 2. 5.0 . 2 7.4 4 6.0

X2 (Fs1BUM) = 1-407, p-value = 0.9235

Data in Table 27 show that 9 (13.4%) respondents estimated that the 

grazing price should be less than or equal to $3.00 with a minimum being 

$2.00/AUM for FS and $2.50/AUM for BLM (not shown in table). The majority 

(35.8%, n=24) estimated that a fair and adequate grazing price should be more 

than $4.00/AUM but less than or equal to $5.00/AUM. Seven respondents 

estimated the price to be more than $5.00/AUM but less than or equal to 

$6.00/AUM. Almost 24% (n=16) estimated the grazing price should be more 

that $6.00/AUM. On the average, public land managers estimated that a fair and 

adequate grazing price should be $5.34/AUM with a maximum of $10.00/AUM 

for FS and $12.00/AUM for BLM (not shown in table).

Besides these participants who gave precise estimates, five other public 

land manager respondents said similarly to ranchers that a fair and adequate 

grazing price should be based on (I) land productivity, (2) forage market value,
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(3) cattle price, and (4) less or equal to put rate. One respondent indicated that 

a fair and adequate grazing price should be half of the private lease.

Among public land managers there were those who had similar views as 

ranchers, like the respondent who commented, "Grazing fees should vary 

depending on value for livestock production and difficulty managing livestock." 

However, there was a faction that thought otherwise, like this participant: "Public 

land permittees justify the low grazing fee by saying that public lands are poorer 

lands than private and that is all the grazing is worth."

A x2 comparison between the estimate distributions on ranchers and public 

land managers yielded a %2 = 48.87 and a p-value = .0000. The results of %2 

reveal that public land managers and ranchers have statistical significant 

differences in estimates of fair and adequate grazing price.

Perceived Impacts of Public Ranching to the Community

Data in Table 28 reveal that all groups agreed that public ranching has a 

positive effect on the socio-economic development of the community with means 

ranging from 5.7 to 6.3. Parameters of interest included (I) economic significance 

to local agriculture, (2) contribution to local agriculture production,

(3) contribution to the health and development of the community, and

(4) maintenance of the rural community. Only the statement "public ranching 

contributes to community health and economic development" yielded a statistical 

significant difference. Statistical significant difference on this parameter was due
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to the magnitude of agreement. Ranchers strongly agreed to the statement with a 

mode of 51.7% on scale 7, whereas public land manager agreed with modes of 

43.1 and 46.7% on scale 6, respectively, for FS and BLM.

Table 28. Perceived importance of public ranching to the community.

Criteria o f  interest Group n

Percent frequency distributionb

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7
Economic significance R 145 0.7 1.4 2.1 3.4 11.0 44.1 37.2 6.0 1.1
relative to local ES 50 0.0 2.0 4.0 10.0 10.0 46.0 28.0 5.8 1.2 1.7'
agricultural production

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 13.3 46.7 33.3 6.0 1.1
Significance to economic R 145 0.7 0.7 0.7 3.4 7.6 35.2 51.7 6.3 1.0
development o f the ES 51 0.0 5.9 5.9 2.0 15.7 43.1 27.5 5.7 1.4 19.3**
community

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 16.7 46.7 30.0 5.9 LI
Contribution to community R 145 0.7 0.7 0.7 6.9 6.9 41.4 42.8 6.1 LI
health and social ES 51 0.0 0.0 3.9 2.0 21.6 45.1 27.5 5.9 1.0 12.1'
development

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 0.0 6.7 10.0 53.3 26.7 5.9 LI
Maintenance o f the R 144 0.0 1.4 1.4 2.8 10.4 39.6 44.4 6.2 1.0
existence o f  the rural ES 51 2.0 2.0 7.8 5.9 13.7 35.3 33.3 5.7 1.5 10.6'
community

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 3.3 6.7 20.0 40.0 26.7 5.7 1.2

"Non-significant; * significant at a = .05; ** significant at a=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

Perceived Uses and Effects of Ranching on Public Grazing Allotments

Data in Table 29 show that all four parameters designed to capture 

ranchers’ uses of and effects on public grazing allotments yielded statistical 

significant differences. Discrepancies resulted from differences within and 

between groups. The only parameter that all groups agreed upon was the positive 

contribution of ranchers to wildlife benefits (means of 4.5 to 5.8). Statistical 

significant difference resulted from the strength of agreement. Ranchers tended 

to strongly agree to agree with the statement (cumulative frequency of 71.0% on
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scale 6 and I), whereas public land managers slightly agreed to agreed 

(cumulative frequencies of 62.8 and 60.0% on scale 5 to 6, respectively, for FS 

and BLM).

Table 29. Ranchers’ uses of and effects on public grazing allotments.

Percent frequency dIstributionb

Criteria o f  interest Group n I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD X2
Preference privilege R 145 9.7 15.2 9.0 13.8 14.5 29.0 9.0 4.3 1.9
on use o f  public 
land

FS 51 25.5 35.3 7.8 2.0 9.8 15.7 3.9 3.0 2.0 19.2*

BLM 29 13.8 24.1 13.8 6.9 17.2 17.2 6.9 3.7 2.0

Contribution to R 146 2.1 3.4 4.8 14.4 22.6 34.9 17.8 5.3 1.4
recreational benefits ES 51 9.8 25.5 21.6 13.7 15.7 11.8 2.0 3.4 1.6 55.9**

BLM 29 3.4 17.2 20.7 17.2 13.8 17.2 10.3 4.1 1.7

Contribution to R 145 1.4 2.8 0.7 9.0 15.2 40.0 31.0 5.8 1.3
wildlife benefits FS 51 2.0 15.7 9.8 5.9 37.3 25.5 3.9 4.5 1.6 55.9**

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 20.0 3.3 33.3 26.7 13.3 5.0 1.4

Primary R 145 1.4 2.8 2.8 4.1 10.3 48.3 30.3 5.9 1.3
responsibility on 
public land

FS 51 9.8 29.4 17.6 2.0 13.7 19.6 7.8 3.7 2.0 75.8**

BLM 29 17.2 20.7 6.9 6.9 13.8 31.0 3.4 3.9 2.1

"Non-significant; * significant at a=.05; ** significant at or=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

Differences within and between groups were observed relative to the 

assumption that ranchers have the first preference privilege in use of public land 

(means ranging from 3.0 to 4.3). Among ranchers, 33.9% (cumulative frequency 

on scale I to 3) disagreed with the statement, whereas the majority (44.3%) 

agreed (cumulative frequency on scale 5 to I). Contrarily, the majority of FS 

strongly disagreed to disagreed (cumulative frequency of 60.6% on scale I to 2) 

with the statement, whereas a non-negligible proportion of respondents
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with the statement, whereas a non-negligible proportion of respondents 

(cumulative frequency of 29.4% on scale 5 to 7) agreed. BLM showed internal 

differences; while the majority 51.7% (cumulative frequency on scale I to 3) of 

the respondents disagreed with the statement, a non-negligible proportion 41.3% 

agreed (cumulative frequency on scale 5 to 7).

Similar patterns were observed relative to ranchers’ contribution to 

recreational benefits and primary responsibility on public land under their 

management. The majority of ranchers agreed with these statements (cumulative 

frequency of 75.3 and 88.9% on scale 5 to 7, means of 5.3 and 5.9, respectively, 

for the first and second statements). FS seemed to disagree with these statements 

and with ranchers (means of 3.4 and 3.7). Cumulative frequencies in Table 29 

reveal that if the majority of FS respondents disagreed with the statements 

regarding ranchers’ contribution to recreational benefits and primary 

responsibility on public land under their management (cumulative frequency of 

56.9 and 56.8% on scale I to 3), a non-negligible proportion of respondents 

agreed with them (cumulative frequency of 29.5 and 41.1% on scale 5 to 7).

BLM internal differences were more pronounced for these two statements (means 

of 4.1 and 3.9). There were as many respondents who agreed to the positive 

contribution of ranchers to recreational benefits as respondents who disagreed 

(cumulative frequencies of 41.3% on both sides of the scale). Relative to the 

primary responsibility of ranchers on the grazing allotment under their 

management, 48.2% of BLM respondents (cumulative frequency on scale 5 to 7)
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agreed with the statement and ranchers, whereas a non-negligible proportion of 

respondents disagreed (44.8% cumulative frequency on scale I to 3).

Perceived Behavior of Ranchers Toward Public Land Management

Data in Table 30 reveal that all 13 items designed to capture perception 

about ranchers’ behavior toward the management of grazing allotment yielded 

statistical significant differences. However, statistical significant differences on 

three parameters: (I) compliance to laws and policies applicable to rangeland,

(2) allotment management as mandated by FS/BLM, and (3) ranchers seek to 

have their input in the allotment management, were due to the difference in 

strength of agreement (means ranging from 4:5 to 5:9 for all items and all groups) 

rather than between groups differences. Between ranchers and public land 

managers groups, statistical significant differences were observed on 6 items:

(1) ranchers consultation in management planning of the range natural resource,

(2) ranchers participation in the planning of the rangeland management,

(3) ranchers active participation in policy creation and decision making,

(4) rancher willingness to cooperate with the range district manager, (5) rancher 

willingness to cooperate with user representatives, and (6) rancher reactive 

position toward grazing allotment management.

Public land managers and ranchers had opposite perceptions regarding the 

consultation of ranchers in the management planning of the rangeland natural 

resources (means of 3.1, 5.6, and 4.8, respectively, for ranchers, FS, and BLM).
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Table 30. Perceived behavior of ranchers toward the public grazing allotment 
management

Criteria o f interest Group n
Percent frequency distributionb

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7
Compliance to laws and R 145 0.7 1.4 3.4 5.5 9.7 49.7 29.7 5.9 1.1
policies applicable to FS 50 0.0 14.0 10.0 0.0 22.0 34.0 20.0 5.1 1.7 2 5 .5 "
rangeland BLM 30 0.0 10.0 10.0 6.7 23.3 36.7 13.3 5.1 1.5
Latitude to implement R 145 13.1 20.7 19.3 6.2 17.9 20.7 2.1 3.7 1.8
management program FS 51 5.9 31.4 11.8 3.9 33.3 9.8 3.9 3.7 1.7 18.0*

BLM 30 0.0 16.7 10.0 10.0 30.0 30.0 3.3 4.6 1.5
Consultation in inventory R 146 16.4 32.2 21.2 11.6 8.2 8.2 2.1 3.0 1.6
process o f the rangeland FS 51 0.0 11.8 17.6 3.9 25.5 35.3 5.9 4.7 1.5 42.1**
natural resource BLM 30 3.3 26.7 26.7 6.7 10.0 23.3 3.3 3.8 1.7
Consultation in R 145 14.5 33.8 19.3 9.7 11.0 9.7 2.1 3.1 1.6
management planning of FS 51 0.0 0.0 13.7 2.0 13.7 51.0 19.6 5.6 1.2 79.0**
the range natural resource BLM 30 0.0 13.3 20.0 3.3 10.0 40.0 13.3 4.8 1.7
Participation in planning R 144 9.0 23.6 13.9 8.3 25.0 17.4 2.8 3.8 1.8
of the rangeland FS 51 2.0 3.9 11.8 0.0 29.4 41.2 11.8 5.2 1.4 27.9**
management BLM 30 0.0 13.3 13.3 3.3 30.0 30.0 10.0 4.8 1.6
Participation in policy R 144 20.8 25.0 17.4 8.3 17.4 9.0 2.1 3.1 1.7
creation and decision FS 50 2.0 10.0 18.0 10.0 42.0 16.0 2.0 4.4 1.4 26.5**
making BLM 30 3.3 13.3 16.7 16.7 30.0 16.7 3.3 4.2 1.5
Cooperation with the R 145 2.1 11.0 15.9 13.8 24.8 24.8 7.6 4.5 1.6
range district manager FS 51 2.0 33.3 21.6 3.9 25.5 11.8 2.0 3.6 1.6 21.6**

BLM 30 6.7 23.3 33.3 0.0 26.7 6.7 3.3 3.5 1.6
Willingness to cooperate R 145 0.7 9.7 14.5 17.9 27.6 23.4 6.2 4.6 1.4
with user representatives FS 51 3.9 27.5 21.6 19.6 15.7 11.8 0.0 3.5 1.4 23.4**

BLM 30 3.3 20.0 26.7 13.3 26.7 10.0 0.0 3.7 1.4

Reactive position toward R 142 2.1 11.3 11.3 33.1 19.0 15.5 7.7 4.3 1.5
rangeland management FS 51 2.0 23.5 19.6 15.7 27.5 11.8 0.0 3.8 1.4 13.2*

BLM 30 3.3 30.0 13.3 16.7 30.0 6.7 0.0 3.6 1.5

Allotment management as R 145 2.1 3.4 4.1 4.1 14.5 53.1 18.6 5.6 1.3
mandated by USFS/BLM FS 50 0.0 4.0 16.0 2.0 24.0 38.0 16.0 5.2 1.4 25.2**

BLM 30 3.3 13.3 16.7 3.3 30.0 23.3 10.0 4.5 1.7
Recognition and reward R 146 21.2 23.3 13.7 12.3 13.7 12.3 3.4 3.2 1.8
for good stewardship FS 51 0.0 15.7 13.7 9.8 37.3 23.5 0.0 4.4 1.4 28.9“

BLM 30 6.7 20.0 23.3 3.3 33.3 13.3 0.0 3.8 1.6
Knowledge level to R 146 0.0 1.4 2.7 6.2 15.8 51.4 22.6 5.8 1.0
manage the allotment FS 51 3.9 11.8 19.6 11.8 31.4 17.6 3.9 4.2 1.5 80.4**

BLM 30 3.3 20.0 30.0 6.7 23.3 16.7 0.0 3.8 1.5

Input in the allotment R 145 1.4 2.8 2.8 10.3 14.5 47.6 20.7 5.6 1.3
management guidelines FS 51 0.0 2.0 5.9 9.8 21.6 51.0 9.8 5.4 1.1 27.8**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 46.7 26.7 10.0 5.1 1.2

"Non-significant; * significant at a =.05; ** significant at a =.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree
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The majority of ranchers disagreed with the statement with a cumulative 

frequency of 67.6% on scale I to 3, whereas public land managers agreed with the 

item with cumulative relative frequencies of 84.3 and 63.3% on scale 5 to 7, 

respectively, for FS and BLM. The same scheme was observed relative to the 

active participation of ranchers in policy creation and decision making regarding 

the rangeland (means of 3.8 and 3.1 for ranchers, means of 5.2 and 4.4 for FS, 

and means of 4.8 and 4.2 for BLM). However, there were within group 

significant differences relative to these parameters. If a majority of ranchers 

(46.5% cumulative frequency on scale I to 3) disagreed with the statement 

"ranchers are always consulted in the range natural resource management," a non- 

negligible proportion of the respondents (45.2% cumulative frequency on scale 5 

to 7) agreed with the item and public land managers. On the other hand, if the 

majority of public land managers agreed with the statement that "ranchers are 

active participants in policy creation and decision making of the rangeland 

management" (cumulative frequency of 60.0 and 50.0% on scale 5 to 7, 

respectively, for FS and BLM), a non-negligible proportion of respondents 

disagreed with the statement (cumulative frequencies of 30.0 and 33.3% on scale 

I to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM) and indicated having the same view as 

ranchers.

On the contrary, ranchers seemed to agree with the three statements:

(I) rancher willingness to cooperate with the range district managers, (2) rancher 

willingness to cooperate with user representatives, and (3) ranchers reactive
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position regarding the management of grazing allotment (means of 4.5, 4.6, and 

4.3), whereas public land managers seemed to disagree with them (means of 3.6, 

3.5, and 3.8 for FS and means of 3.5, 3.7, and 3.6 for BLM). However, data in 

Table 30 reveal that there are significant within group differences on these three 

items. Relative to the first statement, if the majority of public land managers 

disagreed with it (cumulative frequencies of 56.9 and 63.3% on scale I to 3, 

respectively, for FS and BLM), a non-negligible proportion of respondents agreed 

with the statement (cumulative frequencies of 39.3 and 36.7% on scale 5 to 7, 

respectively, for FS and BLM) and agreed with the majority of ranchers. On the 

other hand, there was a non-negligible proportion of ranchers (cumulative 

frequency of 29.0% on scale I to 3) who showed similar views as public land 

managers. These distribution patterns were also observed on the other two 

statements. Data in Table 30 also indicate that there were non-negligible 

proportions of respondents who were undecided about these two statements 

(frequencies ranging from 13.3 to 33.1%).

Ranchers and FS showed a similar view concerning the knowledge level of 

ranchers to manage the grazing allotment However, if ranchers revealed a strong 

agreement (mean of 5.8), FS showed a weak agreement (mean of 4.2). There 

were non-negligible proportions of FS respondents (cumulative frequency of 

35.3% on scale I to 3) who disagreed with the item. On the contrary, BLM 

seemed to disagree with the statement and ranchers’ perception (mean of 3.8). 

Data show that the majority of BLM (cumulative frequency of 53.3% on scale I
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to 3) disagreed with the item, whereas a non-negligible proportion of respondents 

(cumulative frequency of 40.0% on scale 5 to 6) agreed.

Ranchers and FS also seemed to have the same perception relative to 

ranchers latitude to implement grazing management program (means of 3.7).

Both groups seemed to disagree with the statement. However, if the majority of 

respondents disagreed with the statement (cumulative frequencies of 53.1 and 

49.1% on scale I to 3, respectively, for ranchers and FS), a non-negligible 

proportion of respondents agreed (cumulative frequencies of 40.7 and 47.0% on 

scale 5 to 7). On the contrary, BLM seemed to agree with the statement and 

disagree with ranchers and FS (mean of 4.6). However, if the majority of BLM 

agreed with the item (cumulative frequency of 66.3% on scale 5 to 7), a non- 

negligible proportion of BLM respondents disagreed with it (cumulative frequency 

of 26.7% on scale 2 to 3) and showed similar views as ranchers and FS.

Concerning the statement "ranchers are always consulted in the inventory 

process of rangeland natural resource," the result revealed within and between 

group differences. Ranchers disagreed with the statement (mean of 3.0). Forest 

Service respondents seemed to agree with the statement and at the same time 

disagreed with ranchers (mean of 4.7). However, if the majority of FS agreed 

(cumulative frequency of 66.7%), the proportion of respondents who disagreed 

with the statement and showed similar views as ranchers (cumulative frequency of 

29.4% on scale 2 to 3) was non-negligible. Data indicated that BLM presented 

within group differences (mean of 3.8). If the majority of the respondents
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(cumulative frequency of 56.1%) disagreed with the statement and presented the 

same perception as ranchers, a non-negligible proportion of respondents 

(cumulative frequency of 36.3% on scale 5 to 7) agreed with the item.

Similar frequency distribution patterns were observed relative to ranchers . 

recognition and reward for good stewardship. Ranchers and BLM seemed to 

disagree with the statement (means of 3.2 and 3.8); however, a non-negligible 

proportion of the respondents agreed so (cumulative frequency of 29.4% on scale 

5 to 7 for ranchers and cumulative frequency of 49.6% on scale 5 to 6 for BLM). 

On the contrary, FS seemed to agree with the statement (mean of 4.4); however, 

a non-negligible proportion of them (cumulative frequency of 29.4% on scale 2 to 

3) disagreed.

In summary, all groups agreed that ranchers have to comply to laws and 

policies applicable to rangeland in order to manage the grazing allotment as 

prescribed or mandated by USFS and BLM, they showed significant statistical 

differences about the behavior of ranchers toward the management of public land, 

even though they all agreed that ranchers always seek to have their input 

considered in the allotment management guidelines. It was noted that ranchers 

felt they had sufficient managerial styles, whereas public land managers presented 

mixed opinions.
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Perceived Motives of Public Land Managers 

Relative to Public Land Management

Two areas were of interest relative to the motives and foundation of public 

land managers’ decision making about grazing allotments. The first area covers 

factors that influence the decision making of public land managers. The second 

area captures parameters that drive public land managers in the application of 

grazing allotment management.

Data in Table 31 reveal that all groups agreed on 5 of 7 parameters 

designed to capture public land managers decision-making motives with means 

ranging from 5.1 to 6.2. No statistical significant difference was observed relative 

to decision-making based on application of natural resource laws and policies 

(means of 5.6 to 6.2) and natural resource health (means of 5.1 to 5.5). The 

information in Table 31 shows that there were statistical significant differences on 

decision making based on (I) public opinion about natural resource (means of 5.5 

to 5.8), (2) opinion of recreationists (means of 5.5 to 5.9), and (3) environmentalist 

opinion (means of 5.3 to 5.9). However, these statistical significant differences 

resulted from strength of agreement rather than between group differences.

Statistical significant differences relative to decision making based on 

(I) livestock producer opinion and (2) economic return from natural resource 

uses resulted from within and between group differences. Public land managers 

agreed (means of 5.8 and 5.5, respectively, for FS and BLM) that they consider
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Table 31. Perceived factors that influence public land managers' decision making 
about grazing allotment management

Percent frequency dIstributionb

Perceived factors Group n I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD X2
Application o f  the natural R 144 1.4 2.1 3.5 9.0 13.9 50.0 20.1 5.6 1.3
resource laws and policies ES 51 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 9.8 56.9 31.4 6.2 0.8 7.8*

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 46.7 33.3 6.1 0.7

Natural resources R 144 2.8 4.9 9.7 11.1 19.4 39.6 12.5 5.1 1.5
FS 51 0.0 5.9 5.9 2.0 23.5 39.2 23.5 5.5 1.4 4.4*

BLM 29 0.0 3.4 10.3 13.8 13.8 44.8 13.8 5.3 1.4

Public opinion about R 143 2.8 2.1 4.2 4.2 12.6 42.0 32.2 5.8 1.4
natural resource 
conservation

FS 51 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 17.6 72.5 5.9 5.8 0.7 35.6**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.3 43.3 36.7 13.3 5.5 0.9

Opinion o f  recreationists R 144 2.1 0.0 2.1 7.6 13.9 38.2 36.1 5.9 1.2
FS 51 0.0 2.0 3.9 0.0 27.5 62.7 3.9 5.6 0.9 35.9**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 3.3 3.3 43.3 40.0 10.0 5.5 0.9

Opinion o f R 144 3.5 0.0 2.8 4.9 10.4 42.4 36.1 5.9 1.3
environmentalists FS 51 0.0 2.0 11.8 2.0 21.6 58.8 3.9 5.4 1.1 34.5**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 10.0 6.7 33.3 43.3 6.7 5.3 1.1

Opinion o f livestock R 144 6.3 15.3 15.3 11.1 29.9 18.1 4.2 4.1 1.6
producers FS 51 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 13.7 78.4 3.9 5.8 0.7 63.5*

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 6.7 6.7 30.0 46.7 10.0 5.5 1.0

Economic return from R 143 14.7 21.0 16.8 11.9 15.4 13.3 7.0 3.6 1.9
the natural resource uses FS 51 5.9 7.8 9.8 9.8 35.3 29.4 2.0 4.6 1.5 22.0**

BLM 30 3.3 30.0 16.7 6.7 30.0 13.3 0.0 3.7 1.6

‘Non-significant; * significant at a =.05; ** significant at <*=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-imdecided; 7-strongly agree

livestock producers’ opinion in their decision making. The data reveal that 

ranchers presented a within group difference (mean of 4.1). If the majority of 

ranchers (cumulative frequency of 51.2% on scale 5 to 7) agreed with the 

statement, a non-negligible proportion (cumulative frequency of 36.9% on scale I 

to 3) disagreed. Relative to decision making based on economic return from
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natural resource uses, FS seemed to agree with the statement (means of 4.6 and 

cumulative frequency of 68.7% on scale 5 to 7), whereas ranchers and BLM 

seemed to disagree with respective means of 3.7 and 3.6. However, ranchers and 

BLM reveal within group differences. If the majority of the respondents 

disagreed with the statement (cumulative frequencies of 52.5 and 50.0% on scale 

I to 3, respectively, for ranchers and BLM), a non-negligible proportion of them 

agreed with the item and the majority of FS (cumulative frequencies of 28.7 and 

43.3% on scale 5 to 6).

Data in Table 32 show that public land managers agreed that they are 

prone to apply grazing allotment management based on (I) field observations 

(means of 6.1 and 5.4), (2) CRM agreement (means of 5.3 and 5.4), (3) sound 

scientific facts (means of 5.6 and 5.4), and (4) stipulation of multiple uses (means 

of 5.5 and 5.3). Ranchers seemed to agree with public land managers and the 

statements that grazing allotment management decision making are based on 

(I) CRM agreement, (2) field observations of the rangeland, and (3) stipulation 

of multiple uses (means of 4.7, 4.5, and 4.5, and cumulative frequencies of 57.8, 

59.9, and 58.1% on scale 5 to I). However, information in Table 32 also indicates 

that there were non-negligible proportions of ranchers who were undecided 

(frequency on scale 4 ranging from 14.7 to 26.5%). Besides those undecided 

respondents, there were also non-negligible proportions of ranchers who did not 

view grazing allotment management as based on field observations (cumulative



79

Table 32. Perceived bases for application of grazing allotments.

Perceived basis Group n

Percent frequency distribution11

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7

Field observations of R 142 4.9 11.3 9.2 14.8 28.9 27.5 3.5 4.5 1.6
rangeland FS 51 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.8 66.7 21.6 6.1 0.6 49.4**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 43.3 30.0 16.7 5.4 1.1
C.R.M. agreements R 142 2.1 5.6 7.7 26.8 26.1 28.2 3.5 4.7 1.3

FS 51 2.0 5.9 0.0 5.9 31.4 49.0 5.9 5.3 1.3 12.2*
BLM 30 0.0 3.3 6.7 10.0 20.0 43.3 16.7 5.4 1.3

Sound scientific facts R 143 10.5 21.0 21.0 14.7 15.4 14.7 2.8 3.6 1.7
FS 51 0.0 2.0 5.9 2.0 23.5 52.9 13.7 5.6 1.1 65.4**

BLM 30 0.0 6.7 3.3 0.0 43.3 30.0 16.7 5.4 1.3
Multiple uses stipulation R 143 4.9 4.9 15.4 16.8 31.5 22.4 4.2 4.5 1.5

FS 51 0.0 0.0 9.8 3.9 23.5 54.9 7.8 5.5 1.0 65.4**
BLM 29 0.0 0.0 10.3 3.4 44.8 27.6 13.8 5.3 1.1

Agreement o f stakeholders R 140 7.1 17.9 17.1 29.3 17.9 9.3 1.4 3.7 1.5
FS 49 2.0 2.0 26.5 12.2 34.7 20.4 2.0 4.4 1.3 29.0**

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 16.7 10.0 30.0 33.3 6.7 4.9 1.3

Balance between R 142 9.9 11.3 21.1 19.0 15.5 21.1 2.1 3.9 1.7
public/private rights FS 51 11.8 11.8 5.9 17.6 29.4 23.5 0.0 4.1 1.7 14.2*

BLM 29 0.0 6.9 20.7 17.2 34.5 17.2 3.4 4.4 1.3

‘Non-significant; * significant at a =.05; ** significant at a=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

frequency of 25.4% on scale I to 3) nor on multiple uses stipulation (cumulative 

frequency of 25.2% on scale I to 3).

Although the majority of ranchers disagreed with public land managers and 

the statement grazing allotment management based on sound scientific facts 

(mean of 3.6 and cumulative frequency of 52.5% on scale I to 3), a non-negligible 

proportion of respondents agreed with the item (cumulative frequency of 32.9% 

on scale 5 to I).
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Within and between group differences were observed relative to the 

statements grazing allotment management based on (I) agreement of all 

stakeholders and (2) balance between public and private right. Public land 

managers seemed to agree with these two statements (means ranging from 4.1 to 

4.9), whereas ranchers seemed to disagree with them (means of 3.7 and 3.9). 

There was also a significant proportion of respondents who were undecided 

relative to those two items (frequencies ranging from 10.0% to 29.3%).

Perceived Relationship Between Public Land Managers and Permittees

Data in Table 33 collectively and separately revealed that public land 

managers and ranchers have statistical significant differences in assessments of 

their relationships. All %2 results were statistically significant beyond the a=.01 

level. Collectively, from the top to the bottom, the table presented an increasing 

gradient of relationships between public land manager and permittees. The top 

was the lowest level of relationship with the statement "limited to business 

correspondences" and bottom the highest "deciding together about grazing 

practices." Analysis of the data in Table 33, collectively from top to bottom, 

revealed between groups significant statistical differences. Whereas public land 

managers yielded increasing means, from 2.4 to 5.4 for FS (with maximum of 5.6 

on statement working together on grazing guidelines and planning) and from 3.4 

to 5.3 for BLM, ranchers presented decreasing means from 4.5 to 3.9.
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Table 33. Perceived relationship between public land managers and permittees.

Perceived relationship Group n
Percent frequency distribution11

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7

Limited to business R 131 4.6 15.3 15.3 4.6 18.3 34.4 7.6 4.5 1.8
correspondences FS 49 24.5 34.7 28.6 4.1 4.1 4.1 0.0 2.4 1.3 54.1**

BLM 28 3.6 35.7 28.6 0.0 17.9 10.7 3.6 3.4 1.6

Limited to two-way R 130 4.6 13.8 14.6 6.9 27.7 26.9 5.4 4.4 1.7
exchanges o f  information FS 49 12.2 34.7 34.7 4.1 10.2 4.1 0.0 2.8 1.3 41.6**

BLM 28 3.6 35.7 28.6 0.0 25.0 3.6 3.6 3.3 1.5

Execution o f  guidelines R 129 3.1 3.9 9.3 12.4 27.9 34.9 8.5 5.0 1.4
as prescribed or mandated FS 49 8.2 16.3 10.2 8.2 32.7 22.4 2.0 4.2 1.7 23.7**

BLM 28 3.6 28.6 21.4 0.0 28.6 14.3 3.6 3.8 1.7

Participating together R 130 7.7 12.3 16.2 10.8 26.2 20.0 6.9 4.2 1.7
to any prescribed action FS 48 0.0 0.0 12.5 4.2 33.3 39.6 10.4 5.3 1.1 22.4**

BLM 28 0.0 7.1 10.7 7.1 50.0 25.0 0.0 4.8 1.2

Working together on R 131 9.2 14.5 12.2 10.7 22.9 24.4 6.1 4.2 1.8
grazing management FS 48 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 29.2 47.9 14.6 5.6 1.0 25.9**guidelines and planning

BLM 28 0.0 10.7 7.1 10.7 35.7 35.7 0.0 4.8 1.3

Deciding together about R 130 10.0 16.9 21.5 12.3 13.1 20.8 5.4 3.9 1.8
grazing practices FS 47 2.1 0.0 6.4 0.0 42.6 36.2 12.8 5.4 1.2 42.1**

BLM 28 0.0 3.6 10.7 0.0 32.1 42.9 10.7 5.3 1.2

‘Non-significant; * significant at a =.05; ** significant at «= .01  and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree

Separately, item by item, data in Table 33 show within group differences. 

Public land managers disagreed that their relationship with permittees is limited 

to business correspondences (means 2.4 and 3.4, respectively, for FS and BLM) or 

limited to two-way exchanges of information (means 2.8 and 3.3, respectively, for 

FS and BLM). Ranchers seemed to agree with these statements (means of 4.5 

and 4.4). However, the data indicated that there were within group differences 

among ranchers and BLM. A non-negligible proportion of ranchers agreed with 

the majority of public land managers and disagreed with the statements
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(cumulative frequencies of 35.2 and 33.0% on scale I to 3). Also, a non- 

negligible proportion of BLM agreed with these statements (cumulative 

frequencies of 32.2% on scale 5 to 7) and had the same perception as ranchers.

Ranchers agreed (mean of 5.0) that their relationship with public land 

managers is executing guidelines as prescribed or mandated. Public land 

managers presented a within group differences relative to that item (means of 4.2 

and 3.8). If the majority of FS agreed with the statement (cumulative frequency of 

57.1% on scale 5 to 7), a non-negligible proportion of respondents disagreed 

(cumulative frequency of 34.7% on scale I to 3). Contrarily, a majority of BLM 

disagreed with the statement (cumulative frequency of 53.6% on scale I to 3), 

whereas a non-negligible proportion agreed (cumulative frequency of 46.7% on 

scale 5 to 7). Public land managers agreed with the three remaining items:

(I) participating together on any prescribed action, (2) working on grazing 

management and planning, and (3) deciding together about grazing practices 

(means of 5.3, 5.6, 5.4 for FS and 4.8, 4.8, and 5.3 for BLM). Data indicated that 

there were internal differences among ranchers relative to those three items 

(means of 4.2, 4.2, and 3.9). If the majority of ranchers agreed, like public land 

managers, with the statements participating together to any prescribed action and 

working together on grazing management guidelines and planning (cumulative 

frequencies of 53.1 and 53.4% on scale 5 to 7), a non-negligible proportion of 

respondents disagreed (cumulative frequencies of 36.2 and 35.9% on scale I to 3). 

On the last item, public land manager-permittee relationships as to deciding
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together what should be applied in grazing practices, the majority of ranchers 

disagreed with the statement and public land managers (means of 3.9 and 

cumulative frequency of 58.4% on scale I to 3). However, a non-negligible 

proportion of rancher respondents agreed with the statement (cumulative 

frequency of 39.3%). Public land managers agreed with the statement with means 

of 5.4 and 5.3, respectively, for BLM and FS.

In summary, the analysis of the data in Table 33 revealed that ranchers 

perceived their relationship with public land managers as executing guidelines as 

prescribed or mandated. FS indicated that their relationship with permittees is 

working together on grazing management and planning, whereas BLM viewed 

their relationship as deciding together about grazing practices. However, results 

seemed to indicate that public land managers and ranchers have a particular 

relationship which is mostly dependent on individual personalities.

Perceived Best Approach to Improve Range Management

To facilitate the interpretation of comments on the best approach to 

improve range management, the researcher focused mostly on common thoughts 

from public land managers and ranchers and educational needs of the study. To 

ease the analysis, the researcher aggregated the parameters into four factors 

underlying specific needs. The four factors pertain to (I) natural resources,

(2) permittees, (3) public land managers, and (4) overall management. The
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results are summarized in Tables 34 and 35. The comments are presented in 

their entirety for each group in Appendix C.

Perceived Best Approach to Improve 
Range Management by Ranchers

Overall, 104 ranchers commented On the question. The frequencies in 

Table 34 do not add up to the total number of respondents because several ideas 

were reported in one response and each idea was counted as a unit. For this 

reason the researcher did not compute the percent frequency.

Data in Table 34 reveal that 11 ranchers perceived that there was a need 

to develop and/or improve water sources for the improvement of the range 

natural resource. As two respondents commented, "Plenty of water must be 

developed for all the animals," and "Water should be developed in as many places 

as possible for wildlife and livestock." Supporting that need another rancher 

-commented, "Take into consideration that there is a wide variation in wet year 

and dry year and the rancher has to survive in an adverse year."

Supporting the results in section one, part two, related to range health and 

condition, seven ranchers commented that there is a need to control the weeds 

and tree encroachment. One respondent commented, "Weeds like leafy spurge 

are getting out of control, so the BLM should be doing all they can on this 

problem." Another said, "The shrub trees are enclosing the range." Furthermore, 

this rancher noted that "noxious weed control should be maintained." Proposing
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Table 34. Best approach to range management as perceived by ranchers 
(N= 104).

Factors n
Actions required about natural improvement

* water development and/or improvement 11
* weed and tree encroachment control 7
* application of different grazing rotation 11
* limitation of overgrazing 3
* balanced uses between livestock and wildlife 3
Actions needed on the part of permittees

* active, comfortable and collaborative work with public land managers. 3
* active livestock management 3
* education of poor manager 3
Actions required from public land managers

* consideration of ranchers’ input to give more leeway to ranchers 22
* more on the field work 3
* limitation of bureaucracy. 3
* limitation distance and text book management 4
* education about ranch /range 7
Actions needed for overall range management

* collaboration between public land managers and permittees. 14
* flexible grazing methods 9
* management based on scientific data 4
* consideration of on-site environmental condition differences 7
* consideration of cost sharing 4
* consideration of economic outcomes 5
* empowerment of local authority 4
* reconsideration of land tenure 6
* establishment of measurable and attainable long term goals 4
* limitation of political and radical groups interventions 4
* improvement of communication 4
* use of trust and common sense 2
* use of incentive measures 6
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solutions, these respondents said, "The BLM should be more flexible in allowing 

the producer to improve the land without allowing the producer to abuse it, for 

example, allowing the producer to control sagebrush with pesticides or other 

means." "Permittees need to be able to spend their own money on improvement 

to BLM land if BLM so approves." Two ranchers were concerned about 

overgrazing impacts on the improvement of the range physical environment. 

Referring to other ranchers relative to the overgrazing problem, a respondent 

said, "Don ’ t overgraze it and take care of it as if it is your own." Advancing 

solutions, another rancher commented, "If someone is consistently overgrazing on 

public land for an extended period, then cancel their right to the allotment."

Still, on the improvement of the range physical environment, ranchers 

perceived that there was a need for the adoption of different grazing management 

and active livestock management. This respondent pinpointed a need for 

"spreading the cattle more with riders and salt, not using specific dates for on/off 

but condition of grass depending on type of growing season."

Ranchers also perceived a need "to educate poor managers." As 

commented by this respondent, "more education and concerted effort" are needed 

"to get permittees with a problem to view areas that are OK and visit with other 

permittees to see what they are doing." There was also a perceived ,need to 

educate ranchers to work comfortably and collaboratively with public land 

managers. Supporting this need, a respondent commented, "Many ranchers are so
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concerned about loss of grazing permits or property rights that they are unable to 

work comfortably with any government agency."

One possible source of this problem may be related to the method of 

doing the AMP. When asked when participants of the study had their "AMP 

negotiated" (question 4 - section VI) one rancher pointed out that the "AMP is 

not negotiable." Another rancher remarked that "negotiated is not a proper term 

for this."

Among actions required from public land managers there were significant 

requests (n=22) that the public land managers give more leeway to ranchers and 

consideration to their input. As an illustration, some comments by ranchers 

follow:

* Agency should listen more to on-the-ground users.

* Producer should have more say as they are on the land 365 days a 
year.

* USFS/BLM should let the operator of the allotment have more 
say than they sometimes get, because they are closer to the land 
than the guy that sits in an office and tries to run the allotments 
from a desk.

* [Public land managers should] "listen to users" ideas about 
improving range management rather than executing mandates or 
guidelines. *

* USFS/BLM should talk to permittees as they would to another 
educated person, then use some of their ideas or discuss the 
reasons why they do not wish to.

One rancher, however, put a condition to the request and commented, "Let the 

permittee have more input if he is managing his private land well."
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Ranchers also perceived a need to have more leeway in the management

of the allotment. As this respondent said, "Leave the management to individual

permittees." This respondent gave a solution to the problem and commented:

"The majority of producers are the best managers of public land. The permittee

should be the person who determines the AUM each year depending on range

conditions as well as turn in and out dates." The second request from ranchers to

public land managers was to understand the environment of livestock production

(n=7). As depicted by this rancher, "Public land managers need to have an

understanding of the economics as well as the practicability of management

techniques they would like the permittees to use." Two ranchers commented: "It

would help if you have someone who just knew a little bit about the management

of cattle." "The forest managers need to be more familiar with livestock handling

on open forest and more of a stock person." More specifically to public land

managers ’ educational needs, a respondent said in his/her final comment,

Range specialists should be required to work on ranch or grazing 
operation with BLM or FS allotments for at least 2 years as a 
prerequisite to a degree in range management. Qualified range 
specialists (from government agencies) should work with permittees 
toward better management, not just being out there on a policing 
action looking for minor violations.

Along the same thought, ranchers perceived that "federal land managers need 

more field work." It was perceived to be "the biggest complaint." This 

respondent requested, "Give the land manager more time to work with the 

permittees on the ground to address management problems." He/she said they 

"never see the person." Supporting this remark, another respondent said, "We . . .
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have very little interaction with the managers." These comments noticeably 

support the results' of rancher perceptions about public land manager/permittee 

relationships in Table 34.

Comments from ranchers seemed to indicate that the source of the 

problem was the structure of bureaucracy. "The field range conservationists have 

too much to cover to do their job. The organization is top heavy," commented 

one respondent. Another perceived that there was .a need to "allow some 

common sense employees to act/consult with users without their work being 

reviewed by layers and layers of bureaucracy."

Among necessary actions to improve the overall management of the range 

natural resource, ranchers perceived that there were needs for collaborative or 

cooperative action between public land managers and permittees (n=13). As 

pointed out by this rancher, "The public land manager and lessee should work 

together in coming up with a management plan that will improve the range." This 

rancher perceived a need "for the permittees and management to work together 

year by year as range conditions change due to weather changes, etc." From the 

ranchers' perspectives this collaboration or cooperation should be based on 

scientific facts, include economic and physical environment concerns, and consider 

long term goals.

As an illustration, these were the comments from ranchers to improve the 

overall management of range:
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* Active face-to-face consultation to develop goals and 
implementation practices with consideration given to economic 
and ecological factors.

* On site mutual visits to evaluate what is there and ideas on how 
to best utilize it.

* Work cooperatively to develop management that will support 
grazing as well as protect and enhance other resources.

* By ranchers and public land managers using scientific facts to 
together decide how to reach realistic economic and 
environmental goals.

* [That public land managers] work with the permittees when a 
problem arises and try to come up with solutions together.

Along with collaborative or cooperative management, ranchers also 

perceived the needs to instate incentive measures (n=3), empower local authority 

(n=4), and limit the intervention of environmentalists and politics (n=4). As this 

rancher commented, "The best approach to improve range management is to 

provide incentives such as cost sharing projects and educational directives." Cost 

sharing alternative was proposed with the present condition of "assurance that the 

lease will be continued" or, as another rancher commented, "assurance that they 

will get paid for their investment should be the allotment grazing be cancelled." 

This condition was perceived to be "key to encouraging ranchers to make 

important improvements." Other incentive measures proposed by ranchers were, 

as perceived by this respondent, a need for "more hands-on site cooperative 

effort" with "less edict from Washington," "less input from environmentalists" and 

"less control by people not on site." Given his/her reason, this rancher pointed 

out that "putting authority at the local level for most part will improve range
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conditions faster than any other practice." Another supporting comment said that 

"USFS and BLM should . . . accept the suggestions of responsible permittees 

instead of using textbook approach management. Many permittees are intelligent 

and educated individuals with years of practical experience that could be an 

advantage to government agencies."

Among other prospects to improve the management of the range, there 

were perceived needs to improve communication between public land managers 

and permittees (n=4) and use common sense (n=2) as well as reconsidering the 

land tenure (n=6). One rancher commented that better communication should 

"try to avoid confrontation and use common sense" and "remain open to ideas 

both on the federal employee’s behalf as well as the permittee." Adding to that, 

another rancher commented that "less adversarial relationship between ranchers 

and professionals would help."

Relative to land tenure, one rancher perceived the need of "blocking 

[consolidating] of the federal land." To do so, another rancher commented that 

"the sale of BLM ’ small tracts would aid in the BLM being able to enlarge other 

grazing districts and improve access and public uses." Another rancher perceived 

the need to enforce the consolidation of the management of public land "as 

proposed in the Public Rangelands Act."

There were two propositions of interest mentioned by ranchers but not 

reported in Table 35. The first proposition asked "to put the allotment on use
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basis rather than a set unit of turn out number." The second proposition 

concerned the need of willingness to "monitor the condition of the range."

Perceived Best Approach to Improve.
Range Management by Public 
Land Managers

The data analysis for the perceived best approach to improve range 

management included both FS and BLM for the sake of meaningful 

interpretation. However, the comments from FS and BLM are presented 

separately in their entirety in Appendix C for reader reference. Also the source

of comments are distinguished as from FS or BLM. The analysis focused on the
c

same four factors adopted in the analysis of data from ranchers.

Forty-four FS and 29 BLM responded to the question. The data in 

Table 35 show that, like ranchers, public land managers perceived the need to 

improve water source (n=3), control weeds and undesirable trees species (n=2), 

and apply different grazing management (n=6). As this FS respondent pointed 

out, "On the ground actions would include more prescribed burning, biological 

control of weed and alien plants, more flexibility in livestock grazing and grazing 

as a tool." The use of fire was tied to a need for "education of its use as a tool to 

improve ecosystem condition." Public land managers perceived a significant need 

for a physical environment assessment (n=9) as a foundation to improve the 

management of range natural resource. There were noticeable needs for stressing 

the geographical scale of environmental assessment and the outcomes of 

management on the natural resource. As a FS respondent reported, there was
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Table 35. Best approach to range management as perceived by public land 
managers (N = 73).

Factors n

Actions required about natural improvement

* water development and/or improvement 3
* weed arid tree encroachment control 2
* application of different grazing management 6
* environmental assessment or inventory 9

Actions needed on permittees’ part

* active livestock management 3
* education of poor manager 3

Actions required from public land managers

* consideration of ranchers’ input to give more leeway to ranchers 2
* more on the field work 4
* limitation of bureaucracy 3

Actions needed for the overall range management

* collaboration between public land managers and permittees 18
* flexible grazing methods 5
* management based on scientific data 6
* consideration of on site environmental outcomes 10
* consideration of cost sharing and economic outcomes 6
* empowerment of local authority 3
* reconsideration of land tenure 3
* establishment of measurable and attainable long term goals 3
* limitation of political and radical groups interventions 7
* improvement of communication and trust 9
* use of incentive measures 3
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a need to do the environmental assessment with "site specific analysis with 

vegetation, hydrologic and soil objectives." Two BLM respondents noted the need 

to place the "emphasis on whole system processes" and use a "holistic approach 

assessing ecosystems rather than components of the range." There was a 

perceived need that the outcomes of management be "sustainable." As a BLM 

respondent commented, there was a perceived need to "design management that 

will meet the needs of the resource so that it will be sustainable." One FS 

respondent suggested that the best approach to improve range management is to 

"maintain rangeland uses at levels that will protect soil, water, and vegetation." A  

BLM respondent remarked, "Don’t manage for things that will never be on the 

range." Furthermore, another BLM respondent remarked that "management 

practices should not manage the land according to land ownership— fence lines 

should not be the management boundary lines."

Like ranchers, public land managers perceived a need for active livestock 

management by permittees. One FS respondent pointed out that there was a 

need for more "active management on the part of the permittees, more time spent 

riding and assessing cattle management." Another FS respondent perceived the 

need to "teach folks how to be cowboys again." Even stronger, another FS 

respondent commented that "permittees have to be active effective participants." 

Educational needs were perceived by two FS respondents (I) to "improve the 

ranchers’ knowledge of the other influences on land manager’s decision" and 

(2) to educate the permittee to the benefits of intensive grazing systems." More
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specifically, another FS respondent perceived the need for "field tours to good 

and bad examples, particularly of riparian grazing, winter pasture management, 

[and] sustainable concept."

There was an expressed need from public land managers, as from ranchers, 

to give leeway to permittees. A FS respondent commented that there was a need 

for "having the permittees become more directly responsible for the management 

of the allotment they are permitted for, including monitoring and compliance with 

management standards." Another FS expressed the need to "provide as much 

flexibility to the livestock operator in meeting his/her objectives while meeting the 

sustained resource objectives and laws of the public land."

Like ranchers, public land managers also perceived the need of "more field 

work" and use of flexible grazing management. As commented by this FS 

respondent there was a need for public land managers to "spend more time in the 

field to develop solid approaches to solving real problems or improving on-the- 

ground conditions." Another FS respondent expressed the need to educate public 

land managers to be "willing to try different methods of grazing practices and 

compare those against standard practices." Furthermore, another FS respondent 

perceived the need "to use all management opportunities available to promote 

livestock grazing as beneficial use" and not to "be boxed in by fixed management 

systems and dates."

Among actions required for the overall management, there was a 

significant expressed need (n=17) for coordinated/collaborative/cooperative
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approaches. Unlike ranchers, coordinated/collaborative/cooperative methods were 

perceived by public land managers to include (mostly but riot limited to) 

permittees and "other special interest groups." The "other groups" were perceived 

to be as "environmentalists" or non-specifically defined as "user groups." As 

expressed by this BLM respondent, this approach "in many cases would be 

working with the permittee and getting his/her understanding of what is to be 

accomplished." More specifically there was a noticeable preference for 

"coordinated resource management" (comments from 2 FS and I BLM 

respondents) and "collaborative process" (comments from 2 FS and 2 BLM 

respondents). The coordinated/ collaborative/cooperative methods were perceived 

to be applied to "design grazing system" (comment from I FS respondent), "insure 

that the best management principles are being used and adhered to" (comment 

from I FS respondent), define "what the objectives are in the land use plans" 

(comment from I BLM respondent), and "foster good management practices" 

(comment from I BLM respondent).

To realize this approach, public land managers, like ranchers, perceived the 

need to input "the best scientific data available" (comment from one FS 

respondent) "into the formula for success" (comment from one FS respondent). 

Like ranchers, public land managers also perceived the need to limit the 

intervention of radicals and politics. As this FS pointed out, there was a need to 

not "let a few radicals on both ends of the scale, environmentalists and ranchers, 

hold up the process." One BLM respondent remarked that the overall



97

management of the rangeland should not be "politically dictated or court bound." 

One FS respondent commented that there was a need for "less input from 

environmental groups." Another ES respondent demanded, "Remove politics at 

all levels of land resource management."

Like ranchers, public land managers perceived the need to improve 

communication and trust. The trust and communication needs were perceived to 

carry the objectives of management and create positive cooperative working 

environment. As one respondent pointed out, "Trust, respect, good 

communication and flexibility on both sides is a must." One ES respondent^ 

perceived the need for trust for, if not, "the resource will suffer." One BLM 

respondent perceived the need for "building trust among all groups so they can 

work together to achieve their common objective of improved conditions along 

with economic development." To fulfill that need, one ES respondent perceived 

the need to "improve the communication/relationship to improve trust on both 

sides." More specifically one BLM respondent perceived a need for 

"communication and education of ranchers’ needs to the public land manager and 

education and communication of the public land manager’s needs and objectives 

to the ranchers."

It was, however, noted that there was a policy constraint to attaining 

improved communication. As requested by this ES respondent, public land 

managers should "be given more flexibility to tiy different range management 

approaches and techniques, while working with permittees and other special
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interest groups." The respondent perceived the need for "having public laws 

allowing [him/her] to consult with permittees on ideas they may have and 

implement these ideas." One BLM respondent, when completing the perceived 

relationship between permittees and public land manager, section 3, part 3, 

remarked that "deciding together what should be applied in grazing practices . . . 

is illegal."

Other parameters that concerned public land managers relative to 

improving range management was the need for educating the public. As 

commented by this BLM respondent, there was a need for "educating all users 

about ecological process and management actions that address and maintain 

ecological process." More specifically, one BLM indicated that there was a need 

to "educate ranch and environmental sides to proper, reasonable and logical 

management." Supporting this request, another BLM respondent commented that 

"the most limiting factor is education of permittees and environmentalist about 

how the land should look when it is healthy." It was perceived that until that "is 

accomplished, we can’t have a common vision to work toward."

Perceived Sources of Conflict on Public Rangeland

Data in Table 36 show that all groups agreed that conflicts over public 

rangeland are due to (I) lack of knowledge base (means of 5.2 to 6.0), (2) lack of 

understanding between users (means of 5.8 to 6.2), (3) different personality views 

(means of 5.5 to 5.6), (4) lack of communication (means of 5.5 to 5.9), and
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Table 36. Perceived causes of conflicts on public rangeland.

Perceived cause Group n

Relative frequency distribution11

SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean

Lack o f  knowledge base R 144 1.4 2.1 4.2 2.1 13.2 36.8 40.3 6.0 1.3

ES 51 2.0 5.9 9.8 0.0 35.3 33.3 13.7 5.2 1.5 26.1**

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 0.0 3.3 30.0 43.3 20.0 5.7 1.1

Lack o f understanding R 146 0.7 1.4 4.1 0.7 11.6 45.9 35.6 6.0 1.1
between different users

ES 51 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 29.4 47.1 21.6 5.8 0.9 15.6*

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 63.3 26.7 6.2 0.6

Different personality R 146 0.0 2.1 6.8 10.3 24.7 35.6 20.5 5.5 1.2
views

ES 50 0.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 22.0 30.0 32.0 5.6 1.4 7.1"

BLM 30 0.0 6.7 3.3 0.0 30.0 43.3 16.7 5.5 1.3

Lack o f communication R 146 0.7 2.1 2.1 8.9 25.3 38.4 22.6 5.6 1.2

ES 51 2.0 5.9 2.0 2.0 23.5 47.1 17.6 5.5 1.4 2.3'

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 23.3 46.7 26.7 5.9 0.9

Conflicting interest R 146 1.4 4.1 6.2 8.2 15.1 44.5 20.5 5.5 1.4
between users

ES 51 0.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 11.8 47.1 37.3 6.1 1.0 9.3*

BLM 30 0.0 10.0 3.3 0.0 23.3 40.0 23.3 5.5 1.5

Enforcement o f  policies R 146 4.1 5.5 14.4 17.8 26.7 22.6 8.9 4.6 1.5

ES 51 2.0 11.8 19.6 9.8 31.4 25.5 0.0 4.3 1.5 11.2“

BLM 30 0.0 10.0 10.0 16.7 43.3 20.0 0.0 4.5 1.2

Inaccuracy o f  policies R 146 0.7 2.7 11.6 21.2 18.5 32.2 13.0 5.0 1.4
relative to grazing
allotment ES 51 2.0 27.5 31.4 17.6 '15.7 3.9 2.0 3.4 1.3 57.9**

BLM 30 3.3 30.0 16.7 16.7 13.3 16.7 3.3 3.7 1.7

Non-applicability o f R 144 0.7 10.4 16.7 20.1 22.2 19.4 10.4 4.5 1.5
grazing allotment
management guidelines ES 50 4.0 36.0 28.0 8.0 18.0 6.0 0.0 3.2 1.4 33.7**

BLM 30 6.7 23.3 16.7 23.3 26.7 3.3 0.0 3.5 1.4

Mismanagement o f the R 145 18.6 30.3 19.3 4.1 15.2 10.3 2.1 3.1 1.7
allotment by the
permittees ES 51 2.0 15.7 15.7 9.8 41.2 9.8 5.9 4.3 1.5 25.5**

BLM 30 10.0 20.0 6.7 3.3 43.3 13.3 3.3 4.0 1.8

Limited potential o f R 146 8.2 19.2 12.3 8.2 15.8 28.1 8.2 4.2 1.9
the range to support
various uses ES 51 7.8 19.6 17.6 5.9 35.3 9.8 3.9 3.9 1.7 22.4**

BLM 30 13.3 16.7 20.0 3.3 33.3 10.0 3.3 3.7

O
O

“Non-significant; * significant at a= .05; ** significant at a= .01  and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree
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(5) conflicting interests between users (means of 5.5 to 6.1). Statistical significant 

differences on these items were simply due to the strength of agreement.

Although all groups seemed to agree with the statement that conflicts on 

public rangeland are due to enforcement of policies (means of 4.6, 4.3, and 4.5 

and cumulative frequencies of 58.2, 56.9, and 63.3% on scale 5 to 7, respectively, 

for ranchers, FS, and BLM), statistics show within group differences. A non- 

negligible proportion of respondents within each group disagreed with the 

statement (cumulative frequencies of 24.0, 33.4, and 20% on scale I to 3, 

respectively, for ranchers, FS, and BLM). There was also a non-negligible 

proportion of undecided respondents (ranging from 9.8 to 17.8%).

Data in Table 36 show that there are between and within group differences 

about (I) inaccuracy of policies relative to grazing allotment and (2) non

applicability of grazing allotment guidelines as sources of conflict over the public 

rangeland (means ranging from 3.2 to 5.0). The majority of ranchers agreed with 

the statements (means of 5.0 and 4.5, cumulative frequencies of 63.7 and 52.0% 

on scale 5 to I). However, a non-negligible proportion of respondents were 

undecided (frequency of 21.2 and 20.1% on scale 4) and disagreed with these 

items (cumulative frequencies of 15.0 and 27.8%). Public land managers seemed 

to disagree with these two statements and with the majority of ranchers (means of 

3.2 and 3.7, respectively, for FS and BLM). However, like ranchers, public land 

managers show internal differences. The majority of respondents disagreed that 

"inaccuracy of policies relative to grazing allotment" causes conflict on public
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rangeland (cumulative frequencies of 60.9 and 50.0% on scale I to 3, respectively, 

for FS and BLM). However, a non-negligible proportion of the respondents 

agreed with the item (cumulative frequencies of 21.6 and 33.3% on scale 5 to 7, 

respectively, for FS and BLM). Data also show that there was a non-negligible 

proportion of public land managers who were undecided (frequencies of 17.6 and 

16.7% on scale 4).

A similar distribution pattern was observed relative to the statement non

applicability of grazing allotment guidelines. Public land managers disagreed with 

the statement as did a majority of ranchers (means of 3.2 and 3.5, cumulative 

frequencies of 68.0 and 46.7% on scale I to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM). 

However, a non-negligible proportion of respondents slightly agreed to agreed 

(cumulative frequencies of 24.0 and 30.0% on scale 5 to 6). Data also indicated 

that there was a non-negligible proportion of BLM who were undecided 

(frequency of 23.3% on scale 4).

Data revealed that all groups show internal differences relative to the 

statements that conflicts on public land are due to (I) mismanagement of the 

allotment by the permittees (means of 3.1 to 4.3) and (2) limited potential of the 

range to support various uses (means of 3.7 and 4.2). A majority of public land 

managers agreed with the statement that conflicts on public land are due to 

mismanagement of the allotment by the permittees (cumulative frequencies of 

56.9 and 59.9% on scale 5 to 7, respectively, for FS and BLM). It was noted, 

however, that among those who agreed the majority slightly agreed with the
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statement (modes of 41.2 and 43.3%). Among the respondents who disagreed, a 

number of respondents from FS disagreed to slightly disagreed (cumulative 

frequency of 31.1% on scale 2 to 3), whereas those from BLM strongly disagreed 

to disagreed (cumulative frequency of 30.0% on scale I to 2). Ranchers 

disagreed with the statement (mean of 3.1 and cumulative frequency of 68.0% on 

scale I to 3). However, those who slightly agreed to agreed (cumulative 

frequency of 25.5% on scale 5 to 6) constituted a non-negligible proportion.

In summary, all groups clearly agreed that the following five factors are 

sources of conflict on public rangeland: (I) lack of knowledge base, (2) lack of 

understanding between users, (3) lack of communication, (4) different personality 

view, and (5) conflicting interest between users. Data also indicated that there 

were discrepancies relative to the perception of accuracy of policies, applicability 

of grazing allotment guidelines, and mismanagement of the allotment by the 

ranchers.

Perceived Best Action Toward Public Rangeland Management

Data in Table 37 indicate that all groups strongly disagreed (means of 1.2 

to 1.3) with the statement that the best action toward public rangeland 

management is to revert it to total wilderness. Public land managers also strongly 

disagreed about the privatization of public rangeland (means of 1.2 and 1.7). The 

majority of ranchers (cumulative frequency of 45.9% on scale 5 to 7), however, 

agreed with
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Table 37. Perceived best action toward public rangeland management.

Relative frequency distribution11

Perceived best action Group n I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Mean SD X2
Remain the same R 144 5.6 11.1 18.8 13.9 20.1 20.1 10.4 4.3 1.7

FS 51 3.9 25.5 31.4 3.9 21.6 11.8 2.0 3.6 1.6 19.5*
BLM 30 10.0 23.3 40.0 3.3 10.0 13.3 0.0 3.2 1.5

Revert to a wilderness R 145 86.9 10.3 1.4 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.2 0.7

FS 51 72.5 25.5 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.5 1.7*

BLM 30 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4

Give leeway to R 144 3.5 3.5 5.6 6.3 27.8 29.9 23.6 5.4 1.5
permittees 
with supervision of

FS 51 15.7 17.6 19.6 5.9 29.4 5.9 5.9 3.6 1.8 56.7**

the federal agency BLM 30 3.3 13.3 13.3 10.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 4.2 1.4

Follow prescribed R 144 5.6 6.9 18.8 25.7 23.6 18.1 1.4 4.1 1.4
actions by CRM FS 51 2.0 5.9 5.9 11.8 27.5 37.3 9.8 5.1 1.4 34.2**

BLM 30 0.0 3.3 3.3 0.0 26.7 43.3 23.3 5.7 1.1

Privatization R 145 15.2 12.4 6.9 18.6 15.2 14.5 17.2 4.2 2.1

FS 51 88.2 7.8 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.5 92.5**

BLM 29 75.9 6.9 0.0 10.3 3.4 0.0 3.4 1.7 1.5

‘Non-significant; * significant at «=.05; ** significant at «=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongiy disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongiy agree

the statement and disagreed with public land managers. There were, nonetheless, 

a non-negligible proportion of ranchers who disagreed with the statement that 

public lands should be privatized (cumulative frequency of 34.5% on scale I to 3) 

and who were undecided (18.6%).

The data revealed that all groups seemed to agree that the best action 

toward the management of public rangeland was to follow prescribed actions by 

CRM (means of 4.1, 5.1, and 5.7, respectively, for ranchers, FS, and BLM). 

However, there were non-negligible proportions of ranchers who disagreed 

(cumulative frequency of 31.4% on scale I to 3) and were undecided (25.7%).
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Data revealed between and within group statistical significant differences 

about the statements; the best action toward the management of public rangeland 

should (I) remain the same (means ranging from 3.2 to 4.3) and (2) give more 

leeway to permittees under the supervision of the federal agency (means ranging 

from 3.6 to 5.4).

Ranchers agreed that they should be given more leeway to manage their 

allotment under the supervision of the federal agency (cumulative frequency of 

81.3% on scale 5 to 7). The data showed that public land managers present 

internal differences. BLM seemed to agree with the statement (mean of 4.2); 

however, a non-negligible proportion of BLM respondents disagreed (cumulative 

frequency of 29.9% on scale I to 3). On the contrary, FS respondents seemed to 

disagree with the statement (mean of 3.6) and with ranchers and BLM. However, 

there was also a non-negligible proportion of FS respondents who agreed and 

shared the same perception as ranchers and BLM.

All groups were divided regarding the statement letting the management of 

the public rangeland remain the same. The majority of ranchers seemed to agree 

to the statement (cumulative frequency of 50.5% on scale 5 to 7), whereas a non- 

negligible proportion of them (cumulative frequency of 35.5% on scale I to 3) 

disagreed and shared the view of public land managers. On the contrary, the 

majority of public land managers disagreed with the statement (cumulative 

frequencies of 60.8 and 73.3% on scale I to 3, respectively, for FS and BLM).
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However, a non-negligible proportion of them (cumulative frequencies of 35.5% 

on scale 5 to 7 and 23.3% on scale 5 to 6, respectively, for BLM) disagreed.

Perceived Primary Focus of Public Rangeland Management

Data in Table 38 show that all groups agreed that natural resource 

protection should be a primary focus of public land management (means of 5.6 to 

6.4). Statistical significant differences resulted from the strength of agreement. 

Whereas ranchers agreed to the statement (mode of 41.7% on scale 6), public 

land managers strongly agreed to it (modes of 49.0 and 50.0% on scale 7).

Results reveal within and between groups differences on the three remaining 

statements: primary focus of public land management should be (I) economic 

return, (2) social value, and (3) recreational value.

Table 38. Perceived primary focus of public rangeland management

Perceived primaiy focus Group n
Relative frequency distributionb

Mean SD X2I 2 3 4 5 6 7
Natural resource R 144 1.4 2.1 4.2 1.4 30.6 41.7 18.8 5.6 1.2
protection ES 51 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 3.9 45.1 49.0 6.4 0.8 35.5**

BLM 30 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 13.3 33.3 50.0 6.3 0.9
Economic returns R 143 2.8 4.9 9.1 5.6 39.2 29.4 9.1 5.0 1.4

ES 50 18.0 24.0 16.0 2.0 26.0 14.0 0.0 3.4 1.8 47.2**
BLM 30 23.3 10.0 20.0 6.7 26.7 6.7 6.7 3.5 1.9

R 144 5.6 16.0 16.7 18.8 25.7 14.6 2.8 4.0 1.6
Social values ES 51 0.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 52.9 33.3 2.0 5.1 1.0 31.5**

BLM 30 3.3 3.3 3.3 16.7 40.0 26.7 6.7 4.9 1.3

R '142 16.2 16.2 17.6 9.9 27.5 12.0 0.7 3.5 1.7
Recreational values ES 50 0.0 6.0 22.0 6.0 46.0 20.0 0.0 4.5 1.2 22.1**

BLM 29 6.9 6.9 10.3 10.3 37.9 24.1 3.4 4.5 1.6

aNon-significant; * significant at a = .05; ** significant at «=.01 and beyond 
bI-Strongly disagree; 4-undecided; 7-strongly agree
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Relative to the focus on economic return, ranchers agreed with the 

statement (mean of 5.0 and cumulative frequency of 77.7% on scale 5 to 7). 

Public land managers seemed to disagree with the statement and with ranchers 

(means of 3.4 and 3.5 and cumulative frequencies of 58.0 and 53.3% on scale I to 

3, respectively, for FS and BLM). However, a non-negligible proportion of public 

land managers shared the same view as ranchers (cumulative frequency of 40.0% 

on scale 5 to 6 for FS and cumulative frequency of 40.1% on scale 5 to 7 for 

BLM). Public land managers seemed to agree that (I) social values (means of 5.1 

and 4.9) and (2) recreational values (mean of 4.5) should be a primary focus of 

public land management. However, there was a non-negligible proportion of 

respondents (cumulative frequencies of 28.0% on scale 2 to 3 for FS and 24.1% 

on scale I to ,3 for BLM) who disagreed with the second statement. Data 

revealed that ranchers presented internal differences (means of 4.0 and 3.5). If 

the majority of the ranchers agreed with the statement about social values as a 

primary focus of public land management (cumulative frequency of 43.1% on 

scale 5 to 7) and shared the opinion of public land managers, a non-negligible 

proportion of respondents (cumulative frequency of 38.3% on scale I to 3) 

disagreed. There was also a non-negligible proportion of respondents who were 

undecided (frequency of 18.8% on scale 4). The majority of ranchers (cumulative 

frequency of 50.0% on scale I to 3) disagreed with public land managers and the 

statement that recreational values should be a primary focus of public land 

management. There was, however, a non-negligible proportion of respondents



(cumulative proportion of 40.2%) who agreed with the statement and shared the 

view of public land managers.

In summary, all groups agreed that natural resource protection should be a 

primary focus of public land management. There were within and between 

groups statistically significant differences about the three remaining factors.

Perceived Five Top Uses in Multiple Use

Data in Table 39 reveal that all groups ranked livestock production, timber 

production, watershed, and hunting as the top four uses in the multiple uses 

concept. Ranchers ranked livestock production as the first use and watershed 

second; public land managers ranked these uses inversely. Ranchers perceived 

that wildlife refuge should be the fifth use. Data showed that the fifth use was 

tourism for FS and mining for BLM. All groups ranked hiking (ranked #11) and 

ski-resort (ranked #12) as the last in multiple uses. The results indicated that 

public land managers and ranchers ranked wildlife refuge, wildlife watching, 

camping, mining, fishing, and tourism differently. However, Spearman-rank 

correlation test results in Table 40 reveal that there are strong correlations 

(r ranging from 0.8877 to 0.9490) between use rank yielded by each group taken 

two by two. The p-values from Spearman-rank correlations were statistically 

significant beyond o:=0.001.

107
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Table 39. Perceived top five uses in multiple uses (ranchers, n=133; FS, n=42; 
BLM, n=21).

Uses Group n
Relative frequency distribution" Total**

%
Rank
OrderI* 2* 3* 4* 5*

R 132 66.7 21.2 3.8 2.3 0.0 99.2 I
I. Livestock production FS 35 20.0 40.0 17.1 8.6 14.3 83.3 2

. . BLM 18 11.1 33.3 38.9 16.7 0.0 85.7 2
R 99 8.1 48.5 21.2 11.1 5.1 69.9 3

2. Timber production ES 24 20.8 12.5 33.3 25.0 8.3 57.1 3
BLM 13 0.0 7.7 23.1 46.2 23.1 61.9 3

R 94 25.5 16.0 21.3 21.3 9.6 70.7 2
3. Watershed FS 37 78.4 8.1 8.1 5.4 0.0 88.1 I

BLM 19 84.2 5.3 0.0 10.5 0.0 90.5 I
R 90 3.3 13.3 28.9 22.2 25.6 67.7 4

4. Hunting FS 21 0.0 23.8 19.0 23.8 33.3 50.0 ‘ 4
BLM 10 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 47.6 4

R 15 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 53.3 11.3 11
5. Hiking FS 5 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 11.9 11

BLM 2 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.5 10
R 69 7.2 23.2 29.0 26.1 10.1 51.9 5

6. Wildlife refuge ' FS 11 9.1 27.3 27.3 27.3 9.1 26.2 6
BLM 4 0.0 . 75.0 0.0 0.0 25.6 19.0 7

R 16 12.5 0.0 6.3 25.0 43.8 12.0 10
7. Wildlife watching FS 8 0.0 12.5 25.0 37.5 25.0 19.0 9

BLM 4 25.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 25.0 19.0 7
R 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 3.0 12

8. Ski resort FS I ■ 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0:0 2.4 12
BLM 12

R 18 0.0 5.6 11.1 44.4 33.3 13.5 9
9. Camping FS 9 0.0 22.2 0.0 33.3 44.4 21.4 7

BLM 3 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 14.3 9
R 56 0.0 1.8 32.1 30.4 30.4 42.1 6

10. Mining FS 9 0.0 0.0 33.3 55.6 11.1 21.4 7
BLM 7 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 71.4 33.3 5

R 32 0.0 3.1 6.3 25.0 56.3 24.1 7
11. Fishing FS I 0.0 0.0 57.1 28.6 14.3 16.7 10

BLM 2 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 9.5 10
R 27 0.0 3.7 7.4 18.5 70.4 20.3 8

12. Tourism FS 13 0.0 7.7 15.4 23.1 53.8 31.0 5
BLM 6 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 28.6 6

* Relative frequencies do not add up to 100%; uses which were selected but not ranked were not reported.
** Proportion relative to total respondents. 
aRank order



109

Table 40. Spearman rank correlation results and p-values.

Forest Service
Bureau of Land 

Management
Ranchers r = 0.9072 r = 0.9490

p-val = 0.000 p-val = 0.000
Bureau of Land r = 0.8877

Management p-val = 0.000

From the respondents’ written comments the following ideas are of 

interest. Four rancher respondents noted that priority of uses should be site 

dependent and "all uses have to be considered" (not shown). Supporting these 

ranchers’ comments, 4 public land managers pointed out that priority uses depend 

on (I) "the capabilities of landscape and demands by the.public for a particular 

area" and (2) "the land suitability to support different degrees of these uses." 

However, four public land managers commented that "watershed," with or without 

riparian consideration, "is critical to maintain all of these other uses."

Six public land manager respondents did not rank any uses. They commented 

that "all uses are equally important" and "no priority should be given to any one 

particular interest."

Definition of Multiple Use
I

The analysis of the written comments from participants about "the 

definition of multiple use" was done without comparison. This choice was 

determined to limit bias because a systematic analysis would have required that
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the researcher determine how each response deviated from the formal definition 

of multiple use. This method would have introduced bias in a sense that there 

was limited confidence in saying that the written comments reflected the total 

concept of the subject of each respondent. To compensate for the approach all 

the comments are reported in their entirety in Appendix D. The adopted analysis 

focused on main and pertinent ideas including the scientific complexity of the 

answer.

Definition of Multiple Use by Ranchers

In total 89 ranchers responded to the question. For the majority of 

ranchers (n=32) multiple uses was perceived as a combination to various degrees 

of primaiy productions and recreation. As depicted by the comment of this 

respondent, "Multiple use incorporates traditional uses: grazing, logging, mining 

with recreation hunting, camping, hiking, etc." Multiple use was perceived as a 

"practical use of the resources." This pragmatic perception was translated to 

simple sentences, given that there were non-negative impacts to the resource.

The following comments show this pragmatic definition of multiple use.

* It is for all people.

* Everybody enjoys it without damaging it.

* For everybody to use but not to abuse.

* Multiple use is the opportunity for all interested entities to use 
the ground in a responsible and non-wasteful manner. *

* A management system that encourages reasonable compatible 
uses by all of the interests.
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More elaborately, ranchers perceived the multiple use concept as a balance 

of commodity and non-commodity with consideration given to natural resource 

potential. The following are illustrations of this point One rancher commented 

that multiple use was the "use of the land for any and all activities and practices 

that the land can support with an eye on the overall impacts and an attempt to 

determine effects of uses with each other." Another rancher defined multiple use 

as "using the land in its various capacities suited to topography and location with 

any additional uses which are not detrimental to the resource." Adding to these 

comments, another rancher said that in multiple use "all user groups have the 

opportunity to utilize the public land while not degrading the resources or 

interfering with the other uses within reason." However, there seemed an acute 

perception of the spatial constraint of multiple use. As these ranchers 

commented, "Not all land is suited for grazing and not all land is suited for skiing. 

Multiple use is not using one piece of land for everything but finding different 

uses for different areas of land." Another rancher commented that problems 

arose in multiple use because it is "applied to all areas" rather than on "selected 

areas." Giving his reason, another respondent remarked that on some areas 

"multiple use can be applied successfully, but on another area, it is a management 

nightmare for the permittee."

It was also noticed that ranchers prioritized uses based on societal 

importance and financial contribution. One respondent defined multiple use as a 

"balance of importance to the well being of the society in order of benefit, food
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(agriculture), housing (timber), economy (mining) and not placing superior 

importance to playtime (recreation)." Another respondent pointed out that 

"priorities should be set - all cannot be equal; economics first, recreation second." 

Adding to that, another rancher pointed out that "multiple use for public 

rangeland means managing the land to ensure economic returns, natural resource, 

protection, social value and recreational value."

Ranchers also perceived that there should be prerogative given to the 

financial contribution and accountability of the users. As an illustration, this 

respondent commented that in multiple use "the user that pays the most and 

spends the most time using public rangeland has the most right to use." Another 

rancher commented that "multiple use means that all use should be honored and 

all should pay for that privilege and no one use should be dominant. He/she 

remarked, like four other respondents, that "at present time only the rancher, 

miner, forest user pay for their privilege."

It was noticed that respondents tied multiple use to the local situation.

One respondent perceived multiple use as "all uses that are compatible with local 

economy, social values, and way of life." Another respondent perceived it as "use 

of a renewable resource to help with the county’s economy."

Multiple Use as Defined by Public 
Land Managers

Forty-four FS and 26 BLM respondents defined "multiple use." In their 

definitions public land managers showed two distinct trends: (I) those who placed



113

emphasis on supply and demand and (2) those who gave more comprehensive 

definitions. It was noted that public land managers, unlike ranchers, tended not 

to be specific on the type of use. They used terms such as "commodity vs. non

commodity," "commercial vs. non-commercial," "consumptive vs. non

consumptive." They also tended to be inclusive by using non-generic terms such 

as "all uses" and "various uses."

Among those who emphasized supply and/or demand (n= 12), the main 

concept was to have a concurrence of uses without exclusion or priority given to 

any use. To illustrate, these are some definitions of multiple use by the 

respondents:

* All uses of rangeland including commodity and non-commodity *

* Allowing for different user groups to utilize public land to their 
liking (FS).

* Greatest opportunities for the largest number of people (BLM).

* A number of consumptive and non-consumptive uses occurring in 
the same area with ho single use optimized (BLM).

* Where one use does not limit or reduce any other use (BLM).

There were public land managers (n=4) who perceived that multiple use is not 

only grazing. One FS respondent commented that multiple use is "allowing other 

interest groups to utilize resources of the rangeland other than those allocated to 

permittees." Another BLM respondent added that "grazing is acceptable only as 

long as it does not harm the resource or prevent other uses of public lands."
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Multiple use was also perceived as "sharing" the use of public land 

depending on demand (n=4). A need for mutual understanding among use 

groups was explicitly expressed. As this FS respondent commented, multiple use 

is "the management of various resources of the public land so that they are used 

in the combination that best meets the needs of people." Another FS respondent 

commented that multiple use is "the coordination of use by various consumers 

under a cooperative plan." Adding to these comments, another FS respondent 

remarked that multiple use is "sharing with an understanding that there might be 

cattle on the trail or campers at the water development." One BLM respondent 

commented that multiple use is "meeting the needs of various publics that utilize 

the public rangelands through cooperation and understanding for the mutual 

benefit of all."

Among those who gave a comprehensive definition (n=31), multiple use is 

"allowing those uses that are compatible with the resources for any given area" 

(FS). Allowing different uses was also perceived as "striving for a balance 

between various users’ wants." Compatibility of uses and resources in multiple 

use was evaluated in terms of "long term sustainability" and "long term 

productivity" of the resources." One FS respondent commented that multiple use 

was "sustainability of harvesting a level of use from the range while at the same 

time providing some level of resource needs for other functions . . . fish, water, 

wildlife and social needs." Another FS commented, "Multiple use of public 

rangelands would include any and eveiy use of the public rangeland for the
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overall public good as long as it is within the capacity of that particular rangeland 

to support the uses without irreversible or irretrievable damage." Adding to that, 

another FS respondent commented that multiple use is "sustaining the overall 

health and diversity of a watershed while at the same time allowing for many uses 

within the area, i.e., watershed, wildlife, recreation, timber and grazing." One 

BLM respondent commented that multiple use is the "utilization of the rangeland 

resources for livestock grazing management, wildlife habitat management, 

recreation, riparian/watershed management and other resources so long as use is 

not detrimental to the condition of public land."

Three respondents’ emphasized that, given that the rangeland resources 

are sustained under various uses, there is a need for "balance between social
)

needs and economic considerations." It was noted that public land managers 

(n=6), like ranchers, specified that the relationship between resources and uses 

was dependent on a "given area." One FS respondent commented that "not every 

acre will be suitable for every activity." One BLM respondent commented that 

multiple use is "use of the public lands for what they are best suited — not 

necessarily all uses on all lands."

Perceived Knowledge Level

Data in Table 41 reveal that ranchers yielded lower knowledge level means 

than public land managers except on four competencies: livestock production, 

range and/or ranch management, crop production, and sustainable agriculture.
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Ranchers perceived that they were somewhat knowledgeable to very 

knowledgeable on these competencies (means ranging from 5.3 to 6.5), while 

public land managers perceived themselves as slightly knowledgeable to somewhat 

knowledgeable (means ranging from 4.2 to 5.5 for FS and 4.1 to 5.7 for BLM).

All groups perceived themselves as being somewhat knowledgeable to very 

knowledgeable about grazing system management, livestock production, range

Table 41. Perceived knowledge level.

Ranchers FS BLM
Competencies n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Biology 141 4.6 1.5 51 5.9 1.1 30 6.1 0.8
Hydrology 140 4.2 1.5 50 5.2 1.0 30 5.1 1.1
Soil Science 139 4.7 1.4 51 5.4 1.0 30 5.7 1.1
Range Science 141 5.2 1.3 51 6.5 0.9 30 6.6 0.5
Riparian ecology 140 4.6 1.4 51 5.9 0.8 30 5.9 0.9
Grazing system management 141 5.9 1.1 51 6.5 0.8 30 6.4 0.8
Livestock production 141 6.5 0.8 51 5.5 1.4 30 5.7 0.8
Range/ranch management 141 6.4 0.8 51 5.8 .1.2 29 5.6 1.0
Crop production 140 5.8 1.2 49 4.2 1.4 30 4.1 1.1
Natural resource management 138 5.4 1.1 51 6.5 0.7 30 6.3 0.9
Natural resource policy 139 4.4 1.5 51 6.1 1.1 30 6.1 0.8
Fish and wildlife management 141 4.4 1.4 51 5.6 0.9 30 5.3 0.8
Watershed management 140 4.9 1.3 50 5.6 0.8 30 5.8 0.8
Sustainable agriculture 140 5.3 1.4 50 4.7 1.4 29 4.5 1.1
Holistic resource management 136 4.1 1.7 51 5.4 1.2 30 5.3 1.1
Recreational management 138 4.0 1.5 51 5.0 1.1 30 4.6 1.2
Leadership development 136 4.5 1.5 51 5.3 1.1 30 5.1 1.2
Socio-economy 135 3.9 1.6 51 4.6 1.1 30 4.3 1.3
Research 139 4.0 1.5 51 4.5 1.2 30 4.9 1.2
Coordinated/participatory
approach

127 4.0 1.8 51 5.4 1.2 29 5.6 1.1
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and/or ranch management, and natural resources management with means ranging 

from 5.4 to 6.5. Relative to the competencies of interest such as range science 

and natural resource management, public land managers perceived themselves as 

being very .knowledgeable (means of 6.5 for FS and 6.6 and 6.3 for BLM), while 

ranchers perceived themselves as being somewhat knowledgeable (means of 5.2 

and 5.4). Data also revealed that ranchers perceived having a noticeably lower 

knowledge level (mean of 4.4) than public land managers (mean of 6.1) about 

natural resources policies.

Perceived Knowledge Needs

The needs referred to in the following paragraphs pertain to the knowledge 

needed for the management of the public grazing allotment as perceived by the 

participants. Data in Table 42 revealed that public land managers perceived 

greater knowledge needs than ranchers on 14 competencies. These competencies 

were biology, hydrology, soil science, riparian ecology, natural resource 

management, natural resources policies, fish and wildlife management, watershed 

management, holistic resource management, leadership development, socio

economy, research, and coordinated and/or participatory approach. Public land 

managers perceived these competencies as being much needed to strongly needed 

(means ranging from 5.2 to 6.3 for FS and 5.0 to 6.5 for BLM), whereas ranchers 

perceived them as slightly needed to much needed (means ranging from 4.4 to 

5.8). On the contrary, ranchers perceived greater competency needs (means
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ranging from 5.3 to 6.1) than public land managers for livestock production, range 

and/or ranch management, crop production, and sustainable agriculture. Data 

also revealed that all groups perceived strong competency needs for grazing 

system management, with a mean of 6.1 for all groups.

Table 42. Perceived knowledge needs for the public grazing allotment 
management.

Ranchers FS BLM
Competencies n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD
Biology 133 5.0 1.0 50 5.9 1.0 27 6.0 1.1
Hydrology 134 5.0 1.2 50 5.8 0.9 . 27 6.0 0.8
Soil Science 132 5.3 0.9 50 6.0 0.8 27 6.2 0.6
Range Science 131 5.8 0.9 50 6.4 0.6 27 6.5 0.7
Riparian ecology 131 5.2 1.1 50 6.3 0.8 27 6.4 0.7
Grazing system management 129 6.1 0.9 48 6.1 0.8 27 6.1 1.0
Livestock production 128 6.1 1.0 49 5.4 1.1 26 5.2 1.0
Range/ranch management 127 6.3 0.9 48 5.8 0.8 26 5.7 1.2
Crop production 127 5.3 1.5 48 4.0 1.4 27 4.3 1.4

Natural resource management 126 5.5 1.0 50 6.2 1.0 26 6.1 1.1
Natural resource policy 127 5.0 1.1 50 5.7 1.0 25 5.6 0.9
Fish and wildlife management 129 5.1 1.2 50 5.8 0.9 24 5.8 0.7
Watershed management 127 5.6 1.0 49 6.0 1.0 25 6.1 0.7
Sustainable agriculture 128 5.5 1.3 49 4.8 1.4 25 5.1 1.4
Holistic resource management 123 4.4 1.4 49 5.2 1.1 26 5.4 1.2

Recreational management 125 4.6 1.3 49 4.8 1.1 26 5.2 1.2
Leadership development 125 4.9 1.3 49 5.4 1.3 26 5.5 1.1
Socio-economy 121 4.7 1.3 .48 5.2 1.1 25 5.0 1.1
Research 124 5.0 1.3 47 5.2 1.1 26 5.3 1.3

Coordinated/participatory
approach

113 4.9 1.5 ; 48 6.0 1.1 26 6.0 1.3
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Perceived Educational Needs as Assessed bv Borich’s Method

Data in Table 43 show the educational needs assessment results using 

Borich’s method. For each group and each item, the researcher computed the 

weighted discrepancy means (WDM) as described in the methodology. Then, for

Table 43. Weighted discrepancy means and competency needs rankings for all
groups.

Competencies
Ranchers FS BLM

W.D.M. * Rank** W.D.M.* Rank** W.D.M.* Rank**
Biology 1.41 13 -0.3538 13 -0.8783 15
Hydrology 3.75 2 3.97959 2 5.36508 I
Soil Science 3.26 6 4.26364 I 2.74603 7
Range Science 3.38 4 -0.6429 14 -1.2037 16
Riparian ecology 2.92 10 2.65636 6 3.07804 4
Grazing system management 1.1 16 -2.3 20 -1.6019 17
Livestock production -2.37 19 -0.217L 12 -2.6111 19
Range/ranch management -I 18 0.11993 10 0.22815 14
Crop production -2.53 20 -1.4191 17 0.96825 12
Natural resource management 0.36 17 -1.8851 18 -1.8803 18
Natural resource policy 3.05 8 -2.2667 19 -2.92 20
Fish and wildlife management 3.02 9 0.69568 8 2.9 5
Watershed management 3.42 3 2.33701 7 1.96923 9
Sustainable agriculture 1.19 15 0.31139 9 2.86462 6
Holistic resource management 1.29 14 -1.0721 15 0.62393 13
Recreational management 2.35 11 -1.3053 16 3.19088 3
Leadership development 1.73 12 5.4E-16 11 2.35043 8
Socio-economy 3.18 7 . 3.21918 5 3.42615 2
Research 4.57 I 3.68377 3 1.21368 11
Coordinated/participatory 3.34 5 3.24268 4 1.66963 10
approach

* Weighted discrepancy means. **Rank order based on W.D.M.
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each competency in each group, an educational need rank was assigned to that 

competency. It was understood that the competency with the highest WDM was 

most needed. This competency was assigned the first rank "I" for each group. 

Inversely, the competency with the lowest WDM was the least needed. It was 

given the last rank "20." The interpretation of the data focuses on the top ten 

needs. It was assumed that those top ten should be given top priority.

Results in Table 43 show that 7 competencies were ranked by all groups to 

be in the top ten educational priorities. These competencies were hydrology, soil 

science, riparian ecology, fish and wildlife management, watershed management, 

socio-economy, and coordinated and/or participator approach. Data revealed 

that ranchers perceived noticeably greater educational needs than public land 

managers for research (ranked #1), range science (ranked #2), and natural 

resource policy (ranked #8). It was also noticed that FS respondents perceived 

an educational need for research (ranked #3). Both FS and BLM perceived an 

educational need for sustainable agriculture (ranked #9  for FS and #6  for BLM). 

Respondents from BLM perceived noticeably greater educational needs for 

recreational management (ranked #3) and leadership development (ranked #8).

Comparative analysis of knowledge needs and WDM revealed that even 

though all groups perceived greater knowledge needs for grazing system 

management, livestock production, and range and/or ranch management (means 

ranging from 5.2 to 6.1), WDM results and educational needs priorities ranks
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(ranks ranging from #10 to #20) indicate that all groups had equal or higher 

perceived knowledge level than perceived needs for these competencies.

Knowledge Sources

Tables 44, 45, and 46 show knowledge sources selected by the respondents. 

The frequencies reported in these tables are percent frequencies of respondents 

who checked that competency relative to the total respondents in each group who 

answered yes to that particular competency. From these frequencies, the 

researcher computed the average percent frequencies (APF) for each knowledge 

source and each group. Due to the fact that respondents could check more than 

one knowledge source, data in Tables 44, 45, and 46 do not add up to 100%.

Based on APF for each knowledge source, data in Table 44, reveal that 

ranchers received their knowledge in order of importance from (I) their life 

experience (APF = 70.6%), (2) books (APF = 19.7%), (3) course work (APF = 

16.1%), (4) workshops (APF = 15.2%), and (5) Extension Service (APF =

10.2%). Data also indicated that 49.1% of the ranchers (for research) to 93.8% 

(for range/ranch management) received their knowledge from their life 

experience. It was noticed that there were ranchers who received their knowledge 

from course work for every competency of interest with frequencies varying from 

3.4% for recreational management to 37.8% for biology.

Based on APF for each knowledge source, data in Table 45 reveal that FS 

respondents received their knowledge by order of importance from (I) their life
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experience (APF = 61.4%), (2) course work (APF = 46.7%), (3) workshops 

(APF = 30.3%), (4) books (APF = 26.0%), and (5) Extension Service (APF =

3.0%).

Table 44. Knowledge source frequency distributions of ranchers.

Knowledge source frequency distribution

Competencies n Books Workshops
Life

experience
Course
work

Extension
Service

Biology 127 29.1 5.5 55.9 37.8 4.7

Hydrology 124 17.7 8 .9 72.6. 21.0 6.5
Soil Science ' 127 18.9 14.2 58.3 30.7 1L0
Range Science 127. 15.0 .16.5 71.7 29.1 13.4
Riparian ecology 123 22.0 21.1 64.2 17.9 11.4

Grazing system management 130 16.2 23.1 81.5 21.5 10.0

Livestock production 130 20.8 15.4 93.1 21.5 13.1

Range/ranch management 130 20.8 16.9 93.8 17.7 10.8

Crop production 127 17.3 14.2 89.0 18.1 13.4

Natural resource management 126 19.0 18.3 ■ 76.2 15.1 11.1

Natural resource policy 117 17.9 20.5 59.0 4.3 9.4

Fish and wildlife management 119 19.3 11.8 71.4 8 .4 5.9

Watershed management 120 14.2 12.5 72.5 12.5 14.2

Sustainable agriculture 122 21.3 9 .8 ■ 70.5 12.3 14.8

Holistic resource management 114 34.2 15.8 . 51.8 7.9 9.6

Recreational management 118 22.9 16.9 65.3 3.4 6.8

Leadership development 116 12.1 13.8 81.0 6.0 6.0

Socio-economy 107 19.6 ■ 15.9 67.3 10.3 3.7

Research 114 27.2 17.5 49.1 14.0 19.3

Coordinated/participatory
approach

95 9.5 15.8 68.4 11.6 9.5

Average percent frequency 19.7 - 15,2 70.6 16.1 10.2
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Table 45. Knowledge source frequency distributions of Forest Service 
respondents.

Knowledge source frequency distribution

Competencies n Books Workshops
Life

experience
Course Extension 
work Service

Biology 49 30.6 24.5 57.1 81.6 2.0
Hydrology 48 27.1 29.2 54.2 43.8 0.0
Soil Science 50 20.0 26.0 36.0 74.0 0.0
Range Science 50 36.0 34.0 74.0 72.0 8.0
Riparian ecology 49 28.6 44.9 63.3 49.0 • 0.0

Grazing system management 46 30.4 32.6 73.9 67.4 4.3
Livestock production 47 23.4 19.1 76.6 42.6 4.3
Range/ranch management 47 29.8 19.1 74.5 53.2 2.1
Crop production 43 18.6 7.0 67*4 39.5 2.3

Natural resource management 48 33.3 29.2 81.3 47.9 4.2
■Natural resource policy 47 21.3 44.7 55.3 36.2 0.0
Fish and wildlife management 48 35.4 33.3 62.5 62.5 2.1.

Watershed management 48 31.3 33.3 58.3 52.1 2.1

Sustainable agriculture 43 23.3 18.6 51.2 30.2 4.7

Holistic resource management 48 22.9 „52.1 27.1 33.3 2.1

Recreational management 48 18.8 27.1 70.8 25.0 2.1

Leadership development 4 8 16.7 50.0 66.7 18.8 0.0

Socio-economy 47 ' 21.3 27.7 61.7 29.8 4.3
Research 43 39.5 20.9 41.9 51.2 11.6

Coordinated/participatory
approach

43 11.6 " 32.6 74.4 23.3 4.7

Average percent frequency ■ 26.0 30.3 61.4 46.7 3.0
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Table 46. Knowledge source frequency distributions of Bureau of Land 
Management.

Knowledge source frequency distributions

Competencies n Books Workshops
Life

experience
Course
work

Extension
Service

Biology 30 30.0 16.7 50.0 86.7 0.0

Hydrology 29 17.2 27.6 58.6 51.7 0.0
Soil Science 30 16.7 13.3 ' 43.3 86.7 0.0
Range Science 30 36.7 36.7 53.3 86.7 10.0

Riparian ecology 30 23.3 53.3 66.7 40.0 0.0

Grazing system management 30 26.7 26.7 73.3 73.3 6.7 '

Livestock production 30 '20.0 20.0 80.0 50.0 10.0

Range/ranch management 30, 20.0 20.0 83.3 56.7 10.0

Crop production 30 26.7 10.0 86.7 30.0 3.3

Natural resource management 30 33.3 33.3 76.7 66.7 10.0

Natural resource policy 30 23.3 33.3 73.3 20.0 3.3

Fish and wildlife management 30 26.7 23.3 56.7 70.0 3.3

Watershed management 30 23.3 23.3 60.0 70.0 3.3

Sustainable agriculture 28 35 .1 14.3 60.7 28.6 10.7

Holistic resource management 29 31.0 48.3 ' 44.8 27.6 6:9

Recreational management 30 13.3 20.0 66.7 26.7 3.3

Leadership development 29 13.8 51.7 69.0 13.8 6.9

Socio-economy 29 20.7 24.1 55.2 37.9 6.9

Research 29 24.1 6.9 44.8 48.3 13.8

Coordinated/participatoiy
approach

28 17.9 46.4 64.3 10.7 7.1

Average percent frequency 24.0 27.5 63.4 49.1 5.8
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Based on APF results, data in Table 46 revealed that BLM received their 

knowledge by order of importance from (I) life experience (APF = 63.4%),

(2) course work (APF = 49.1%), (3) workshops (APF = 27.5%), (4) books (APF 

=  24.0%), and (5) Extension Service (APF = 5.8%).

The combined analysis of knowledge sources revealed that all groups 

recognized life experience as a major source of knowledge. However, one 

rancher and one BLM respondent remarked that all the other knowledge sources 

contributed to their life experience.. Data indicated that Extension Service was 

the least used source for all groups. It was also noticed that ranchers used 

noticeably fewer books and workshops than public land managers with APF of 

19.5 and 15.5% for ranchers and APF ranging from 24.0 to 30.3% for public land

managers.
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CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purposes of this study were to determine (I) convergence and/or 

divergence of concerns about range management taking into account the ranchers’ 

and public land management agencies’ objectives and (2) potential roles of 

agricultural education in the conflict resolution between land use practices 

management and conservation. To fulfill the objectives of the study, ranchers, 

Forest Service employees, and Bureau of Land Management employees were 

surveyed. The sections in this chapter include (I) conclusion, (2) implications and 

(3) recommendations.

Conclusions

Based on the objectives and quantitative and qualitative analysis of the 

data, the following conclusions were drawn:

(1) All groups assigned the same importance to selected natural resources 

but showed statistically significant differences on the assessment of the health and 

condition of the natural resources.,

(2) All groups agreed on the potential utilization of livestock grazing as a 

natural resource management tool and as a means to increase economic returns 

from the public rangeland. However, ranchers disagreed with potential negative
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impacts of livestock on the public rangeland, whereas public land managers 

revealed mixed opinions on the subject.

(3) All groups agreed on the importance of public ranching to socio

economic development and the health of the community. Ranchers perceived 

that they make positive contributions to and have the knowledge base to manage 

the public rangeland. They also perceived that they do not have a competitive 

advantage due to low grazing fees. Public land managers, however, revealed 

mixed opinions.

(4) All groups agreed on most of the basic decision-making motives of 

public land managers, sources of conflict in the uses of public rangeland, and the 

best actions toward management of public lands. However, public land managers 

and ranchers disagreed about whether grazing allotment management was based 

on sound scientific fact. They also disagreed that privatization of public 

rangeland was the best action toward public rangeland management.

(5) Public land managers and ranchers had statistically significant different 

perceptions of their relationships. Ranchers tended to view their relationship with 

public land managers as executing actions or guidelines as prescribed or 

mandated. Forest Service respondents perceived that their relationship with 

permittees was working together on grazing management guidelines and planning, 

whereas BLM respondents perceived their relationship with permittees as 

deciding together what should be applied in grazing practices.
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(6) All groups perceived that there was a need to (a) proceed with the 

environmental assessment of public rangeland using scientific data, (b) have 

active, effective, flexible management of public rangeland on the ground,

(c) consider the ranchers’ input and participation in the management of public 

land, and (d) proceed to coordinated/collaborative/cooperative methods to 

improve the management of public rangelands.

(7) All groups perceived that there were educational needs for 

(a) hydrology, (b) soil science, (c) riparian ecology, (d) fish and wildlife 

management, (e) watershed management, (f) socio-economy, (g) coordinated 

and/or participatory approach, (h) research, (i) range science, and (j) natural 

resource policy.

(8) Ranchers received their knowledge mostly from their life experience, 

whereas public land managers received their knowledge from their life experience, 

course work, workshops, and books.
'  .

Implications

Data collected during this study permitted the researcher to extract the 

following implications:

(I) There is a need for evaluating separately the impacts (positive or 

negative) of livestock production from public land and other non-commodity 

productions.
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(2) There is a need to educate environmental groups and the general 

public about the foundation of natural resource management and conservation. 

These groups need to Ieam about the impacts of different uses, including 

livestock production, not only on the physical environment of the natural resource 

but also on the socio-economy level of the community.

(3) There is a need to educate public land managers and environmental 

groups about the natural nested structure of the organization of natural resource 

management. Understanding of this nested structure would help these groups to 

realize that ranchers and public ranching can be a valuable human resource, nori- 

negligible natural resource management tool and financial mean that deserved to 

be used as a partner in the natural resource management.

(4) There is a need to review the concept of rights on the public land 

natural resources among ranchers, public land managers, and environmentalist 

groups. The concept of rights should be considered after roles and 

responsibilities have been defined by each group for themselves and for the 

others.

Recommendations

Based on the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the data and the 

conclusions of the study, the following recommendations are made:
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Recommendations for Conflict Resolution 
in Public Rangeland Management

(1) Ranchers and public land managers must assess rangeland health and 

conditions on the same basis to avoid discrepancies in environmental assessment 

or inventory of the rangeland health and conditions. A management tool for 

assessing rangeland health should be developed. The management tool must be 

user friendly, easily manipulated, and at the same time practical for field work. It 

must be capable of evaluating all parameters of the natural resource separately 

and collectively. The management tool must also use rancher languages rather 

than scientific or regulatory vocabulary without demeaning the scientific validity 

of the collected data. The tool must state specifically different natural resource 

parameters of interest. It must explain the reasons and objectives of these 

selected parameters so that the records produced by this tool will be legally valid.

(2) All competencies cited in the conclusions should be taught to all 

groups. Special delivery methods should be developed for ranchers so that the 

needed competencies are delivered to them through their life experiences. The 

methods must be pragmatic without losing the core of the content in order to be 

fully assimilated and used.

(3) Public land managers should be taught to Ieam from and understand 

the environment of livestock production. The teaching content must include the 

constraints related to the livestock production, the socio-economic importance 

and limitations of each individual operation to the operator, management of the 

natural resource, and health and existence of the rural community.
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(4) Ranchers must be formally taught about the structural mechanism of 

public land management. The teaching must begin with the goals and drives of 

public land natural resource management. Then, the teaching must deliver 

information about roles and responsibilities of different hierarchical powers within 

the agency given the constraints of laws and regulations. Given an understanding 

of these hierarchical powers, ranchers must be taught to determine their roles and 

responsibilities in the management of natural resources and be "active, effective 

participants."

(5) Research must be developed to determine weakness and/or strength of 

"coordinated/collaborative/cooperative/participatory approach" if they do exist or 

determine factors that prevented them to be implemented if they do not exist.

Recommendations for the College 
of Agriculture

(1) The Agricultural Education Department or Range Management 

Science Department should incorporate into their educational program and 

research information about "coordinated/collaborative/cooperative/participatoiy" 

management methods.

(2) The Range Management Science Department, working with ranchers 

and/or public land management agencies, should develop natural resource 

assessment or inventory recording systems for use by ranchers. These recording 

tools must be scientifically and legally valid as well as useable for day-to-day 

management and monitoring of natural resources and livestock.
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(3) Agricultural. Education through the Extension System and/or in 

collaboration with public land management agencies should deliver educational 

programs on the uses and utility of the permanent, legally valid records system to 

ranchers.

Recommendations for Further Study

(1) Conduct similar studies in other western states to determine similarity 

after modifying the survey to fit more the environment of the public land manager 

using a finer scale. The scale size must be dependent on the smallest sample size 

using the ratio of 7 to 9 sampling units for one scale unit.

(2) Carry out similar studies on defined environmental groups that are 

recognized as having a vested interest in the public rangeland.

(3) Carry out a study on non-respondent ranchers to determine the 

reasons for their non-participation.

(4) Cariy out a broader study of the western states comparing Forest 

Service and/or Bureau of Land Management field office employees to natural 

resource conservation specialists at the state and/or regional level.
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APPENDIX A

COVER LETTER AND FOLLOW-UP



January 8 1995

D e a r  L iv e s t o c k  P r o d u c e r

Food production and conservation of the natural resource base are of concern all around 
the world. The U. N. Food and Agriculture Organization stated in the early 80ies that 
"the most powerful countries in the world in the year 2025 will be those who will be 
able to feed their people without depleting their natural resource bases". If this 
statement is widely accepted, the means to attain this goal is far from consensus. The 
conflict over livestock production on public rangeland grazing allotment is one vivid 
example. "Cattle free in '93" and "Cattle’ll moo more in '94" have been very well known 
slogans. Amazingly enough, a review of literature and discussions with involved parties 
tell us that all concerned factions agree with the concept "producing without depleting" 
but conflicts still persist regarding the livestock production from public rangeland.

This master thesis in agricultural education is the consequence of this issue. The 
purpose of this survey is to sort out perceived sources of problems relative to the 
ranchers using public rangeland. Hence, we are surveying key players, ranchers using 
public grazing allotments for cattle production and federal employees responsible for 
those grazing allotments. The study emphasizes the importance of participation of direct 
stakeholders such as YOU in resolving the issues. This study is endorsed by the College 
of Education and College of Agriculture at Montana State University.

Enclosed is a printed questionnaire. Please read the directions on the first page before 
completing the questionnaire. Completing this survey will take you about 20 to 25 
minutes. The number that appears on this booklet will only be used for follow-up 
purpose by the researcher. Your name and answer will be kept confidential. Fold the 
completed questionnaire in halves following the dotted line. Tape the questionnaire 
closed and mail. Postage is prepaid.

Thank you for sharing your expertise, for your participation and your valuable time.

Sincerely Sincerely

Rahelimihajandralambo A dele G. C. Van Shelham er
Graduate Student A ssocia te  P rofessor
Agricultural Education Agricultural Education
M ontana State University. M ontana State University.
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January 8 1995

D e a r  P u b l ic  L a n d  M a n a g e r

Food production and conservation of the natural resource bases are of concern all around the 
world. The U. N. Food and Agriculture Organization stated in the early 80ies that "the most 
powerful countries in the world in the year 2025 will be those who will be able to feed their 
people without depleting their natural resource bases". If this statement is widely accepted, the 
means to attain this goal is far from consensus. The conflict over livestock production on public 
rangeland grazing allotment is one vivid example. "Cattle free in '93" and "Cattle'll moo more in 
'94" have been very well known slogans. Amazingly enough, a review of literature and 
discussions with involved parties tell us that all concerned factions agree with the concept 
"producing without depleting" but conflicts still persist regarding the livestock production from . 
public rangeland.

This master thesis in agricultural education is the consequence of this issue. This study is 
endorsed by the Colleges of Education and Agriculture at Montana State University and 
supported by the USFS and USDI/ BLM Montana.

The purpose of this survey is to sort out perceived sources of problems relative to the ranchers 
using public rangeland. Hence, we are surveying key players, ranchers using public grazing 
allotments for cattle production and federal employees responsible for those grazing allotments. 
The study emphasizes the importance of participation of direct stakeholders such as. YOU in 
resolving the issues.

Enclosed is a printed questionnaire. Please read the directions on the first page before completing 
the questionnaire. Completing this survey will take you about 20 to 25 minutes. The number that 
appears on this booklet will only be used for follow-up purpose by the researcher. Your name 
and answer will be kept confidential. Fold the completed questionnaire in halves following the 
dotted line, tape closed and mail. Postage is prepaid

Thank you for sharing your best knowledge, for your participation and your valuable time. 

Sincerely Sincerely

Rahelimihajandralambo A dele G.
Graduate Student
Agricultural Education
Montana State University.

C. Van Shelhamef 
Associate Professor 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University.
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Reminder

Dear livestock producer:

Hus card is a reminder that we have not yet received the Montana Public Land 
Survey for Agricultural Education Purposes sent to you 10 days ago. We know 
that as the season goes by, you are very busy in your operation. But please take 
this opportunity to voice your valuable opinions.

Ifyou had already filled out the survey, please disregard this notice. If not, thank 
you very much to take 25 to 30 minutes of your busy schedule to shape the future 
of Montana livestock production by participating in the survev.

Sincerely,

RahelimihajandraIambo Adele 
Graduate student 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University

Sincerely,

C. Van Shelhamer 
Associate Professor 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University

Reminder

Dear public land manager:

This card is a reminder that we have not yet received the Montana Public Land 
Sun-ey for Agricultural Education Purposes sent to you 10 days ago. We know 
that you are very busy. But please take this opportunity to voice your valuable 
opinions. '

If you had already filled out the survey, please disregard this notice. If not, thank 
you very much to take 25 to 30 minutes of your busy schedule to shape the future 
of Montana public land management by participating in the survey.

Sincerely,

Rahelimihajandralambo Adele 
Graduate student 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University

Sincerely,

■ C. Van Shelhamer 
.Associate Professor 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University
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February 12, 1996

Dear livestock producer:

A month ago we mailed a questionnaire to you regarding the agricultural education needs for 
public land management. Since we did not hear from you yet, we are concern that you may have 
misplaced the first survey.

We know that you are very busythis time of the year. The calving season has long begun and the 
unusual weather does not help. But action is needed to ensure that we have a sufficient response 
rate to adequately represent the feelings of Montanans on this important issue. Help the 
university work for Montanans and fulfill its educational mission.

As the most knowledgeable person about the issues relative to the federal public rangeland, we 
ask you to share with us the facts about the public grazing allotment and voice your opinion 
concerning the best action to be taken to improve the management of the public rangeland.

The purpose of this survey is to sort out perceived sources of problems relative to the ranchers 
using public rangeland. Hence, we are surveying key-players, ranchers using public grazing 
allotments for cattle production and federal employees responsibles for those grazing allotments. 
The study emphasizes the importance of direct stakeholders such as You in resolving the issues.

Enclosed is a printed questionnaire. Please read the directions on the back of the front page 
before completing the questionnaire. People who have complete the questionnaire said that it will 
take 25 to 30 minutes. The number that appears on the booklet will only be used for follow up 
purpose by the researcher. Your name and answer will be kept confidential. Fold the completed 
questionnaire in half, tape closed and mail. Postage is pre-paid.

If you have filled out a questionnaire, disregard this letter. If you want a summary of this study, 
please request so at the end of the questionnaire, and we will be glad to provide it to you. If you 
need assistance in completing the survey call Adele at (406) 994-3201. Please complete and 
return the questionnaire by March 1st 1996.

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for sharing your expertise and 
for your valuable time.

Sincerely,

RahelimihajandraJambo A.
Graduate student
Agricultural Education
Montana State University

Sincerely,

C. Van Shelhamer 
Associate Professor 
Agricultural Education 
Montana State University.
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February 12, 1996

Dear public land manager:

A month ago we mailed a questionnaire to you regarding the agricultural education needs for 
public land management. Since we did not hear from you yet, we are concern that you may have 
misplaced the first survey.

We know that you are very busythis time of the year. But action is needed to ensure that we have 
a sufficient response rate to adequately represent the feelings of Montanans on this important 
issue. Help the university work for Montanans and fulfill its educational mission.

As the most knowledgeable person about the issues relative to the federal public rangeland, we 
ask you to share with us the facts about the public grazing allotment and voice your opinion 
concerning the best action to be taken to improve the management of the public rangeland.

The purpose of this survey is to sort out perceived sources of problems relative to the ranchers 
using public rangeland. Hence, we are surveying key-players, ranchers using public grazing 
allotments for cattle production and federal employees responsibles for those grazing allotments. 
The study emphasizes the importance of direct stakeholders such as You in resolving the issues.

Enclosed is a printed questionnaire. Please read the directions on the back of the front page 
before completing the questionnaire. People who have complete the questionnaire said that it will 
take 25 to 30 minutes. The number that appears on the booklet will only be used for follow up 
purpose by the researcher. Your name and answer will be kept confidential. Fold the completed 
questionnaire in half, tape closed and mail. Postage is pre-paid.

If you have filled out a questionnaire, disregard this letter. If you want a summary of this study, 
please request so at the end of the questionnaire, and we will be glad to provide it to you. If you 
need assistance in completing the survey call Adele at (406) 994-3201. Please complete and 
return the questionnaire by March 1st 1996.

Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated. Thank you for sharing your expertise and 
for your valuable time.

Sincerely, Sincerely,

Rahelimihajandralambo A. C. Van Shelhamer
Graduate student Associate Professor
Agricultural Education Agricultural Education
Montana State University Montana State University.
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MONTANA 
■ Public Land Survey 

For
Agricultural Education 

Purposes

1995-1996

We made every effort to work from a current and accurate mailing list. However, it is 
possible that this questionnaire has been sent to someone who is no longer ranching or 
someone who owns but does not operate the ranch him/herself. To improve the accuracy 
o f our list please circle the number o f the statement below that best describes your current 
operation. (Circle only one response)

1. Currently operating a cattle production enterprise
2. Currently operating a cattle and sheep production enterprise
3. An owner only (does not operate the ranch)
4 . Currently operating a sheep production enterprise
5. Currently operating a horse production enterprise
6. Other (please specify)________ __ _____________________ =.

Ifyou answer something other than “1” “Currently operating a cattle production 
enterprise” or “2” “Currently operating a cattle and sheep production enterprise , 
please do not continue. Fold and tape the questionnaire closed and mail.

Thank you for your help ! Agricultural Education Departm ent
Montana State University
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MONTANA-
Public Land Survey 

For
Agricultural Education 

:Purposes

1995-1996

Thank you for your help ! Agricultural Education Departm ent
M ontana State University
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The purpose o f  this survey is to determine:

(1) which natural resource bases are o f importance for both ranchers and federal employees 
and how the conditions and health o f those natural resources are currently perceived;

(2) how ranchers and federal agency employees perceive livestock grazing and ranchers using 
public rangeland allotment with regard to their impacts on natural resources and socio
economic o f  the community;

(3) how ranchers and federal agency employees perceive the factors used in decision making 
regarding the management o f  the public grazing allotment;

(4) how do federal employees and permittees relate to  each other; and

(5) how ranchers and federal agency employees perceive the concept o f  multiple uses and 
possible source o f  conflicts regarding the public rangeland grazing allotment.

Based on your best knowledge o f  and experiences with the public rangeland, you will be asked to 
rank the importance o f  each statement. Please answer the question by making a check mark in the 
column that best describes your feeling toward the statement. Be sure to answer each question as 
presented in the examples at the top o f  each section.

At the end o f  the survey a blank space is left for your comments about this survey and special 
problem(s) regarding public rangeland which are not addressed in this study. Please take this 
opportunity to provide valuable input for any possible changes that will make a difference.

Thank you for your participation. Be assured that your participation in this study is not only 
greatly appreciated, but indeed will be highly valued in the development o f  public rangeland 
education programs.

BE ASSURED ALSO THAT YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE ABSOLUTELY  
CONFIDENTIAL AND APPEAR ONLY IN STATISTICAL SUMMARIES. THE NUMBER 
ON THE FRONT-PAGE IS ONLY FOR FOLLOW UP PURPOSES.

If you have any questions or problems with completing this survey, feel free to contact AdeIe at 
Agricultural Education: [994-3201] or [994-2132],

C



Current condition4 5 Natural resource of concerns

not important at all
very little importance 

little importance 
uncertain

somewhat important
moderately important 
I very important

Extremely decreased

Non-availablc 
greatly increased | 

much increased I j 
slightly increased I 

stable I j
slightly decreased I I  I j  |

much decreased I  j  j
4- i

I 2 3 4
incc

5 6 7
J Natural resource of concerns

I
Cu
3

rrcnt cone
*

ition
4 4-

.... .... .... .... .... • • ••• Forage production. .
5 6 I na

.... ..... .... .... .... .... .....

Plant diversity (species diversity even though all cannot be used as forage)
Native species of the area (plants naturally found in the area)....

ver-grazing (reduced ability of forage species to reprow) 
gver-rest (insufficient use resulting in old growth nnpalniahlr for livestock)

....
•••••

.... .... .... ....
.... ....

.... ::: .... .... .... .....
Soil factor? --------------------'---------— "VCM0CI(;
Soil erosion due to natural process (wind or run off).....
Soil loss due to over-grazing

.... .... .... ....
Soil trampling and compaction 
Loss of soil fertility .... .... .... ....

.... ....

.... .... .... .... .... • ••••
Water -------------—..........
Water supply (quantity).through season

.... .... .... .... .... Water quality for human uses. .... .... .... .... .... ....
.... .... .... .... In stream water quality for fish and wildlife .... .... .... .... ....

.... .... .... .... .... .... ::: In stream water pollution due to sediment loads from run oft 
Ground water pollution .... .... .... .... .... .... ::::

.... .... .... .... ..... .... ....
Kiparian areas ------------------
Stream bank trampling .

... .... ... .... .... .... ....
Stream bed sedimentation.............................................................
Ripanan vegetation... ................
Flooding.(stream channel process)

.... .... .... ... ....

... • ■ Uthcr (please state). ------ -------------- : • • • • .... ....
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Section II: Example: If you strongly agree with the statement “Under proper management livestock grazing can 
control weed infestation”, put a check mark in column #7 as shown below.
Under proper management livestock grazing can: I 2 3 4 5 6 7

[ I . control weed infestation.................................................................................................. V

Otherwise put a check mark to the column that best describe your feelings. strongly agree
agree I

slightly agree I I
undecided I I I

slightly disagree I I I I
disagree I I I I I

Strongly disagree I I I I I I
I 4 4 4 4 4

Under proper management livestock grazing can: I 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. improve soil fertility........................................................................................................
2 . contribute to water pollution..........................................................................................
3. damage riparian areas.....................................................................................................
4. compete with wildlife food supply..................................................................................
5. enhance wildlife food supply..........................................................................................
6 . damage recreation site and area's quality.....................................................................
7. reduce the aesthetic quality of the wilderness environment..........................................
8. reduce the social value of the public land.....................................................................
9. is a natural resource management tool..........................................................................
10 . enhance the economic value of the natural resource.....................................................

Ranchers using the public land for grazing: I 2 3 4 5 6 7
I . are non-significant in number and size relative to the livestock industry................... .... .... ... ... .... ....
2 . have the first preference privilege in use of public land..............................................
3. have a competitive advantage due to low grazing fees................................................. ....
4. have significant economic importance relative to local agricultural production........ ....
5. contribute significantlv to the economic development of the communitv.................. ....
6 . contribute to the health and social development of the community............................ ..... .... .....
7. ensure the existence of the rural communin'................................................................. ....
8 . contribute to the development of facilities for recreational benefits............................ ....
9 . contribute to the development of facilities for wildlife benefits.................................... .... . .. .. .... .....
10 . have the primary responsibility for the public land under their management............ . .. .. ..... .....
11 . are forced to comply to laws and policies applicable to rangeland.............................
12 . have the latitude to implement their own management program.................................
13. are always consulted in inventory process of the rangeland natural resource............ .... ....
14. are alwavs consulted in management planning of the rangeland natural resource..... .... .....
15. are active participants in the planning of the rangeland management........................ .... .... ....
16. are active participants in policy creation, decision-making regarding the rangeland.
17. are always willing to cooperate with the range district manager................................. . .. .. .... .... ..... ....
18. are always willing to cooperate with the rangeland user representatives.................... . .. ..

19. are always in a reactive position.................................................................................... ..... .... ....
20. must manage the allotment as mandate by the USFS/ BLM........................................ ... .....
2 1 . are recognized and rewarded by their good stewardship on the grazing allotment. .. ..... .... ....
2 2 . have the knowledge to manage the allotment in an ecollogically sustainable manner. .... .... .... ....
23. seek to have their input considered in the allotment management guidelines............ .... ....
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Section III: Exunple: If you strongly tgrtc «.■)•>- Lhc nxicmcnt "The public Imd m m aje r (VSFS or BLM) is 
concerned sbout land developmenl". pu! a check mark in column t~  as shewn below.

The nubile land manager fUSFS or BLhfI is concerned about: I I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7
I I. land development.......................................................................................................... .....I.. . . I ...... i ......I ......I ......i v
Chherwist pu: a check mark in the column aha: best describe your fCtlung.

strongly agree 
agree I 

slightly agree I 
undecided I I I 

slightly disagree I I I !  
disagree I I I !IIVl I I I I I I

I I J- A A A A

The nublic land manager OlSFS or BLM) is concerned about: I 2 3 I 4 5 6 7

I. the application of natural resource laws and policies.................................................. .... .... ....
2 v.*2icr, pIzsi bcaJih zjid v»*DdLfcr7)orc ihzil oihcr codcctt-s..................... .... .....
5 . vie public opinion about the nziurzl resource conscrvziion........................................ ..... .... .....
4 . ib t opinion of the recreationin-users............................................................................ ..... ..... .... ....
5 . the environmentalist group's opinion............................................................................ ..... ....

..... .... .....
r -he e-nrinmie rtrum from natural resource uses.......................................................... ....

Tbe public land manager O SFS or BLM) is prone to apply grazing allotment I 2 3 4 5 6 7

mLnigement based on: --------------------- —
I . coordinated resource management agreement.............................................................. ..... ..... .... .... ..... .....
2 . 5 t)d observations of rangeland health assessment....................................................... ..... .....
3. balance between public and private right......................................................................

..... .... ....

The relationship between public land manaser and permitees is: I 2 3 4 $ 6 7

..... ..... ..... ..... .....
2 . limited to exchanges of information from permittee to USFS BLM and vice-versa.... ..... ..... .....
3 executing action or guidelines as prescribed or mandated............................................. .....
4 . participating together on any prescribed action (example range health assessment).... ..... ..... .....
5 . working together on grazing management guidelines and planning.............................. ..... .....
6. deciding together what should be applied in canine practices.................................... ..... . . . . . .... ....

4 - In your opinion, what should be the best approach to improve range management? 

(please write your answer)________________________________________ ___________
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Section IV: Example: If you strongly agree with the statement “Conflict in the uses of public rangeland is due to urban 
development”,put a check mark in column #7 as shown below _______ ___________________
C o n f l ic t  in  th e  u s e s  o f  p u b l i c  r a n g e l a n d  is d u e  to : I 2 3 L l 5 6 7

I  I . u rb a n  d e v e l o p m e n t ........................................................................................................................................... .... I ...... V

O th e rw is e  p u t  a  c h ec k  m a r k  in  th e  c o lu m n  th a t  b e s t  d e s c r ib e  y o u r  fe e lin g . s trong lv  a g re e

Z gT tC I
s l ig h t ly  a g ree  I I

u n d e c id e d  I I I

s l ig h t ly  d is a g r e e  I I I I
d is a g r e e  I I I I I

S tro n g ly  d is a g r e e  I I I I I I

I 4- 4 4 4 4 4

C o n f l ic t  in  t h e  u s e s  o f  p u b l i c  r a n g e l a n d  is d u e  to : I 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. lack of knowledge base...........................................................
2 . lack of understanding between different users.........................
3. enforcement of policies...........................................................
4. different personality views......................................................
5. lack of communication.............................................................
6 . inaccuracy of policies relative to grazing allotment................
7. non-applicability of grazing allotment management guidelines
8 . mismanagement of the allotment by the permittees.................
9. limited potential of the range to support various uses.............
10 . conflicting interest between users............................................
11. Others (please state).................................................................

The best action toward the management of the public rangeland should : I 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 . revert the public rangeland to a total wilderness......................................................
3. give more leeway to permittee under the supervision of the federal agency.............
4. follow actions prescribed bv the coordinated resource management team...............
5. be privatized.............................................................................................................
6 . other (please state)....................................................................................................

....
....

The primary focus of public rangeland management should be: I 2 3 4 5 6 7

.... .... ....2 . natural resource protection.......................................................................................
3. social values..............................................................................................................
4. recreational values.....................................................................................................

....

In your perception, how do you define MULTIPLE USES for public rangeland? 
(Please write your answer)

In your opinion, which of the follow ing rank in the five top priorities of multiple uses? Please rank the top five (5), 
# I being the highest with # 5 being the lowest.

Livestock production_____ Timber production____  Watershed_____ Hunting_____ Hiking____
Wildlife refuge___  Wildlife watching____  Ski resort_____ Camping_____ Mining____
Fishing____  Tourism_____ Others (please state and rank)_________________ ______



Sctlion V: Kmmplc: If you think Iliat you arc very knowledgeable in crop production, but you also think that this knowledge in not of real need for the public 
rangeland grazing allotment management put a check mark in column 111 in Knowledge and another one in column # 2 in needs. Then, if you think that you obtained

Knowledge types Knowlci! Re Needs KnowIaInc sources
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bk Ws IvC Nm Es

|X Crop production ... I... V V V

Very knowledgeable 
Somewhat knowledgeable I 

Slightly knowledgeable 
Have Uic basic understanding I 
Have little knowledge I 

Have very little knowledge

Strongly needed 
Much needed 

Slightly needed I 
Uncertain I

Extension service

Little need 
Not of real need

Do not have knowledge at all

Course work 
Life experiences 

Workshops 
I  Books I  I

I  I  I

I
I  I  I

I  No need I i i i i l i l l
Knowledge types Knowlcd *,c Needs Knowledge sources

_______________________U L 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bk Ws Lc Cw Fs
I Biology

2^yirolpey.........................................
3.Soil science
4.Range science —

5 Riparian ecology
(I Grazing system management ...... ....... ...... .....
7.Livestock production ...... ...... ...... ......
X.Range / ranch management..............w............ .....
9.Crop production
IO NaturaI resource management
11 Natural resource policy 
12 .Fish and wildlife management

...... ...... ............. ...... — ...... ...... ...... ...... ...... ...... ...... ...... — ...... ......
13. Watershed management
14.Sustainable agriculture ...... ...... .....
15 .1 Iolistic resource management — ......
Ifi.Recreational management .....
17.Leadership development
IR. Socio-economy ...... .....
19.Research ...... ......
20 Coordinated /participatory approach
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Section M : R v id i profile:
1 . Wh.l is the siic ofvcur totmJ operation.--------------------------

2 . WhU is the total site of your public grazing allotment?

—31 unit month or animal mon Jt._
Ln acres.

_(AUM and/or .AM)

3 . Have you had any change in your grazing permit? Ves_
(if no skip to the next question)

4 . How recently has your Allotment Management Plan been negotiated with USFS or VSDU BLM? 

Please Lndica^ the year 19_______.

£ . How was your allotment condition ranked? (please mark the correspondent rartkinc)

Tc b fD ^ R O V T D ^ lo m e n u  in less than satisfactory condition, possibly Wtth exiting :s a c s ™ ,  ---------------------------------  j  resource conflict and

not producing at their productive potential.

6 . How satisfied are you with this ranking?

7 . Based on the current conditions of your allotment, how should it be ranked? M------ , C------ , I _
Please write your reasons------------- --------------------------- -—  ------------- -— "

somewhat satisfied , Very satisfied,

J0 . In your opinion what is the adequate and fair grazing price for ,  the public grazing allotment? S--------- /AUM.

11. How much of your income is generated from your livestock production? (please estimate),------------ >

12 - What proportion of your livestock production is due to your grazing allotment permit?
Please estimate____Ve.

13 - Please tell us about yourself
Gender (please circle): M ale____Female_-----  ; Age .------
How long hate been in agricultural production ------------- years.
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Section \1 : Public r&ngel&nd grazing allotment profile

] . What is the total size of public rangeland grazing allotment under your supervision?

Lt acres__________. in animal unit month or animal month__________ (A VM and/or .AM)

2 ■ Based on the last five > ear obser\ aliens of the grazing permits under your supervision, how do you qualify the 
quantitative changes in \ our perimeter ? (piease complete by purling a check mark in the appropriate area

There is______________________ I in acreage i in Animal Unit Month (AMLVAM)
{__________ an increase__________ I______________________________ I____________________________ ___
__________ unchanged__________ I______________________________ I________________________ _______

a decrease i_______  I ________________

3 - Based on the last five year statistics of major changes in grazing permit, how would you quantify the current 
changes applied in your perimeter?

Please indicate the amount of lencth of use % Animal Unut Month
increase weeks I AUMZAM
decrease ■weeks I AUMZAM

4 .What is the percentage distribution of grazing allotment condition in your perim eter?
(Please make the percentages add up to 100%)

M ___ •/• : To be MAINTAINED: allotments in good condition and have no sicruScazt resource conflict
C____ %  : CUSTODIAL: allotments in stable condition which have no major resource conflicts and productixe

potential is economically limited.
I ____ €/» : To be IMPROVED : allotments in less than satisfactory condition, possibly with existing resource conflict

and not producing at their productive potential.

5 -What type of grazing management planning do you currently prescribe on grazing allotments in your perimeter?
Please write different combinations : (season of use, duration, timing, intensity) and your reason

6 - In your opinion, what is the adequate and fair grazing price for a public grazing allotment? S______/AUM.

7 - Based on your observation, what proportion of livestock production is due to grazing allotment permits?
Please estimate____Ve.

S - Please tell us about yourself

Gender (please circle): Male____Female____  ; Age :____

Kcw long have been working in your position?_________y ears.

What is your academic background? (please write your answer)
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APPENDIX C

RESPONDENTS’ COMMENTS ON BEST APPROACH 
TO IMPROVE RANGE MANAGEMENT
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COMMENTS ON SECTION III, QUESTION 4

In your opinion, what should be the best approach to improve range 
management?

Comments from Ranchers

The best approach to improve range management is to provide positive incentives 
such as cost sharing projects and educational directives. Do not use the hate- 
mongering methods of fines and penalties typical of government bureaucracy.

Agencies should listen more to the ground user - not to the urban and political 
interests far removed like Washington.

Plenty of water must be developed for all of the animals. Then use a good 
pasture rotation plan. Move the livestock with some forage left for ground cover 
with some reserve strength in the plants for the next growing season.

Most of the BLM land is only suitable for grazing and wildlife (which has become 
a business) so let the ranchers manage as they have in the past. Weeds like leafy 
spurge are getting out of control so the BLM should be doing all they can on this 
problem.

All state and federal lands should all pay to build dams or pits on the land. We 
have a hard time to get a permit to even cross state lands. We get along pretty 
good with BLM for we are all losing money in the cattle business and we are not 
going keep this up very much longer.

Take into consideration that there is a wide variation between a wet year and a 
dry year and that a rancher has to survive in an adverse year.

Balanced use of wildlife production and domestic livestock production.

More education and a concerted effort to get permittees with a problem to view 
areas that are OK and visit with other permittees to see what they are doing.
Also public land managers need to have understanding of economics of ranching 
as well as the practicability of management techniques they would like the 
permittees to use.

Spreading the cattle more with riders and salt not using specific dates for on/off 
but condition of grass depending on type of growing seasons.

More cattle for less time, cross fencing, pasture rotation. On ,my private land, we 
have increased the number of AUM’s and improved range condition.

Hopefully a less adversarial relationship between ranchers and professionals 
would help. While it may be a mistaken perception many ranchers are so
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concerned about loss of grazing permits or property rights that they are unable to 
work comfortably with any government agency.

This is a rather fruitless question because all "management policies" are mere 
cloaks for political manipulation of the resource and resource users.

I think in a lot of cases the USFS/BLM should let the operator of the allotment 
have more say than they sometimes get. Because they are closer to the land than 
the guy that sets in a office and tries to run the allotments from a desk.

Determine range conditions using sound scientific data for the immediate area 
using area natural resources, conservation service employees, etc.

I don’t think anyone can regulate range management If a person is truly 
concerned about good management he/she will seek out advise from local people 
and the numerous state and federal research facilities for information and 
assistance. If someone is consistently overgrazing on a public land for an 
extended period then cancel their right to the allotment.

Return management to the local community. This should involve a cooperative 
local BLM/USFS contingent. All parties should agree that a prosperous soil/plant 
community must come before all else. Unless recreation is willing to pay the bill, 
grazing should be second.

To recognize the good managers of their land and try to educate the poor 
managers. The way the ranch economy is today and future you have to be a very 
good range manager to survive.

To let local Forest Service run it and not out of state people.

The ranchers have the primary responsibility on the grazing allotment.

Punish the bad stewards and reward the good.

Working together with economics considered.

My opinion is based on BLM only with no experience in USFS.

I think the forest service should let the ranchers have more say. Let us discuss 
our problems instead of dictating how things will be.

Water improvement.

Cost share for weed control may be needed if the land is infected. Noxious weed 
control must be maintained. The — of BLM land in our operation is minimal. 
We have not had any problems and very little interaction with the manager. For 
this reason I did not feel I could contribute significantly to the question.

Let the permittee have more input if he is managing his own private land well.

Develop more water. Reduce undesirable weeds and trees. Rancher-BLM 
management cooperation.
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Should be to develop water in as many places as possible for wildlife and 
livestock. Tiy to arrange late grazing on a portion of range once eveiy 3 years.

The public land manager and lessee should work together in coming up with a 
management plan that will improve the range and allow access to the public 
without causing problems for the lessee. There should be more flexibility allowed 
for trying new management methods, one that both parties agreed to.

Giving the land manager more time to work with the permittee on the ground to 
address management problems. We never see the person.

On my range, the scrub trees are enclosing on the range. The trees will never 
amount to anything because they are too thick. I think burning would help in 
control of small plots.

Better communication.

Improved water distribution.

At the present time, I am very satisfied with our range management as it is.

We are working with the F.S. now to rest 2 yrs and graze I season in rotation to 
improve range condition.

More rainfall and good management.

For the permittee and management to work together year by year as range 
conditions change due to weather changes etc.

Get some old school range management people with some common sense to 
declare what is equitable for public land. The hands on people, instead of the 
college degree city bred people who have no understanding of all segments of use 
on public land. Ranchers have never wanted to dominate public land but would 
like to see other users accept responsibility also!

Communication.

Sell it to private entities. Private land owners are still the most efficient.

A coordinated effort between public lands personnel and lessees to work with 
each other on determining the most beneficial use of each individual tract.

Realistic grazing fees for a logical grazing plan.

Common sense.

BLM and permittee together assess range and set long term goals in water 
development (with some cost-share.) Less emphasis on keeping range "native" as 
improving range for domestic and wildlife use should be goal. More hands-on or 
on-site cooperative effort. Less "edicts" from Washington. Less control by people 
not on-site. More power given to local BLM managers to allow flexible grazing 
methods. Less input from radical "environmentalists."
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Agreements between government and lessees.

Don’t overgraze it and take care of it as if it is your own.

Allow ranchers ownership interest in improvements & assurances that leases will 
be continued. These are keys to encouraging ranchers to make important 
improvements like water development & cross fencing. Otherwise ranchers will 
only improve deeded land.

We should work together to continue dual use of public lands.

Permittees need to be able to spend their own money on improvements to BLM 
land if BLM so approves. Then with the assurance they will get paid for their 
investment should the allotment grazing be cancelled. Local advisory boards have 
much higher stake in compromising and getting along than those living far away. 
Distant interests profit by heated confrontations and bigger budget among local 
users of public land.

The field BLM range conservationists have .too much to cover to do their job.
The organization is top heavy and office over-staffed - lots of luxury cars, 
computers, etc. - and 2 field people for lots of land and land-users. Switch this to 
get the job done right.

Leave district managers in one area for a lifetime career and then they would 
have to live with their neighbors.

Involve only knowledgeable people not a few people on the street.

Cooperation between BLM and permittees. Soils and grasses change between 
area. What’s good for us may not be good for a different area. Therefore, the 
ranchers know best on how to control the land or water.

Get rid of most USFS/BLM managers. Let ranchers with permits manage the 
land. They know about land and cattle and are out on the land.

Scientific management and concurrence between permittees and managers. 
Political pressures, environmental lawsuits to eliminate livestock and trying to 
save our bank vegetation for future years will only damage the range resources. 
The lands have developed under wild or domestic grazing for centuries and are 
sustainable individually if managed for grazing.

On site mutual visits to evaluate what’s there and ideas on how to best utilize it. 
Possible grazing methods, water development and fencing.

Use scientific data from land grant colleges and ideas for the producer to help 
develop grazing & utilization plans. The sale of small BLM tracts would also aid 
in the BLM being able to enlarge other grazing districts & improve access and 
public use.
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Multiple use on public land should be the basis for proper planning of an 
allotment including quantitative periodic monitoring done by the public land 
manager and permittee in areas. The biggest complaint-federal land managers 
need more field work.

It would help if you had someone that knew just a little bit about the 
management of cattle. We are no longer a public land user (USFS).

To get Fish & Wildlife to admit they have more elk than they claim and then 
manage them in a proper way. A lot of our public range condition or lack of is 
largely due to the elk that the range is having to sustain also.

The BLM and Forest Service need to get more input from the users of the land 
and pay less attention to the bureaucrats.

Active, face-to-face consultation to develop goals and implementation practices 
with consideration given to economic and ecological factors.

Provide funds and allow blocking of federal lands

To monitor each allotment on an individual basis and to enforce the guidelines 
that, are already in place.

Being able to work with someone with range management background instead of 
recreation or related field. My allotment was reduced by USFS and the cow trails 
were signed and turned into mountain bike trails.

The person using the range year in and out over a long period of time 
understands the strengths & weaknesses better than anyone. He should be 
listened to very closely then after open consulting, policy should be reviewed. 
Goals set that are measurable.

The public land manager should listen more seriously to the old family ranches 
that have been on the allotment area. For often more than 100 years. The 
manager should consider long term trends when making allotment management 
decisions.

More authority to permittees, less to bureaucrats. More logging or burning of 
riparian areas for undesirable species. More morning or logging of encroached 
parks. More of savory grazing, trampling for remineralization & fertilization by 
animals.

Do not overgraze.

The majority of the producers are the best managers of public lands. Some 
permittees are pretty lousy managers. Permittees should determine what the 
AU’s of a permit should be each year depending on conditions as well as dates. 
Authority should be local.
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Pastures here are in good shape except for onslaught of weeds and unwillingness 
and lack of funds to property spray. When weeds take over, it will be bad for 
wildlife, cattle and recreationists. Weeds are controllable but unwillingness of 
government..

There should be more communication between land managers, permittees and 
much less influence by environmentalists upon the managers (They are not 
qualified in most cases to judge the condition of the range.)

The most reasonable and economic approach is to let the rancher have complete 
control of the public land because they are the only one that have anything to 
lose if they do not take care of their public land & water as well as their own land 
and water.

In the National Forest permits should be more dispersement of cattle (more 
riding) especially on dry years. The forest managers needs to be more familiar 
with livestock handling on open forest lands and more of a stock person.

Cooperative process between federal agencies and permittees at a district or 
resource area level-no higher. Use technicians that have been around awhile and 
are not right out of the city or college and have little on the land experience.

National Grasslands where we ranch are currently under the direction of the 
USFS. Most of the allotments are under inventory permit where private as well 
as public land is entirely controlled. This does not make for a cooperative 
working relationship but By monitoring the condition, not on a year to year basis, 
but over a period of 10 - 20 years.

Take the advice and knowledge of rancher who lives and works the range and 
knows the weather, water & soil conditions more than public lands manager living 
hundreds of miles away. Remember the rancher needs good range to make a 
living so why should he abuse

Education of land users

Leave management to individual permittees.

Each ranch operation is different and the location and type of public land within 
that operation is unique. As long as the overall range management of the ranch 
is sound, the public land rules should be flexible enough to fit into this plan.

I feel the public land manager and permittee should meet each year to discuss 
range conditions and other problems or improvements.

For the Forest Service to work with the permittees. The FS is trying to set up a 
new plan using an unproven method to determine AUM’s. instead of cooperating 
with the permittees who know the land.

Each allotment is different and should be assessed on an individual basis.
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USFS and BLM should talk to permittees as they would any other educated 
person. Then either use some of their ideas or discuss the reasons why they do 
not wish to.

Convert public lands to private lands by sale so ultimate conditions of range rests 
on the owners management.

Use of range rotation

Let small ranchers lease more acres so they could improve the range 
management.

If the permittees were given long term control, they would manage the land to 
benefit all. The BLM does not have the time or money to manage all this land.

That they work with the permittees when a problem arises and try and come up 
with solutions together.

Allotments should be put on a use basis rather than a set unit turn out number.

The BLM should be more flexible in allowing the producer to improve the land 
without allowing the producer to abuse it. For example, ,allowing the producer to 
control sagebrush with pesticides or other means (plowing).

Work cooperatively to develop management that will support grazing as Well as 
protect and enhance other resources.

Listen to user’s ideas about improving range management rather than executing 
guidelines or mandates.

Permanently furlough about half of the USFS & BLM "specialists" and allow 
some of the common sense employees to act/consult with users without their work 
being reviewed by layer upon layer of bureaucracy. 30 yrs ago when USFS staff 
was 1/4 of what it is today, public land users could get a prompt decision. Now it 
takes months even to get a reply if at all. Cut the staff by 50%!! They are 
tripping over themselves now.

Every situation uses the best management practices that can be tailored to fit the 
situation. Those involved need to be open to new ideas and willing to monitor 
the condition of the range.

To work together all reasonable parties but mostly those in the managing 
positions and those economically affected. I

I think they need to listen to the people who have lived in the area for a long 
time. Also many of them need to get out with the grazer more and work the 
resource with him and not from an office or what book says

More management decisions by the permittee
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USFS & BLM tend to employ the opinions of under qualified, inexperienced 
personnel in order to perfect grazing plans. They should allow more flexibility 
and accept the suggestions of responsible permittees instead of using the textbook 
approach to management. Many permittees are intelligent and educated 
individuals with years of practical experience that could be an advantage to 
government agencies.

I think the producer should have more say as they are on the land 365 days a 
year.

In our area as in all areas, the amount of time of rainfall is critical to all range 
management concerns. What is good on a year of little rainfall is poor on a 
season of average rainfall.

Definitely, multiple use on public land should be the basis for proper planning of 
an allotment including quantitative periodic monitoring done by the public land 
manager and permittee in areas. The biggest complaint I hear and firom personal 
experience, federal land managers don’t get out of the office near enough.

Comments from Forest Service

Coordinated resource management planning. Limited public participation —
Don’t let a few radicals hold up the process. Radicals on both ends of the scale 
(environmentalists or ranchers).

Complete health assessments together; describe existing and desired vegetative 
conditions and other resource conditions; then apply management practices to 
achieve the desired goals.

Get ranchers more involved and earlier in the planning process. Improve the 
ranchers’ knowledge of the other influences on the land manager’s decision.

Working together on range management.

On Federal land: Time and money should be expended where it is most beneficial 
to the resource — that is, on-the-ground resource inventory and management,
NEPA/Budgeting/Planning, etc. constitute an excessive portion of the workloads. 
On-the-ground actions would include more prescribed burning, biological control 
of weeds and alien plants, more flexibility in livestock grazing and grazing as a tool.

Working together to apply grazing practices. Public land managers should be 
willing to try different methods of grazing practices and compare those against 
standard practices.

As a public land manager, be given the flexibility to try different range 
management approaches and techniques, while working with the permittees and
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other special interest groups. Also, having public laws allow me to consult with 
permittees on ideas they, may have and implement these ideas.

Coordinated resource management planning, using the best scientific data available.

Improve communication/relationship to increase trust on both sides. Range 
management is not just based on science but on flexibility and the desire to share 
the resource.

Coordinated resource planning involving all interested groups.

Increase grazing fees on public land to improve permittee responsibility toward 
investment. Re-examine traditional (the way we’ve always done it) livestock 
management re: class of livestock appropriate, attentive management (particularly 
in riparian areas). Field tours to good and bad examples — particularly of 
riparian grazing, winter pasture management, sustainable concepts, i.e., education 
of public.

The best approach is a collaborative effort between the public land agency, 
permittees and other interested groups or publics. However, that does not mean 
there will always be a consensus.

Some kind of open public forum. Collaborative learning process is the latest 
method. See enclosed article. Approaches can’t be done with only permittees, 
but permittees have to be active effective participants.

More active management on the part of the permittee - more time spent riding 
and assessing cattle management. Management plans developed with lots of 
permittee thought, input and commitment.

A working relationship between agencies and ranchers . . . TRUST! Anything 
less than that, the resource will suffer.

Using the best scientific data available, work with permittees to design grazing 
systems that will keep the range resource in good or better condition.

Balance stocking rate with resource carrying capacity with good distribution.

Site specific analysis with vegetation, hydrologic and soil objectives. Resource 
management should be objective, NOT accommodating current livestock 
management. If resource objective can be reached with continued grazing (most 
cases) GREAT!

Implement proper cattle management on riparian areas.

Less input from environmental groups.

Remove politics at all levels of land resource management and apply flexible 
long-term solutions (with monitoring) to continue to improve the rangeland 
resource. Let the professionals manage the land cooperatively with the land 
users. More delegation of authority to on-the-ground professional to accomplish
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the goals. Need more use of fire and education of its use as a tool to improve 
ecosystem condition.

Penalize the non-managers more who will not participate in more intensive 
systems. Reward those who do.

Moving away from multiple use philosophies of land management.

Follow the allotment management plans.

Better communication and understanding. AU entities that use public lands and 
those who are responsible for the management of public lands must recognize the 
value of all resources and their subsequent uses. This includes the value of 
proper livestock grazing to the overall sustained health of the range resource as 
well as the maintenance and protection of riparian areas for fisheries. We’re all 
in this together, and we can all have a piece of the pie - but not the entire pie!

Maintain rangeland uses at levels that will protect soil, water and vegetation. Do 
not remove uses to instigate improvement unless area is severely damaged and in 
need of major restoration work.

Develop the best possible relationship between FS and permittee to gain willing, 
voluntary compliance with best management practices. Spend more time in the 
field to develop solid approaches to solving real problems or improving on-the- 
ground conditions.

Better communication between all users or stake holders in public lands, and 
recognition by public land ranchers and public land managers that the public 
perceives and is demanding more from their public lands for recreation and 
wildlife habitat, than a single resource use. The heart of the problem is that 
public land use for grazing is perceived as a right by the ranchers to use public 
land for their benefit rather than a privilege granted them by the public to use. 
Public owned lands and public concerns for their proper management and 
multiple use are a legitimate concern.

Educate the permittee to the benefits of intensive grazing systems - more grass, 
more pounds of beef, etc. More on the ground management by both the 
permittee and public land manager. A  lot of permittees push the cows through 
the gate in the spring, move into the next pastures when scheduled, and take 
them home in the fall. They need to spend more time riding and scattering cows, 
salting, etc. Public land managers need to monitor better.

It takes more than one approach, it depends on the people involved in 
implementing range management. Permittees who are willing to work with the 
government agency should be allowed more flexibility in determining management 
prescriptions, while permittees who are not interested in working cooperatively 
with the agency or other user groups should be forced legally to comply with 
management practices which will improve the range.
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Consensus.

Having the permittees become directly responsible for the management of the 
allotments they are permitted (public land) for, including monitoring and 
compliance with management standards.

To complete ecological assessments and then prescribe the amount of grazing 
forage available. Adjust management strategy, class of livestock, season of use, 
etc. to accomplish an improvement in veg composition and ecological status.

Inventory resources and planning.

Use for different resources as long as natural resource base is protected - i.e. 
from ATV, 4-wheeling, etc., overgrazing - leave as pristine as possible.

Working together with all interested parties to develop a grazing plan to improve 
rangeland.

Set reasonable standards that will insure maintenance or improvement of riparian 
and upland suitable range, then enforce standards. Monitor results to determine 
range trend and adjust management accordingly.

Close contact with permittees and other publics based on sound scientific 
practices and research. Not politically dictated or court bound.

Increase grazing fees to weed out good operators and bad ones. Provide 
incentive for good stewardship. Have permit holders gamer support from other 
interested parties for their use of public rangelands.

Working with the permittees and land managers to insure that the best range 
management principles are being used and adhered to.

Keep politics out and science into the formula for success.

Teach folks how to be cowboys again. Need people in the field who know basic 
range principles and livestock behavior. Fences and water "alone" do not cut it.

Application of the state of our practices. We (all of us) know how to manage 
rangelands for health and sustainability. We just need to do it.

Provide as much flexibility to the livestock operator in meeting his/her objectives 
while meeting the sustained resource objectives and laws of the public lands. Use 
all management opportunities available to promote livestock grazing as a 
beneficial use - do not be boxed in by fixed management systems and dates.

Generally a permittee, or any member of the public, is not consulted in the 
opening phase of an environmental action. I think more public participation in 

. the process would help a great deal.
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Comments from Bureau of Land Management

Educating all users about ecological processes and management actions that 
address and maintain ecological processes.

Emphasis on whole system processes. Management goals built on partnerships. 
Better application of Art and Science of management of biological system.

Put the monkey on the public rangeland user’s back. For too long, the grazing 
users have said, "The government is trying to run my business." The government 
agencies need to do our job: monitoring - assessing - and taking actions to correct 
improper use. The livestock industry should be free to manage their cattle 
(livestock) as they wish providing they are meeting/exceeding established 
standards or objectives. Then, if objectives are not met, it’s not the govt, who is 
at fault - it’s the permittees and no plans have to be changed or amended - just 
corrective actions to meet objectives.

Communication and education of the rancher’s needs to the public land manager 
and education and communication of the public land manager’s needs and 
objectives to the rancher.

BLM needs to continue to consolidate ("block up") public lands, therefore 
accommodating on-the-ground management. Stronger consideration should be 
given to ecological principles, rather than to operator concerns. And by all 
means, use good science! Managers need to continue to learn.

Everyone must sincerely care about sustainability of the range resource. Short 
term profit goals will not lead to improved conditions. Trust, respect, good 
communication and flexibility on both sides is a ,must.

Local groups involving all interested parties working to reach a common vision or 
landscape goal — clearly defined goals, empowerment to permittee to manage to 
meet goals, monitoring and technical assistance by public land agency.

Using a collaborative process.

Approach as team — including the permittee/lessee (rancher) and other affected 
interests (environmentalists).

Education of all parties involved.

The most limiting factor is education of permittees and environmentalists about 
how the land should look when it is healthy. Until that is accomplished, we can’t 
have a common vision to work toward; The current condition must be known as 
well as potential, so reasonable goals can’t be derived.
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To acknowledge the good work that the permittees do. Generally they are 
overlooked and categorized as "Bad." Most permittees are very knowledgeable of 
natural resource management and how it is important to their way of life.

Cooperative involvement and understanding what your objectives are in a land 
use plan.

Have a grazing allotment with adequate and reliable water sources. Thus, 
livestock will not have a tendency to congregate in several locations and cause 
resource damage.

Holistic approach assessing ecosystem processes rather than components of range. 
Improve education of all public land users. Users more involved in process of 
reaching decisions and their application vs. using the process as a tool to prevent 
anything from happening.

Rancher education in current riparian range management principles. The 
livestock producer’s reliance on public land for livelihood creates problems at 
times, but I’m not sure how to change that without affecting the producer’s 
livelihood or selling off the public land. I think too many rules and regulations 
take away the pride of both public land managers and livestock permittees.

Building trust among all groups so they can work together to achieve their 
common objectives of improved conditions along with economic development.

Educate ranch and environmental sides to proper, reasonable and logical 
management

I believe that if the public land manager and the permittee spent more time in 
the field discussing and pointing out values and problems and coming up with 
workable solutions could be a major step in improving the range. This would be 
proactive instead of reactive. Monitoring and finding fault is not the answer.

Let those trained in range management manage.

Coordinated livestock grazing management between the permittee/BLM/USFS. I 
feel it is critically important to implement coordinated management practices 
(should not manage rangelands according to land ownership - fencelines should 
not be management boundary lines).

The range resource should be managed for sustained multiple use. If a permittee 
cannot adjust to changes in management such as hot season deferment in riparian 
zones, another rancher who can adjust his grazing schedule should be given the 
grazing permit.

Have more trained field going professionals to be available to work with more 
ranchers/permittees in a more "consensus" type manner. We seem to have some 
specialists (not everyone though!) that have made their mind up about the
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resource and try to implement actions without even visiting much with the 
permittee/public land user.

Eliminate drought. Manage range pastures so there is forage left to retard 
erosion, grasshoppers and hollow belly. Do spread stock grazing with fences and 
water sources and raise some grass seed each year.

In many cases it would be working with the permittee and getting his 
understanding of what is to be accomplished. "Education."

Let the rangeland manager do his/her job by managing the resources that are 
available to manage. Don’t manage for things that will never be on the range.
Do away with three layers of overhead "management," WO, SO, DO, and make 
the decisions on the land where the land manager knows the complete story by 
being there.

Make an effort to work with the permittees to foster good management practices 
- rather than by dictates of policy.

Examining the resources to be managed. Design management that will meet the 
needs of the resource so that it will be sustainable. The natural resource must be 
able to sustain itself in the late serai or PNC condition.
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APPENDIX D

RESPONDENTS’ DEFINITIONS OF MULTIPLE USES
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COMMENTS ON SECTION IV

In your perception, how do you define MULTIPLE USES for public 
rangeland?

Comments from Ranchers

The user that pays the most and spends the most time using public rangeland has 
the most right to use and gets the most respect.

All uses that are compatible with local economy/social values, .and way of life.

Mining, logging, grazing, hunting, fishing, sight seeing any thing else for livelihood 
or entertainment. All done so that the natural resources are kept in tact.

I feel that multiple use on the BLM land on this ranch should be for livestock 
and wildlife.

If the private land owner has the lease, he should have the say so for all hunting, 
fishing, camping, hiking except for mining and timber production.

I perceive multiple use as range and recreation with a strong emphasis on range . 
use as I believe the range use is in most cases the main contributor in monetary 
respect.

Practical use of resources in the area.

Timber, grazing and recreation 

Grazing, logging, mining, recreation

Multiple use means all uses are supposed to exist in conjunction on the public 
land, and no one use is supposed to exclude another use with the exception of 
mining which can exclude all other uses and remove land from its public status. 
Commodity producers are the only ones who have to pay - recreationists ride 
free.

Being used for agriculture, hunting and natural resources.

I define multiple uses as those activities which allow the rangeland to be utilized 
economically and beneficially without overgrazing, without making new trails from 
too much recreational activity. If the grass capacity can be increased by logging 
then that should happen on range land. Anytime an area becomes "public," it 
seems to me that trouble happens and someone is required to carry police, 
maintenance and garbage and regulatory at the expense of the taxpayer. I feel 
mining has a place on public land because I don't feel that every hill and rock 
needs to be in the same spot as it was before it was mined. Just so a beneficial
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permanent cover crop, for example grasses of various species, is planted and 
established on the mined areas.

Harvesting the grasses and also the game animals on these lands.

For cattle - hunting and fishing.

It is for all the people.

Multiple use means cattle grazing, biking, bird watching, tree hugging. On our 
permit we have people biking all the time. They don’t bother the cows none 
except when they leave the gate open.

Hunting, camping.

Careful management of native vegetation balancing agriculture and recreation.

The permittee use for livelihood and then use for recreational purpose to certain 
extent.

Livestock, wildlife, recreation, timber harvesting.

Should be open to all hunters guided or unguided. Open to all people for 
whatever, such as sight seeing, hiking, etc. Livestock and wildlife use. Mining 
and timber harvest in moderation.

Continued grazing, hunting and hiking.

Anyone should be able to use public lands as long as they pay the value of the 
use (which is always open to debate) including recreationists and in particular as 
long as the environment is not damaged.

Balanced use of the resources present.

Everybody enjoys it without damaging it.

Grazing should be the first consideration and then hunting and recreation.

All the different uses of rangeland (grazing, camping, fishing, hunting, etc.)

I would define multiple uses as logging, mining, and livestock grazing; some 
recreation.

Hunting, fishing, hiking, grazing (currently only one group is held accountable for 
the resource)

Political free-for-all

Recreational and livestock producers.

For everybody to use but not to abuse.

Rangeland for livestock be the primary objective with recreation and other uses to 
coincide with grazing with limited conflicts.
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Different groups can receive benefits from one resource.

Using rangeland in its various capacities suited to topography and location with 
any additional uses which aren’t detrimental to it.

Primary "payer" the grazing permittee should be able to use land. Recreational 
use can be ok with the permittee NOTIFIED by each one using that area. Risky 
things like campfires, 4 wheelers etc should be limited to recreational only public 
lands overseen by BLM employees.

Grazing, recreation, hunting, fishing, camping.

Multiple uses would allow grazing in addition to timber harvesting and 
recreational uses that do not interfere with the enterprises that are paying to 
utilize the land administered by BLM & USFS.

I think there are areas (tracts) where multiple use can be applied successfully but 
on other tracts, it is a management nightmare for the permittee.

Social, aesthetic, recreational & economic utilization of resource without 
damaging resource for future generations.

Two or more compatible uses of a given area.

Grazing, hunting, camping, fishing, hiking and backpacking and snowmobiling.

All uses that do not deteriorate the condition of the resource.

Use of land for any and all activities and practices that the land can support with 
an eye on overall impacts and with an attempt to determine effects of uses with 
each other.

Not all land is suited for grazing and not all land is suited for skiing. Multiple 
use is not using one piece of land for everything but finding different uses for 
different areas of land.

Land that can be put into production (ag-timber-mining) and still be used for 
recreation.

Variety

A balance of all uses. The USFS is placing too much emphasis on recreation in 
my area.

More than one use.

All uses should be considered in multiple use management.

I feel the "public" does not manage federal rangeland. The federal agency does. 
Priorities should be set - all cannot be equal. Economics first, recreation second.

The first use priority should be the prudent harvesting of resource (grass) by a 
balance of domestic animals (cows/sheep) and wildlife (elk/deer) then depending
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on the area a balance of timber harvest, machine recreation (road only) and 
aesthetic recreation (hiking, camping)

Ranching (cattle/sheep), logging, mining, fishing, hunting & recreation within 
limits (Not driving everywhere - 4 wheeling)

Livestock, hunting, fishing, camping

Production - grazing & farming, timber, coal, natural resources - also recreation - 
hunting, fishing, hiking

The harmonious use of said lands by all segments of the public.

Multiple use means it is for everybody but they all have to "respect" and work 
with all interests and give and take to make it a better place for all.

Use by several divergent sets of people of the same resource.

Livestock and wildlife

I believe that the nation would be better off if there were no public rangeland. 
Except for certain land which is spelled out in the constitution that government 
can own, all the rest of it should be sold!

A system that gets the most and best use for the most users without hurting the 
rangeland, possibly even enhancing it

All user groups having the opportunity to utilize the public lands while not 
degrading the resource or interfering with other uses - within reason.

Land is used by hunter, hikers, cattlemen and all people

The balance of properly managed grazing to enhance wildlife, scenic and 
recreational use of rangeland.

Grazing, mining, logging and recreation - where one is not in conflict with the 
other.

Different types of users, e.g. grazing and recreation are two different uses. The 
problem multiple use applied to all areas should be on selected areas.

Economic and recreation

Multiple use should take all factors of society into consideration including history 
and production.

Multiple uses are timber harvesters, cattle producers, snowmobilers, recreationists, 
eveiyone who uses the public lands.

Grazing and recreation can and should be compatible. Preferably managed by 
the user that is familiar with the situation.
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This is the opportunity for all interested entities to use the ground in a 
responsible and non-wasteful manner.

Multiple use refers to a combination of users of the resources; grazing, wildlife 
habitat, hunting, recreation.

Uses of the land by different types of organizations or people, livestock, 
recreationists,, environmentalists.

Use by both permittees and public, using good judgment 

I believe rangeland is here for grazing.

To harvest what nature has provided for us whether it be grass or wildlife and 
retail natural beauty as much as possible for others to see.

Allowing both producer and recreationist to utilize the public land in a sensible 
manner.

In our country timber is king, grazing is behind recreation also but they do try!
My range is steep and timber covered but we get along.

Multiple use incorporates traditional uses, grazing, logging, mining with 
recreation, hunting, camping, fishing, hiking, etc.

A  60/40 balance of grazing and recreational use.

A management system that encourages reasonable compatible uses by all of the 
interests.

Multiple uses for public rangeland means managing the land to insure economic 
returns, natural resource protection, social value and recreational value is 
preserved. This should be done while by using different areas.

Cattle and sheep producers and timber interests and hunting and fishing and 
camping all should be OK to most and work it out together

Use of a renewable resource to help with the county’s economy. Grazing, timber, 
mining, water and recreation.

Use of range as a renewable resource for both livestock and wildlife.

Multiple use is ranchers-hunters-campers-fishermen all using the rangeland

A balance of the importance to the well being of society of each use, in the order 
of benefit - e.g. food (agriculture), housing (timber), economy (mining) and not 
placing a superior importance on playtime (recreation).

Multiple use to me means all uses be honored and all should pay for that 
privilege and no one use should be dominant. At present only the rancher, miner 
and forest user pay for their privilege

Uses by and for recreation as well as livestock grazing.
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The user that pays the most and spends the most time using the public rangeland 
has the most right to use and gets the most respect.

Grazing, recreation, hunting, fishing, camping.

Comments from Forest Service

A balance of uses the land is capable of sustaining over time. A  balance between 
social needs/economic considerations.

Where one use doesn’t limit or reduce any other use.

Where one use does not dominate the management of an area. Where all uses 
are considered in developing the management plan for an area.

Management for various uses and not just grazing.

To me multiple use of rangeland means using rangeland to produce various goods 
important to humans such as: diverse wildlife, clean water, healthy and productive 
soil and vegetation, livestock, recreation, timber or timber products as applicable, 
and minerals.

All uses of rangelands including commodity and non-commodity uses.

Use of land for grazing but not slicking off the forage. Saving some forage for 
wildlife and to protect the land against soil erosion. Other uses to be considered: 
water harvesting, wildlife, recreation, mining.

Allowing other interest groups to utilize resources of the rangeland other than 
those allocated to permittees, thus undergoing stringent laws and regulations 
similar to those permittees abide by.

I think this is a loaded question (rangeland as opposed to plain land). Multiple 
use for public lands to me means providing the public (all the public) with what 
the land is capable of sustaining (all uses). Public rangelands are public lands. 
Rangelands infer livestock use.

The coordination [of] use by various consumers under a cooperative plan.

Providing opportunities for various activities to occur and providing various 
ecosystems to support these activities.

Allowing for the combined use of grazing livestock while providing for wildlife 
habitat, soil and water health, recreational uses including hunting, hiking, etc.

Use of the public lands by all people desiring to use them, limited by the capacity 
of the land, without exclusive use.

A variety of goods, services or uses from rangelands.
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For a particular landscape, there are an array of uses suited to it. These uses 
should be identified and some sort of balance of opportunities developed.

Sharing with an understanding that there might be cattle on the trail or campers 
at the water development.

All the various uses that take place on rangelands.

Allowing those uses that are compatible with the resource for any given area.

Managing public rangelands to benefit wildlife, recreation, and local agriculture 
economies while maintaining or improving soil, water and vegetation.

Taking care of the land and serving the public.

For all uses — and not the exclusion of some.

All public land users have the right to use public land, within the constraints of 
regulations concerning its protection and sustainability.

Sustainability of harvesting a level of use from the range while at the same time 
providing some level of resource needs for other functions, i.e. fish, water, )
wildlife, and social needs of the public.

Multiple use management is commodity driven. We assume that a given piece of 
land can support all uses by a variety of users. Primary uses are generally 
logging, grazing, or mining with secondary uses (being recreation, wildlife, etc.) 
having to adapt in spite of primary uses.

Multiple use means having a variety of benefits from rangelands and up to the 
point where the rangeland can support the uses without declining. Multiple use 
does not mean destruction of the various facets of the rangeland such as soil, water, 
native vegetation, wildlife or visuals on a long term basis (short term prescribed 
five areas look bad the first couple of years but will create a long term benefit).

Multiple uses for public rangelands would include any and every use of the public 
rangeland for the overall public good as long as it is within the capacity of that

particular rangeland to support those uses without irreversible or irretrievable 
damage.

Maintaining the ground in a state where it may be used and enjoyed by the 
public. Not every acre will be suitable for every activity.

Accommodating those other uses of rangeland that are compatible with grazing of 
livestock and/or wildlife (hunting, fishing, etc.).

Recognition that multiple use provides for recreation, wildlife habitat, watershed 
protection and commodity production within the capability of the land to support 
various uses and needs. Essentially it means striving for a balance between 
various user wants.
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Providing for use of the public lands with no one use receiving a priority while 
maintaining or improving the resource.

Sustaining the overall health and diversity of a watershed while at the same time 
allowing for many uses within the area, i.e. watershed, wildlife, recreation, timber, 
and grazing.

Best use of the resource given its capability.

Use of rangeland resources by various, interests that is sustainable without damage 
to the basic resource values present.

Different forest users utilizing the forest for different purposes.

The land is used for all resources and not just range.

I have several different combinations, but we move on riparian standards and 
upland utilization. Works very well - the key is for riders to be consistent and good.

The management of the various resources of the public land so that they are used 
in the combination that best meets the needs of. the people.

Management to insure quality forage production, species diversity, and healthy 
riparian systems. This would insure multiple use of public lands in terms of 
quality wildlife habitat, rangeland, recreational opportunities, and watershed.

Allowing for different user groups to utilize public lands to their liking.

Allowing various uses of natural resources - not wilderness.

Multiple use is the use of all resources associated with the rangeland. And we 
have to listen to the public to see what ideas or concerns they have with the users.

Use of a piece of ground by various interests in order to generate revenue over 
several generations.

Harvest surplus forage without depleting the productivity and diversity of these 
rangelands.

Comments from Bureau of Land Management

Greatest number of opportunities for the largest number of people.

Implementing management actions for potential and existing uses that have either 
economic or aesthetic benefits to society.

Mix of commercial and non-commercial uses of the land which are renewable and 
complementary.



186

Multiple use is not applicable on every square acre. Multiple use should be 
permitted when applicable to resource conditions.

More than one use on an area of land. These uses may complement each other 
or be conflicting.

Equitable uses where they apply!

My understanding is the phrase multiple use means commodity use in 
balance/harmony with recreation and wildlife needs.

Meeting the needs of the various publics that utilize the public rangelands 
through cooperation and understanding for the mutual benefit of all.

All resources of the land should be utilized for the public good or economic 
benefit; no use should be excluded unless it causes irrevocable harm. Sustained 
yield of all benefits: grass, soil, wildlife recreation, timber, wilderness.

Using the land for a variety of activities, but only if it sustains the natural 
resources involved.

All of below items.

Various appropriate uses occurring in harmony with the capability of the 
landscape.

Multiple use of the public rangeland is the slicing of the pie by the various user 
groups to help supply the slice while maintaining or improving the health of the 
resource.

Having a dominate use of public land — in a multiple use ecosystem.

Multiple use would be more than one use. However, not all rangeland can 
"handle" all the uses asked of it.

Giving equal consideration to all values coming from public rangeland. No 
priority given to any one particular interest.

A number of consumptive and nonconsumptive uses occurring in the same area 
with no single use optimized.

Use of rangeland by all interested resource interest groups.

The right mix of natural resource usds for a particular block of land based on 
conservation and not preservation.

Use of all resources.
A

Utilization of the rangeland resources for livestock grazing management, wildlife 
habitat management, recreation, riparian/watershed management and other 
resources so long as use is not detrimental to the condition of the public land.
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Grazing is acceptable only as long as it does not harm the resource or prevent 
other uses of the public lands. Ex. Permittees should not be allowed to keep 
recreationists off public lands just to collect outfitter fees themselves.. Permittees 
have been known to charge energy companies to cross and drill on public lands.

■'A parcel of land has many values and may be used/enjoyed by many publics. My 
definition wouldn’t be to make eveiy parcel tiy to meet every public’s demands or 
requests though.

Those types of uses that can be made without permanently reducing long-term 
productivity of the land resource.

To use the range for every use possible if the range will withstand the pressure, 
but some areas should be for one use. Ex., next to cities the range should be for 
recreation only.

Use the public lands for what they are best suited - some for range, some fences, 
etc. - not necessarily all uses on all lands.

Use of the natural resources, within their capacity, for livestock, wildlife, 
recreation, and economics.
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APPENDIX E

RANCHERS’ COMMENTS ON CURRENT CONDITIONS OF ALLOTMENT
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RANCHERS’ COMMENTS ON SECTION VI, QUESTION 7

Based on current conditions of your allotment, how should it be 
ranked?

Comments from Ranchers

It is used but not abused if we have rain to improve range management.

We use a rest rotation schedule that works for our ranch and allows some 
growing time for the grass.

The is some room for improvement in woody species 

Range is in good condition.

It has improved in the last 15 -years but there are areas that should improve yet. 
Needs water for better distribution.

Ranked correctly

Our allotment was in the middle of a large private pasture and received a lot of 
livestock traffic. We fenced it off and implemented a rest rotation program. The 
range has improved considerably.

Scientific facts.

In good stable conditions but room for improvement through water and 
vegetation.

Trend needs to be determined in an unbiased manner.

Never has been abused.

Nearly all of allotment is used only in winter months. Has a full growing season 
of non-use.

We rest 1A each year. Keep a rider out.

Only major problem is under utilization and too much old grass.

I am holding my weight on my calves and there is still plenty of vegetation for 
wildlife.

Due to drought in 1988 and grasshoppers grass is improving but still needs 
improvement.

It is in good condition

It's been used the same for many years with little changes.
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Our range is in top condition.

I would say maintained because I believe our allotment is in good condition.

We have developed more water to graze under used areas.

The BLM don’t seem to change there allotment practices.

The area is in pristine condition, both vegetation and soil wise.

I would like to do something with scrub trees.

All goverament/BLM lands in good condition.

No springs - cattle have to go to irrigation ditch for water, very little rainfall.

Increased numbers for a shorter period. Reduced riparian damage in the wet 
seasons.

Considering current market, cost of production etc. any operation is economically 
limited.

I rotate to leave substantial cover yet rotate for greatest seed dispersion and 
reseeding.

Its use is related to cropland and water considerations.

Has been maintained in as good as or better condition as surrounding range.

Not overgrazed.

Much improved due to management & good rainfall - as good as can be.

N/A

The allotment management plan is working well 

Dry years are not in our control.

Some improvements are needed especially in water development and distribution. 
The problem is not overgrazing or a lack of available forage.

Could be made better but government will not let it happen, good conditions 
could be made better. Government wants to maintain status quo.

Pasture in good condition, wildlife going good, country too rough for 
recreationists.

My allotment has very limited potential for grazing and no multiple use potential. 

No over grazing and very little riparian damage.

I feel nearly all of our range as well as wildlife and riparian areas are in good to 
excellent condition.

The range is in good condition.
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Rangeland has improved immensely in past 10 years and making concerted effort 
to maintain allotment in good condition.

Range is improving with more desirable vegetation.

The surveys the FS has done are only on a few areas; they don’t go where the 
grass is because they’d have to walk.

Range is in optimum condition.

Forest Service Manager told us it was in good condition.

Some improvements were made, pipe lines, fences, could still use some contour 
furrowing.

We have aggressive riding program and management.

Experience over 50 years indicates great range management.

We have many !readouts on our range that effect the riparian values. Research is 
needed in this field where soils are prone to cutting and funding for this research 
is needed

The allotment management plan is working well.

It is used but not abused if we have rain to improve range management.

Not overgrazed.

Much improved due to management, a good rainfall - as good as can be.
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RANCHERS’ COMMENTS ON CURRENT GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT PLANNING
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RANCHERS COMMENTS ON SECTION VI, QUESTION 8

What type of grazing management planning do you currently apply 
on your allotment?

Use in summer; rotate pastures every other year.

A seasonal grazing

4 different allotments, i.e., pasture deferred use only once. 2. 6 pasture rest use 5 
of 6 twice a year. 3. deferred 3 pasture use twice. 4. 2 pasture switch back.
6 weeks

Rotation, season of use.

Rest, rotation.

Season and rotation-rest 

Season of use & timing 

Timing.

Rest rotation pasture system.

4 pasture rest rotation.

Timing

Season of use.

Season of use - 5 months 

Seasonal rotation.

Season of use - summer, June 15 - Oct I 

Season of use, intensity. •

Bi-annual grazing, 5-7 months, 60%

Rest - rotation (Season year long 1.3 of allotment.)

Summer time pasture or pasture rotation system 

Off and on during the year.

April to November every year.

December to mid-March.

Timing only

Rotate pasture use to different times of the year.
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6/1-10/15; 7/1-10/1; 6/15-9/15 

Aug I to Oct 15 

Season of use.

Seasonal rest and rotation.

Season of use & AUM’s allowed 

Timing

Rotation grazing 

Rotation, grazing 

Season of use and duration 

July I to October 15 

Season of use, timing.

Timing. ■

Rest, rotation

We have the permit fenced in three pastures. Forest service tells us when to 
move from one pasture into another.

Timing.

Grazing is permitted on alternating years.

We have a 2 pasture system and alternate the time we go on each pasture every year. 

Alter amount of use and season 

Deferred grazing rotation system 

Timing.

BLM practices.

June through Sept, intensive management.

Deferred rotation.

Late season grazing.

Seasonal rest rotation

Season of use/duration and timing,

Done by Forest Service.

Rotation.

Same each season
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Season of use

Spring use May 16 to June 30 

All of the above.

Alternate 3 pastures with grazing each one at a different stage of forage growth 
each year.

Rest-rotation-deferred

Use with crop aftermath with medium intensity.
Timing, season of use.

All different.

Deferred grazing.

Rotate pastures to vary season of use in each pasture. Try to graze intensively for 
short time periods only within the BLM limited frame work policy of "take half, 
leave half."

Rest rotation 4/1 to 11/30

Timing

Season of use

Season of use, timing, duration, intensity.

Spring-light; summer-medium to heavy.

All of the above.

140 head for 1.2 mos, used 6 mo in summer & 6 mo in fall. The grazing period, 
intensity of months of use are variable from year to year.

Spring, 45 days; light grazing

Season of use, duration.

Season of use, rest rotation.

3 pasture deferred rotation

Time controlled grazing

Season of use, duration

May I - Nov I

Season of use

Timing, fencing, spraying

Season of use, duration, timing
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Season of use, duration, timing, intensity - not rotation.

Rest, rotation

We vary season of use with a 4 pasture rotation

Season, 5 pasture, rest, rotation, one pasture - complete rest

1 July - Sept 15 

Seasons of use 

Season of use.

262 AUM 4 months, June 26 - Oct 14 

Summer, 4 mo and very limited use by livestock.

Co—mingled with deeded pastures some used every other year others moderately 
grazed all summer or 6 weeks in fall.

Season of use and intensity.

Put cattle on range at right time - bring in at approved time. Some dry years 
would have to cut

down on number - good grass years could build cattle up in numbers.

Total management planning - rotation, livestock # ’s, monitoring, water ■ 
development. Use some - leave some

Timing

July I - Oct 15

2 - Rest rotation. I - Winter grazing.

Cows-IO mos. 3 pasture deferred rotation. Yearlings-4 pasture twice over 
deferred rotation.

Rest, rotation

Season of use, duration, #  of cattle

Rotation

Season of use

All of the above

Late fall use only

Season of use

Season of use

Season long
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Season of use

Do what the USFS tells me, -

Deferred rotation based on AUM of each pasture.
Season of use

Rotation of 3 pastures

4 months grazing limited cattle per pasture.

6 pasture rotation using all pastures once in the summer.
Season of use 

Season of use 

Season of use

Summer, 5 months, grazing 

June, July, Aug, 3 months

Riding to promote good distribution, water development
Seasonal use

Season of use, intensity

All of the , above

Season of use - intensity

Season of use, rest rotation

Rest rotation with utilization form 7-1 to 10-15 on 5 pastures or rest one yr/used 
1st next year at 35-65% utilization

Season of use, duration, intensity

Rest, rotation, season of use/timing

Season of use, duration

I rotate cattle as pasture needs it

Our range and pasture, I rest - I pasture 3 pasture rotation 

3 pasture deferred rotation.

Use in summer, rotate pastures every other year.

Deferred grazing rotation system.

All different.

Rest rotation 4/1 to 11/30.
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Timing. . .

Season of use.

Spring - light; Summer - medium to heavy.
All of the above.

140 head to 1.2 mos, used - 6 mo in summer and 6 mo in fall. The grazing 
period, intensity of months of use are variable from year to year.

Spring - 45 days, light grazing.

Season of use, duration.

Season of use, timing, duration, intensity.

Rotate pastures to vary season of use in each pasture. Try to graze intensively for 
short time periods only, with the BLM limited frame work policy of "take half, 
leave half."
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RANCHERS’ COMMENTS ON SECTION VI, QUESTION 9 

If you could, what type of grazing management planning would you apply?

We like the way things are now if it rains.

I would graze only after the growing season.

Similar to what I have but being able to completely rest some part of each allotment 
totally each year. Alternate winter pastures. ,

Duration.

Rotation.

Tear out all fences.

Season and rotation-rest.

Timing.

We worked with the FS and agree on management.
Timing.

Some years we could go on earlier, come off later or stay longer on an individual 
pasture based on available vegetation. However, the only changes that are allowed 
is early removal if vegetation is scarce due to drought.

4 pasture rest rotation.

Season of use, timing.

Seasonal use and duration according to forage available.
Season of use.

Season of use.

Seasonal rotation.

Season of use.

Season of use, intensity.

Bi-annual grazing, 5-7 months, 60%.

Rest rotation without season year long rest.

Just like we have is the best way we know at present.
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Same as above.

We alternate pastures eveiy 3 years.

Same as above.

Timing only

More cattle spread over bigger area for shorter time.
Same

Same

Flexibility of timing and intensity.

Timing

Timing, intensity

It was set up in conjunction with our grazing plan by a cooperative effort through us, 
SCS, ELM.

Duration and intensity 

Timing.

Timing.

Same

I am satisfied with our present plan.

Season of use.

Change.

Fm satisfied if they will leave it alone.

Same

Deferred grazing rotation system.

Timing.

I would take into consideration moisture and care over grass.

Same as above.

Same.

Leave the same.

Satisfied with current plan.

Same.
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We’re working with F.S. to use other allotments (owners who no longer qualify) to 
work a rotational-rest system with less intensity (meaning more intensive 
management)

Same

For the type of grazing to change.

All of the above.

Would like to be able to add chiseling to increase forage and water retention.
Rest rotation, deferred 

Same.

Short duration, high intensity.

Timing, season of use.

No change,

More intensive and rapid rotation. Water would need more development. Burning 
thick stands of brush, club moss, cactus to improve vegetation.

Rest rotation 4/1 to 11/30

Timing

Season of use

Season of use.

A little lighter all around.

The plan that seems to work best is a rest-rotation & deferred national system. 
These rotations

are what we strive for.

Use it different season each year.

Season of use and timing.

Intensive pasture rotation

Time controlled grazing

Season of use, duration, timing & intensity
May I - Nov I

Season of use

Changing season to later use.

Season of use, duration, timing
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I would vary the season even more (earlier some years-later others) improve 
distribution by increasing water development, intensify by more fencing.

Make intense use at certain times with more numbers and more rest for pastures.
I July - Sept 15

Seasons of use

Duration and timing.

Gd onto pasture I week earlier and pull cattle off I week earlier in fall.
Does not apply.

No change.

Having a choice on the season of use would be nice.

Keep it the same.

Continue with the successful course we are pursuing.

Same as it has been.

Same

Rest, rotation

#  of cattle, Range & water conditions, season of use

Rest rotation

Timing and intensity

All of the above

This works well with operation

Season of use

Season of use

Season of use

Season of use

Timing and season of use.

Deferred rotation based on AUM (cariying capacity) of each pasture.

Season of use 

Rotation

Graze according to the conditions.

Timing
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Duration

Improve pasture by getting rid of sage brush 
Same as above

Riding to promote good distribution, water development
Seasonal use

Duration, intensity

All of the above

Season of use

Season of use, timing

Timing, intensity

The dates of turnout and removal should be flexible 

Rest, rotation, season of use/timing 

Duration, timing

I would use spiking and burning to improve range 

4 or more pasture rotation f

Intensive pasture rotation.

We like the way things are now if it rains.

Same.

No change.

Same.

Timing.

Season of use. ■ -

A little lighter all around.

The plan that seems to work best is a rest-rotation and deferred rotational system. 
These rotations are what we strive for.

Use it a different season each year.

Season of use.

204
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Same as above only more intense and more rapid rotation. Water would need more 
development. Burning thick stands of brush, club moss, cactus to improve 
vegetation.
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APPENDIX H

PUBLIC LAND MANAGERS’ COMMENTS ON 
GRAZING MANAGEMENT PLANNING
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PUBLIC LAND MANAGERS’ COMMENTS ON SECTION VI, QUESTION 5

What type of grazing management planning do you currently prescribe 
on grazing allotments in your perimeter?

Comments from Forest Service

Coordinated Resource plans — Most have a rest system involved which provides for 
the basic resources of soil and vegetation. Also more emphasis on riparian and 
stream function.

Season of use — May-Nov.; duration varies, 30 to 150 days; timing — mostly early and 
late season.

I have allotments with season long, high intensity, short duration; rest rotation, 
deferred, alternate years. There are as many reasons for the different types as there 
are types.

Season of use/timing because maximizes forage use while protecting other resources.

"Planning" = bringing allotments into compliance with Forest Plan Standards for 
watershed protection, use levels, etc. Grazing management "techniques" include 
improvements to or implementation of rest or deferred rotation grazing systems, 
changes to livestock permitted numbers or season of use, areas selected for 
protection fencing, etc.

Depends totally on resource concerns on the allotment. There are no standard 
approaches.

Currently there are twice over systems and deferred grazing systems in use. Season 
of use changes where practical on some pastures. Mostly switching from continuous 
grazing systems to a deferred system.

June-October; long duration, low-mid intensity; timing follows plant phenology 
stages..

High intensity/low duration - riparian needs and rancher economics. Rest rotation - 
resource needs. On/off season long - other lands involved, minimum National 

Forest. Cutting 2 bands of sheep to I and running twin lambs instead of singles. 
Changing class of livestock.

Season of use - deferment - if we have problems it can often be caused by climatic 
changes - after/during drought flexibility is of utmost importance.

Deferred rotation. Rest rotation.
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Moving toward moving on utilization parameters for uplands and riparian without 
a set grazing "system" to better adapt/take advantage of seasonal variability and other 
factors.

Rest rotation grazing systems; 7/1-9/30; limited to 30 days/pasture and to 65% use 
on individual sites within the pasture. Rest rotation improves distribution and 
reduces average intensity of use on individual sites; rotation varies the season of use; 
30 days limitation on duration reduces regrazing of plants.

Rest or deferred rotation - light to moderate use (20-40%).

Majority are rest-rotation, usually 4-pasture. A  few are deferred use because they 
are too small or unfeasible to split into pastures, so they are used early one year, 
mid-season the next, and late the third year.

Rest rotation to accommodate elk winter range values.

Everything except seasonal long use. Tailored to fit needs of both the range 
resource and permittee.

Deferred rotation - 6/21-9/30 - maintains good condition rangeland. Some rest- 
rotation 6/21-9/30. Depending on the allotment, we. have several grazing systems and 
seasons of use.

Varies — depends on type of range and need for change.

Mostly rest rotation - upland use approx. 50%; riparian use approx. 35%. Maintain 
or improve range condition.

Duration and season of use June 16-October 15, July !-September 30, August 1- 
October I. Most allotments have some type of rest rotation system with some 
deferred grazing or a combination of both. Little high intensity use takes place due 
to topography and lack of management flexibility.

Principally rest rotation grazing - 50-55% overall utilization.

Deferred rotation: Change season of use, timing, intensity. Rest rotation: Recovery 
of grazed areas, j soil compaction, f seed production, I overall disturbance. Season 
long: Season long systems remain mostly from historical use.

There are various grazing management options used where appropriate for the 
ecosystem and producer. Rest rotation, season long, deferred rotation, each are 
keyed to range condition. Drought - shorter season - ideal weather and abundant 
grass possibly. Longer season or rotations are flexible to respond to climatic 
conditions.

Combinations vary depending on resource problems to be addressed, elevation, 
productivity, permittee’s (rancher’s) individual goals, geological characteristics of 
allotment, adequate water, etc. We do not prescribe cookbook grazing systems, but
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we typically like to incorporate some sort of a rest into a grazing system, whether it 
is deferred rest or season-long (alternate) rest.

All varieties, generally rest and deferred systems with some season long. Seasons run 
from June to October. Stocking range from 1.5-5.0 AC/AUM.

Depending on the situation we are using rest rotation (4 allot), deferred rotation

I tend to advocate time controlled systems rather than standard deferred rotation or 
rest rotation systems. Time controlled systems attempt to better match level and 
timing of use to plant physiology to achieve desired goals.

Rest rotation, 2 & 3 pasture deferred rotation, I pasture deferred, 2 & 3 pasture 
twice over systems, and I small (7 head) season-long.

Many types, but most common is 3-4 pasture deferred rotation. July Ist-Oct 15th 
overall season of use for whole allotment, 55% use by weight in riparian zones 
maximum allowable use.

Rest rotation.

Spring/summer use, various duration, rest/deferred rotation grazing systems, intensity 
determined by utilization and riparian standards in limited cases.

No set plan - utilize a variety to meet different needs.

5 pasture rest rotation, 90 c/c pair, 7/5-9/30, 45% utilization, improve veg comp. 2 
pasture deferred, 65 yearling, 7/1-9/30,45% utilization, improve veg condition. Every 
other year - 71 c/c pair, 8 wks, 45% util., improve veg.

June-Nov., different times for different allotments, usually summer when vegetation 
is ready, 50-60% riparian - 55% upland.

Range Management Degree - B.S. - MSU

Generally deferred rotation or rest rotation systems with a season of July 1-Sept. 30. 
These help to improve riparian conditions unlike season long grazing systems, for the 
most part.

Deferred, resTrotation.

Most allotments have 3 or 4 pasture rest rotations. Most of the others have 2- 
pasture deferred rotations.

3-4 pasture deferred rotation, time depends on size of unit and capacities.

Generally deferred rotation systems, some rest rotation, one high intensity, short 
duration. Typical season is from mid-June to mid-October.

Try to implement at least a 3 pasture deferred rotation grazing system. .

Mostly deferred or rest rotation systems with, on the average, a July !-September 30 
season. Some allotments 2-3 weeks longer.
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Above plus stocking rates, range structural improvements. We use all appropriate 
"tools" available to us which appear to offer a reasonable chance of success at lowest 
management cost.

June I to October 31, 3 to 4 ac/AUM, 50% utilization, 3 pasture rotation.

Too varied to characterize in generalities - most is seasonal, includes rotation of 
pastures and some rest rotation.

No prescribed ’system’ - allotments are used annually in consideration of climatic 
conditions, objectives for soil, water, vegetation and wildlife objectives. Idea is to 
provide flexibility for operator.

Summer , season only - earliest on date June I, latest off Oct. 15. Mostly rest or 
deferred rotation where possible.

Comments from Bureau of Land Management

Season of use/short to improve riparian areas.

Depends on goals and objectives. More often than not duration of grazing and 
season of use.

Season of use, duration, timing, intensity, special use pastures, Standards and 
Guidelines.

Coordinated management planning — completed through the interdisciplinary 
process.

Rest rotation (winter use where possible) - best ecological fit for the individual site, 
pasture, watershed, etc.

Rest rotation, deferred season of use.

Season of use - grazing plan (treatment). Duration - stocking rate. Timing - 
treatment.

No best method — depends on landscape, resource problems, existing improvements, 
permittee initiative, etc. Key on riparian areas limit season of use on riparian areas. 
Currently 850,000 acres under AMP, 500,000 in rest rotation, 350,000 deferred 
rotation, some short duration.

Rest-rotation - deferred rotation, time control - riparian pasture.

Season of use. Duration.

Standards and guidelines - to meet objectives. Season of use - requirement of regs. 

We prescribe all of the above in all combinations.



2 1 1

Rotation. Rest rotation. Season of use.

Season of use - management tool. 3 & 5 pasture rest rotation. Deferred rest 
rotation.

Some are year-long grazing because of very few federal AUMs as compared to 
private AUMs. Many have deferred use - rotate pastures each year - don’t graze 
some pasture at the same time each year.

Key is amount of time livestock spend in a given area. Promote short grazing 
periods, especially during growing season; increase stock density; plan for animal 
impact; long recovery periods if area used one (sic) than once.

Timing season of use for riparian improvement in some allotments. Most planning 
is for some type of rotation that usually benefits the uplands and allows for some 
improvement of riparian areas. Some of the changes needed to improve some 
riparian areas would probably threaten permittee livelihood and these have not been 
pursued.

Duration, season of use.

Rest-rotation, deferred.

Deferred rotation - intensive management plans where resources could be improved 
C allot. Rest rotation - intensive management plans where resources could be 
improved C allot. Season and numbers - M allotment. Seasons of use - small 
acreages of BLM with large acreage of private.

Season. Duration.

Seasonal (primarily). Rest rotation (primarily). Deferred rest rotation 
(occasionally).

I use one or combinations of all of them in my AMPs. The prescription depends on 
the resource values, problems, permittee cooperation, % public land in the allotment, 
etc.

All sorts of stuff depending on the permittee’s needs and the land needs.

Season of use - try to encourage deferred rotation if cross-fenced, avoid summer use 
in riparian zones or light use. For severe erosion/overuse areas - rest rotation.

Management is different. Planned on an allotment basis to meet the circumstances.

I use best management. I graze different times and duration and intensity to manage 
for different outcomes.

A  deferred grazing system with the first treatment being short and increasing in 
length of time as the season progresses - even coming back into first pasture at end.

Some type of rotation that provides rest or deferment.
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RESPONDENTS’ FINAL COMMENTS

Comments from Ranchers

BLM land has been used by ranchers since it came into existence. Therefore, to 
change the production to strictly wildlife, environmentalists, hunting and keep the 
cattle industry off would greatly effect the whole country. With higher prices the 
marketplace less machinery production and a lot of ranchers and families out of 
production. Let the permittees have the right to buy or lease the property.

I believe in the multiple use concept. People still have to eat. I make a living and 
using public land is one way we who use it should leave it better than we found it.

There needs to be more help available to improve all public lands with water and 
reseeding with newer grasses. More help with money sources to share. As it is now 
shares or money are limited with too many restrictions after improving or reseeding. 
Often the rancher puts time and money into the improvements then he has no 
control or say how he can use it for years, but the public has all rights to anything 
they want. Some of problems public land are a direct result of over use from the 
public not the rancher and his livestock. For instance erosion from hunters driving 
all over with out any restrictions at all and no punishment for their abuse. 
Sometimes these abuse 10 times worse than any case of abuse from any livestock. 
This survey is basically from my standpoint of BLM mainly not too much Forest 
land, they are two different issues in lots of ways.

East slope of Tiger Butte which is very steep covered with small trees and now 
growth of trees.

Most of our permit lands are on disposal lists and we are currently negotiating on 
a trade to eliminate the BLM from our ranch. The current fee schedule is 
unrealistically low and causing much harm to permittees in public opinion. A  few 
permittees are taking advantage of permits and giving the industry a bad image. Too 
bad common sense can’t prevail from both management and managers. Now both 
sides are ... trying and influence political decisions.

With regard to the price per AUM of grazing some allotments that are inaccessible 
and have high management costs should cost less than ones that are easily managed 
with little costs. One price does not fit all! We need to base decisions on sound 
scientific evidence not emotional outcries or public emotion.

The government has given into the pressure of the special interest groups and is not 
managing their resources to be best interests of everyone involved. We need to get 
more of our young, locally raised people involved int eh Forest Service and BLM to 
get more grass roots ideas. Officials from out of state and big cities have a hard 
time seeing the whole picture and are swayed by these groups easier.
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Public land grazing is so much hassle and expensive that I have just now sold by 
permit and cows. The ranch capacity is not reduced from 180 pairs to about 25-30 
head year round. But at least I won’t lose 1-2 pairs each year on the forest. My 
calves will be at least 50 pounds heavier because they won’t have to climb all those 
mountains for feed and water and I won’t have to wear out pickups, trailers, horses 
and hired riders chasing all over 20 square miles of mountains that are 40 miles from 
the road. There are so many unaccounted expenses with a public permit that my 
actual cost per AUM have varied from $14-22/!AUM instead of the phoney $2/AUM 
fee that is talked about. We build and maintain fences and water developments, 
sale, move cattle, watch them die from poison plants because the F.S. won’t spray 
them or allow us to spray them at our own cost. The grazing fee issue is a red 
herring anyway. It is used by extreme environmentalists, animal rights people etc, 
as a way to remove livestock from the public lands and off the grocery shelves. It’s 
also used, by Bruce Babbitt as a means to take more central control of the public 
lands from the western states. If there were any other reliable and long term grazing 
lands available to public lands permittees, many would trade happily for them. I 
know I sure would have.

Too much paper work for Forest Service. Not enough on the good people.

Sell the allotment to the permittee at a price the individual can live with. Then the 
responsibility for the are of the land would end with all the groups, the press and the 
agitating preservationists could dig up. Thus people do not have the training or 
knowledge to make a decision that anywhere resembles a mark of intelligence. We 
are going to see a reversal concerning the thought process of how these "endangered 
species" are handled over the next 25-30 years, meanwhile the people on the land are 
going to have to live with this damn foolishness. As long as these issues are 
embroiled in controversy and some of these groups delight in this, there is going to 
be a lot of disruption and confusion.

I don’t think short term over grazing impacts the range. Lack of rainfall in my 
opinion impacts the range more. It has been proved that over rest decreases the 
forage production and plant diversity while also allowing for the invasion of weeds. 
As far as fair grazing price, I feel that it should be less than the price of private but 
slightly higher than it is currently.

The unconcerned tourists, hunters, recreation people in general have not the respect 
for public lands. We fence and invest in many ways on our public lands. The public 
I mention above have the idea they own the public lands and have no respect for the 
land and improvements.

Questionnaire was somewhat confusing.

I think too much of BLM management is spent doing research and pushing paper. 
If wells were drilled, dams built and pasture rotation used we would all benefit 
(cattle and wildlife). Moving paper in BLM offices is not doing anything to help 
wildlife as much as dams in our arid west would. Fire 2 office staff and buy a cat
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and put someone on it and something good would come of it. Let the recreation 
people put dams on this land for ducks, deer and upland birds. One dam would do 
more than all the management in the last 20 years.

The federal land agencies are so overstaffed that a good share of a manger’s time 
is spent on non-productive meetings, meetings, meetings. They rarely actually see 
the land. A prime example of this "Peter Principle." I propose that USFS should, 
on a trial basis, (10 years) turn one forest over the Department of State Lands on 
a contract basis to manage. The state is superior in every respect, in my opinion. 
Since I do not write anonymous letters, I’ll sign off.

Just a suggestion for your survey: some of the questions weren’t stated clearly 
enough and could be taken different ways. Also certain sections were too long (i.E. 
Section V).

I think the management should be decided by the people whose income is affected. 
The pleasure-type people hunting, fishing, camping, all should have a say - but 
second to the ranchers etc. If your pocketbook is not affected, then you should have 
a proportioned vote in management. Sometimes I feel like its the other way around.

No wilderness

Renewable resource management - multiple use.

Cut more dead timber and clean up our forests

We had a Norwegian family visit this summer that think our forest are a disgrace. 
They need cleaning up - thinning, etc. What a waste of a renewable product.

Range specialists should be required to work on a ranch or grazing operation with 
BLM or FS allotments for at least 2 years as a prerequisite to a degree in range, 
management. Qualified range specialists (from gov’t agencies) should work with 
permittees toward better management, not just being out there on a policing action 
looking for minor violations to write up as demerits to reduce AUM’s. This fits in 
the agenda to phase livestock out of public lands grazing. There are 0% allowances 
on livestock violations. If any livestock goes around natural barriers or gates opened 
by non-permittees or wildlife, they are violations that are used to reduce permits. 
Practical experience would show that some degree of trespass is to be expected.

We are much concerned with the lopsided importance placed on recreational use of 
public lands. While we understand the multiple use concept, it seems that its a 
travesty to place economic contribution (agriculture, mining, timber) on hold because 
of the recreation and wilderness/tourism demands on our public lands. If 
recreationists were assessed like, permittees are, then we could understand some of 
the weight their demands carry. Remember, the assessments that permittees pay are 
in addition to their taxes as recreationists use the argument so often that they are 
already paying, in the form of taxes. Wilderness areas area benefit to only a small 
number of recreationists but would be of greater benefit to the majority if managed
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under a multiple use concept. Increased use of public lands has heightened the 
demand for access to private lands by recreationists and we experience increased 
pressure by the misinformed public. Of particular concern are land-locked parcels 
of public ground with little or no economic value that’s surrounded by public land.

Part of my range is under dual management - BLM/FWS where a portion of the 
range lies within the C.M. Russell Wildlife Refuge, a portion under BLM and the 
rest private land and leased land. Cooperation between the sister agencies is 
practically non-existent. The range on the CMR is definitely inferior to the BLM’s 
due to several factors: I. Topography, 2. Mismanagement as the FWS is a single 
objective and has not developed needed water sources, maintained existing water 
supplies, has not promoted proper management grazing. Their objective is wildlife; 
whether it be prairie dogs, coyotes and secondly deer, elk or antelope. They want 
livestock grazing a thing of the past. They do not allow themselves to realize that 
livestock is the only way to harvest the renewable resource - grass, forbs and shrubs - 
and their protein content for an ever expanding would population. All grazing 

should be managed by a single Agency.

It seems like the trend is public land policy favors the agency people and those 
outside of the use area. The ranchers input is hard to get into the right channels 
where they are listened to. If the rancher had not provided and still is I might say, 
the majority of land management on public lands they would not be in the good 
shape they are in. Let the US-BLM capitalize on this - not hold it against us. Our 
way of life and future economics does not need anymore Babbitts!

I think the current system is good. All users must practice good stewardship. The 
BLM and State Lands must continue to make sure this happens.

I firmly believe that all State and BLM land should be should to privately land 
owners they, should put all there money in one block of land then they can lease it 
back to the people that can lease it. Then they would save millions of dollars in 
administration fees so more many would be available for schools and college and 
what ever they decide to do with it. Then ranchers and farmers would not have all 
this hassle with sportsmen with hunting then the state and BLM can do whatever 
they like with their hunting right and collect money for hunting. For we have a lot 
of trouble getting permits to do any improvements on private land for we have two 
czars, State and BLM land with pipe lines for water.

I completed this questionnaire pertaining to my own lease. It may not be typical of 
many other tracts. My lease is very rough and steep coulees with small benches in 
between. It is heavily covered with large sage but has modest forage. It has no 
water except some minute alkali seeps from some higher cultivated land. Most of 
the soil is white clay with some parts blue shale or gumbo. I

I feel agricultural use is threatened by wildlife enhancement and recreation and 
misinformed environmentalists; though balanced multiple use is the best use.
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Section II - not sure what proper management is

Section VI #10 - a fair price would actually vary from ranch to ranch - community 
to community. That’s why there is such a pricing problem that will always continue.

Conflicts on range lands will always be there - Hopefully the radical elements on 
either side will be ignored so more reasonable people con sit down and work out the 
issues. Range land use whether public or private is eveiy changing because of 
weather, human use, changing values, etc.

In regard to riparian areas on our rangelands, there is a continued natural cycle of 
natural destruction and a natural healing process. It is not as important as federal 
biologists and hydrologists claim because they are trying to manage nature and 
nature is not to be managed.

I feel that I should use this space to explain why I haven’t completed Section VI: 
Ranch profile.

In December, we completed a land transaction whereby we traded 3635 BLM 
acres and 1330 deeded acres for 3000 deeded acres and 640 BLM acres. 
Consequently we privatized our holdings and made a complete unit of the ranch 
instead of being 2 units 20 miles apart. We have as yet had any satisfaction from the 
BLM in regard to our new allotment since the government has been shut down due 
to budget constraints. There also was uncertainty on the part of the BLM as to 
which documentation we needed to provide, as proof of purchase of the new land. 
I can however, give some information about the former allotment we occupied if that 
would help your survey.

As I Stated earlier we had 3635 BLM acres. The AUM’s were 250 mother 
cows for 6 months from Jun I to Nov 30. Because of extraordinary moisture in 1993, 
1994 and 1995, we were allowed to add an extra 50 mother cows for the 6 month 
grazing season.

I don’t have the date for the negotiation of the Allotment Management Plan.

Due to a concerted effort to install pipeline for stock water purposes, the 
condition of the allotment was maintained in good condition. In fact, it was probably 
improved by utilizing more of the available feed.

Grazing management was accomplished by rotating livestock through the 
various pastures at different times of the use season. Each pasture thus had a 
chance to mature and set seed periodically.

We will probably be doing the same type of grazing management on the 640 
acre allotment. It is not fenced separately and is a portion of a larger fenced 
pasture.



2 1 8

There did seem to be far more new wheeled vehicle track damage done this 
autumn during hunting season that we had noticed in previous years on the old 
allotment. I feel that this situation may be the norm in the future;

Budget constraints also created a rather haphazard program for leafy spurge 
control on the old allotment. Some years the BLM had funding, chemical equipment 
and personnel to really attack the problem and the next year, there would be almost 
no help given to us. As anyone knows who has attempted to control leafy spurge, 
it is a never ending process. Yearly diligence is required especially on an allotment 
like the old one where the terrain made alternate control methods almost impossible. 
Chemical control was the most feasible albeit extremely labor, time, money and 
equipment intensive.

This survey applies to our ranch and my experiences. We have exceptional BLM 
personnel to deal with.- The impact of recreation has not hit us yet. I do not think 
people from our of an area, with no knowledge or limited knowledge should be given 
management power to govern public lands within an area. I think that within each 
resource area, there must be a balanced review board that will protect the soil/plant 
community and still realize the potential of the resource area. This should not 
eliminate any facet of multiple use but control all facets.

Public land managers should get priorities given to them, by laws being passed, which 
give them the option to use common sense. A  grazing cow should be given more
value than a sharptailed grouse. T h e-----that must be done by the BLM or FS in
order for a cow to eat or a tree to be cut is insane.

BLM grazing has been working well for many years. There seems to be ne need for 
input from other parts of the country and from people not familiar with conditions 
here. The important is to have everyone involved working with the same information 
and guidelines. People from New York City having a say in how the grazing should 
be handled would be like myself trying to solve their homeless problems.

Thank you for this space to give some personal comments about our Forest Service 
leases. I live in Paradise Valley south of Livingston. I ranch here with my wife, son, 
daughter-in-law, grandson. We are dependent on our leases. I have some private 
leases also. One question was what I thought a fair price was. My figure of 1.35 per 
AM is all I figure my forest service lease is worth under the present management 
system. Example, in the late 80’s we had about 5 dry summers. Out one permit on 
Emigrant Peak was getting impacted pretty good. My neighbor who runs on 
Emigrant Peak with me and I were aware of the situation. We offered to take a 
temporary cut either in cattle numbers or time. What did the forest Service do? 
They kept us off the range for three seasons, 1991, 1992 and 1993. We didn’t have 
anything to say about it. What Pm saying until they can put some predictability into 
these leases, Pd hate to pay more. As far as protecting the resource go, I want that 
grass cover protected as much as anybody. I think every rancher that is in business 
for the long haul feels the same way. As for multiple use, I don’t mind a hiker or
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back packer once in a while if they shut the gates and take there garbage home with 
them. I feel they should pay for the privilege of hiking just like I pay for the 
privilege of grazing.

I'd like to see more timber harvested, where there is good timber instead of leaving 
it for a fire hazard.

The BLM is fair in management on my allotment. Water is scarce but has been 
developed in most all the places where possible and used about 75% for fall and 
winter use. FWS has been slow and hard to work with on rotations and early turn 
out. No water development. Local recent employee easy to work with. Weed 
control on both BLM and FWS nil.

Multiple use must be retained on public lands to meet increased public need.

I think your survey is too long and your format is screwed up with your opinion 
wording, etc. slightly is dumb wording. What happened to yes or no or agree and 
disagree. From what I gather grazing on public land is about over due to public 
pressure. Public don’t like to see or stop in cow pies. They are. suggesting to fence 
out water, streams, included which in the mountains is literally impossible. Which 
will give them a loop hole to say I won’t work with them. Good luck with your 
survey.

Continued input from permittees is needed, because they know the land better than 
other individuals. Grazing should be continued on public land, as this contributes 
to a balance of nature.

Nearly all public land grazing permittees have a high regard for the land. Some of 
these permittees are second and third generation. Public land has improved over the 
last 75 years making a more stable economy, improved wildlife and habitat increased 
grazing capacity, improved water resources for every land of use and a much 
aesthetically pleasing environment for all concerned. Without ranching constantly 
improving and maintaining land an water resources, they would not be what they are 
today.

I hope you’ll use the data from the survey to help dispel some of the propaganda 
that a vocal minority is advertizing.

Public natural resources should be managed by USFS and BLM. Livestock 
producers should own their own grazing land. Good Luck

I believe that the media has been used to distort the actual facts of use by all parties. 
This has been done by extremist groups interested only in their own particular ideas. 
A common sense approach to the use of public lands need to be implemented. If 
done properly all can co-exist and enjoy the public lands. The livestock producer 
needs to be portrayed in a different light. We do not wish to control exclusively, not 
do we wish to be run off the land by extremist groups. We are as a majority good
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stewards of the land. If that is shown to the general public much of this 
disagreement would disappear!

Your study very vague

While putting my ranch together, I worked for the Forest Service for the many 
needed to help with the ranch and raising a family. From 1957 until 1970 (13 years), 
I worked on roads, trails, timber, fire, recreation, fish planting and for several years 
in range and wildlife management. I helped plan and develop several allotments 
with cross fencing, spring development, water pipelines, spraying, burning and 
resVrotation grazing. After retiring from the FS in 1970, I still did some contract 
fencing and spring development work, while running the ranch. I have been a 
permittee for over 30 years on government lands; have made many improvements 
and have gained more experience than most of people whom are going to help now-

My responses have been based on USES permit and not BLM which is minimal on 
this ranch (160 acres)

The USFS and BLM are not geared for improvement. They are generally to 
maintain status quo or go in reverse. There is usually no boss, no risk takers and no 
rewards or punishments. If a private enterprise was run lilce these outfits they would 
be broke out of business and out of resources along with everybody that is on their 
coattails. A lot of ranchers would like to make improvements on their allotments 
but can’t because there is no boss to say go ahead; Yes, we will give it a tiy. 
Nothing is accomplished on the ground because nobody can make a decision 
appropriate the funds and material or what ever to make the improvements. All the 
improvements to the ground are tied up in paperwork, meetings and BS. Nothing 
gets done.

P.S. But if the rancher does try to make an improvement on his own, he gets 
hammered. I

I think all interests could work together and use the resource wisely. When riding 
for cattle, hunters have helped us find stray cattle and we have told them of potential 
game. We never drive the permit when wet because of rutting and erosion, but I 
regret to say the other interests do drive around when wet and have caused rutting 
of the roads, but the cattle producers get blamed for it  It is going to take a lot of 
common sense and a lot of cooperation between parties to preserve the land for 
future generations. Logging has its place done properly, but in my opinion, mining 
has no place at all on public lands. There is no way the land can ever be the same 
after mining.

The single most important premise to follow in managing all land including publicly 
owned is sustainable grazing, timber, wildlife, public use fire Control (management), 
ecology. The special interest groups all seem to only look at their point of view to 
the exclusion of the total picture.
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I don’t thing the BLM land should be overgrazed year after year. But keep in mind 
if it hasn’t rained for years. I think people should hire off the land before they are 
able to decide how the land should be treated.

We are getting very weary of our livelihood being used as a political ping pong ball 
by the powers that be in Washington, D.C. It used to be that if a person stayed 
home and did his or her "work" that is taking care of the cattle, family, and ranch, 
you would make out alright. Recently however, we find ourselves attending 
numerous hearings, giving testimony, writing letters and calling congressmen and the 
sad part is that this probably is more important to our future endeavors than doing 
the labor we love.

I feel there is a general misconception that every Iite of grass a cow takes diminishes 
the range. The public needs to know that properly managed grazing is an essential 
component of a healthy rangeland. We have lived on this ranch for 50 years and the 
wildlife, riparian areas and range conditions are as good as they have ever been. 
Proper management techniques are of course essential to this not only for the 
environmental benefits but also for the long term economic survival of the rancher. 
These techniques must be specific to the operation - for example we have 9 1A miles 
of the Little Missouri River on this ranch and it is used for winter grazing only. 
These plans must be worked out with the input of the people who are involved with 
the land and wildlife 12 months out of a year. With the many variations in 
allotments cookie cutter plans from a desk at the Forest Service will not work. 
Better communication with the permittee is essential in the writing of management 
plans.

- Management plans to be applied the same each year to not work.

- Many public land acres should be single use. This is still consistent with' multiple 
use since other areas can have another use who ways every acre must have multiple 
use.

- Many acres should be sold and put on tax rolls.

- Bloated bureaucracy creates many problems, e.g. encouraging trespass across 
private lands to get to federal by encouraging public to use all public lands.

Our public lands are not in a block, so each individual parcel is managed differently 
and sometimes in conjunction with private pastures.

There needs to be more personal contact between public land managers and 
permittee. The price per AUM should take into consideration factors such as costs 
of fencing, season of use, and accessibility. Noxious weeds need to be controlled. 
Public land managers ,need to spend more time out on the land.

Many times livestock are blamed for damage that is done by wildlife. Wildlife 
numbers have increased dramatically in my lifetime, due to good management by 
permittee. These government agencies never fail to ask me about management of
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these parcels. However, they regard me as illiterate and unknowledgeable on grazing 
matters. I have more than 20 years experience on said allotment, that’s more than 
any of the people who are making the mandates. Just as a comment for your 
information, I don’t believe that there should be Federal ground. Public ground 
should either be state or privately owned.

In our area, Prairie County, much of the public lands are LU lands (purchased back 
by federal gov’t from homesteaders in the 1930’s). Most of these LU lands such be 
in private taxpaying ownership. Prairie County was a pilot project for these LU 
lands, consequently, there is a much higher percentage of public lands in Prairie 
County as compared to surrounding counties. These public lands are interspersed 
with private lands, leading to gov’t control over private lands if gov’t lands are 
greater than 50% of the ranch acreage. The truly USA lands which have never been 
privately owned, are not that much of a problem in this area. Multiple use (hunting) 
has some conflict with hunting control on private lands. I have never been notified 
by the BLM when they appraise the condition of the range on the allotments. These 
appraisals aren’t used anyway because basically they issue permits based on historical 
sue. The permittee is the one who gets to pick up the beer bottles left from the 
recreational uses of public land.

Surveys of this type seem to assume that the permittee will have some influence 
regarding the grazing on his/her leased federal land. Our local ranger has stated that 
he would listen to our ideas and suggestions but his resource managers will be the 
final authority on any disagreement. I have had to request Senator Bums 
intervention in order to get our local ranger to realize some of the Forest Service’s 
own responsibility and misconceptions. The federal bureaucracy can be crushing to 
the economic life of a rancher regardless of whether they are correct or not. The 
arrogance of some federal workers is absolutely astounding at times. With wolves 
now living on ground we lease from the federal government, the imminent likelihood 
of grizzlies being introduced in the future, the economics of running around 60 head 
on the federal government in relation to the BS in the form of regulators, arrogance 
and hassles, we have listed out property for sale. Since we have no affective 
influence in all the above, our opinions are useless therefore, there is not reason to 
complete a survey like this.

Much of this land can not be helped or hurt much with grazing. It needs other 
improvements such as fire, brush control, tilling of the land for a year.

I feel that the producer needs more flexibility in managing the sagebrush problem 
in our pastures. Currently, we are unable to plow or spray this land, yet no wildlife 
will live in it because the brush is so thick. By controlling the sagebrush, we could 
create better grasses that would make the land more useable for both livestock and 
wildlife.

The current debate on grazing policy in the West makes many false 
assumptions on the part of the BLM, the "public", and environmental groups.
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There is the assumption that all government land is created equal and would 
look like the paradise Easterners and town people dream it to be, if the nasty 
ranchers and cows could just be removed. Much of what those same Easterners and 
town people also assume to be public land, is in fact private land, and supporting 
local governments and schools for their children. Private rangeland returns more to 
local governments through taxes than the Federal government returns with its PILT 
payments.

There is the assumption that all grazing allotments are created equal, and the 
ranchers are raking in government benefits with all the improvements the 
government is putting onto its lands. Our ranch has had government land within its 
borders for the last 50 years. We have never had a government paid for 
improvement on its land, with the exception of some posts that arrived in a disaster 
situation. The posts arrived six months after the government land had been fenced, 
and someone some where applied some political pressure. I hear that there are 
government allotments where the BLM boys put in some improvements. I know of 
only one well in this area that BLM drilled, and the permittee put in the rest of it. 
The well was a poor water producer and tended to run out of water. BLM drilled 
it where they thought the pasture needed it, not where it was likely to discover water. 
They did the same thing in another allotment that I know of, drilling two dry wells, 
in the fact of the allottee’s advise against the location.

The new cry is to get private land returns on rental of government lands. 
There is false assumption that all private lands rent well. Some well-improved 
private lands being a reasonable return. Some poorly or non-improved private lands 
bring in nothing or what amounts to a nuisance rent. Most people renting private 
lands do not have to pay for improvements or fencing. They contribute their labor 
for maintenance, but not usually for major capital improvements. In our experience, 
we have paid for capital improvements to make government land usable, including 
water and fencing, in addition to routine maintenance on livestock. We have used 
private land for nothing more than paying the owners the tax expense. We owned 
the fences. Those owners who invest little receive little. The Federal Government 
should expect no differently. How much is an allotment worth that permits 3 cows 
a year, requires three miles of border fence and private development of water, and 
is so rough that one well hardly does the job? Additional AUM’s were suspended 
30 years ago by BLM, and the matter has never been revisited. In the last two years, 
the suspended AUM’s have disappeared from the billing. We use this allotment in 
a sort of trespass way. If we took down the fence, the BLM would try to tell us what 
we could run in eveiy pasture that abuts this half section.

None of our land has live water, so we don’t have riparian problems. If we 
had live water, we could not afford to live here.

Thirty years ago BLM broke the grazing district and cut grazing AUM’s 30- 
50%. The AUM’s that were forced into non-use were called "suspended/" In thirty 
years, BLM has never revisited this, and now the "suspended" AUM’s have
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disappeared. In 1984, BLM did an EIS on this area. As far as I know none of the 
recommended range renovations were carried out. Our ranch consistently tried to 
follow the recommended stocking rate BLM implemented during the AUM cut-back. 
We found that over time those stocking rates do well by the range. Grass will be left 
in the good years, and one will not have to cut back on cattle numbers during the 
bad years. My suspicion is that on some of the allotments that needed renovation 
with which I was familiar, that particular operator was not following the 
recommended stocking rate. I further do not think that BLM personnel recognize 
pasture grazed at a recommended stocking rate. I have had them ask why we had 
grass left in a dry year.

Our experience with our grazing allotments is intensive extending over many 
years. BLM employees come and go. Their experience is extensive and not 
intimate. They want a plug in formula. I do not think that works very well. It 
makes nice records, but poor management. Mostly we try to stay clear of them.

I am not optimistic about this new round of paper shuffling. BLM has started 
many other initiatives and let them fall with time. This time we are getting a whole 
lot of people involved with grazing whose own interests pay nothing towards the 
maintenance and upkeep of public lands. Thanks mainly to ranchers, the public 
lands support more wildlife now than many years prior, and private lands give 
support to a decent condition on the public land. I think we are going to get a 
whole lot of subjective standards that will be subject to the same old political 
distortions that have gone on for years.

I also thing that BLM has used environmentalists as bugabears to consolidate 
BLM power on ranchers...just for politics...not for any justified reason. This local 
district eliminated three way land exchanges, which every participant understood— 
except for the current crop of BLMers. They said they could not explain them to 
environmentalists if the BLMers were called on the carpet. I think they were really 
too mentally lazy to understand them. They surely put every one involved in land 
exchanges through the wringer mentally and financially. That little deal cost this 
ranch 40 cows in carrying capacity.

Finally, I thing the male BLMers try to manipulate women ranchers if they 
can, and there is certainly an attitude that resents women owning land and operating 
ranches. The general attitude is that they could ranch better.

One serious drawback to the value of BLM land as a market entity is having 
to deal with a whole office full of people who come and go, as opposed to one 
landowner who is probably more stable, and private leases usually do not carry access 
from John Q. Public. If one rents grass from a private owner, one gets control of 
access in most cases. The right to control who goes amount your cattle is worth 
something. As long as BLM manages for "multiple sue", their land is worth less to 
the grazer.
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Most BLM land in this area was acquired like a crazy quilt—no rhyme or 
reason—and having a piece or pieces in one’s ranch is like a bad marriage with no 
divorce in sight-hell to pay.

Another risk with public land use is vandalism of improvements. One 
allotment has been shot up twice in the last couple years. BLM does nothing - one 
ranger for all of EnMt. By their encouragement of recreation - they encourage 
conflict.

Recreational areas are also subject to severe erosion in parking areas and off 
road motorcycle and bike trails.

1) Public land should be sold to private enterprise and the monies used to 
pay the national debt.

2) The permittee who pays the most dollars has the most rights.

I feel very strongly there is a misconception in the general public about the 
AUM price charged and the total cost of using BLM/USFS leases, Le., the public 
does not understand how expensive it is to maintain the fences and water 
developments.

Much of the media has created the misconception that lands administered by 
BLM/USFS are owned by the public and can be utilized anytime by anyone. Taylor 
Grazing Act set aside BLM lands for stabilizing the grazing industry. USFS was 
established to ensure a timber industry while also providing a grazing base for local 
ranchers.

The Smokey Bear Syndrome has created a fire phobia. Fire is a natural part 
of maintaining a balance of trees and grass. Continuous fire suppression has allowed 
large amounts of fuel to build up and then under dry conditions, there are wildfires 
such as were observed in 1988 in Yellowstone Park and Custer National Forest

The policy makers in Washington, Babbitt in particular, are too far removed from 
the economic situation of the rural western areas of America. We feel trampled 
upon, our opinions and expertise unsolicited and not heeded in all issues - from 
multiple use to wolf reintroduction. Local control of land management makes sense 
and common courtesy in multiple use need to be reintroduced as policy.

Comments from Forest Service

Give the professional land managers and stake holders (permittees) more latitude 
to operate without interference from the far end radical few, who now seem to 
dominate the controversy.
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My biggest concern is that permittees are not getting actively involved in the decision 
making process early enough. They need to work with the land managing agencies 
early and they need to take the lead in improving even minor problem areas and not 
rely on permitting agencies to take the lead in correcting problems.

We have many outsiders moving into the area who do not understand the 
management of National Forest land, including livestock grazing. We need to 
educate these people so they can make input based on knowledge and not just on 
emotion.

Questionnaire. Page I hard to respond. Given responses are not exactly pertinent 
to the statement. Now that I've completed the Questionnaire, many of the questions 
were somewhat difficult to understand. The available responses were somewhat 
confusing too. I think making sure that each available response created a reasonably 
meaningful sentence would have helped. For example,

The best action toward the management of the public rangeland should:

5. be privatized. Could have been phrased:

Public rangeland should:

5. be privatized.

Recreation has as much if not more of an impact on public lands as grazing and is 
not considered a damaging use. Grazing, when properly managed, is a legitimate use 
of public lands. Public land agencies must be allowed to continue to make changes 
in management practices by going to deferred systems, changing season of use, and 
controlling numbers on public land.

Managers and permittees must come to the realization that public land must 
be managed for other uses besides livestock and leave a suitable amount of forage 
behind for wildlife and soil protection.

I think there are too many issues affecting the use of Public National Resource Bases 
to write here, but here are a few that are impacting those uses.

1. Laws - regulations - policies (more being added all the time).

2. Rising populations.

3. Technology (automation)

4. Automation of information

5. Personal value systems

6. Lawsuits

7. Changing lifestyles

8. More free time for the population in general
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9. Competition from other countries

10. Lack of education makes change hard (and change will come)

11. Right wing/left wing radicals

12. Research

Allow enforcement of in-place policies/regulations.

Strengthen regulations regarding grazing practices in sensitive areas such as riparian 
or desert.

Keep grazing on public land a privilege, not a right!

Enhance accountability and responsibility of allotment management including 
monitorship to permittee.

Educate public in range science.

Educate permittees in range science.

Provide incentive and reward for good stewardship by permittees.

Raise grazing fees to make grazing not only economical for public agency but to also 
gain public support (not a welfare system).

Work with interested non-profit organizations, other public agencies, and ranchers 
to keep rangeland and ranch life viable.

Under section I, I didn’t see what current condition was supposed to be related to - 
- current condition compared to having NO grazing over the past 130 years? Or 
current condition compared to 50 years ago (i.e. assuming at least on National 
Forest, we’ve had improved management over the last 20 years). My answers were 
based on comparing current condition to what it was at its worst (i.e. turn of the 
century to the 50’s).

The ranchers that will have a grazing permit 10 years from now are those that 
are willing to compromise and are willing to commit to meeting the standards the 
public demands to have On public lands. And there are those ranchers around.

Environmental groups such as Greater Yellowstone Coalition and National 
Wildlife Federation have really mellowed in the last few years and see a clearer 
connection between keeping ranches in tact and thereby slowing the rate of 
subdivision in these valleys — a situation everyone pretty much agrees lowers the 
quality of the place. We need to be focusing on getting conservation easements on 
as many ranches as we can. To keep our open spaces in tact. Helping ranches stay 
together may be dependent in some cases on Public Land permits. Educating the 
public is crucial.

The big issue we now face is population growth. Everything else we deal, with is just 
a symptom. Our land base is not increasing but the number of people using it is.
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We are fast coming face to face with a time when we cannot accommodate all the 
public needs/wants on the public lands.

VI - Questions 1-3 - unable to answer, didn’t understand the question.

Grazing fees should vary depending on value for livestock production and difficulty 
managing livestock. Example - cheat grass range in central Nevada is worth much 
less than Nebraska tall grass prairie.

Priority for multiple use varies depending on type of rangelands. Some rangelands 
have little value for livestock production (lack of water, steep terrain, etc.) while 
others provide valuable feed. Rangeland is defined by vegetation NOT whether cows 
can graze it.

The removal of natural fire from the ecosystem and the need for proper education 
of its effects and benefits are prime factors affecting the existing condition of the 
ecosystem health, especially as it relates to vegetative communities.

The volumes of paper production stemming from. the present public 
involvement through the NEPA process needs to be reformed so that less trees are 
used for all the planning and paperwork and more action can take place on the 

' ground to better manage our natural resources for the benefit of all.

A more concise oral interview over the phone at an agreed upon time may be more 
productive for quality of data vs. quantity. And what the responder was trying to say.

A major issue in the Bozeman area is the encroachment of suburbia into/around the 
public land, i.e. Urban Interface.

I feel livestock grazing is an appropriate use of public land as long as the rangeland 
is in good stable or improving condition.

There are many "trade offs" between wildlife and cattle or sheep. Much 
wildlife winter range exists on private land and summer ranges for both livestock and 
wildlife exist on public land.

I believe removing all livestock from public lands would lower the overall food 
supply and that this loss would not be made up by fanning as many rangeland areas 
are not arable. I also think it is unnecessary to feed cattle on large amounts of grain 
to merely fatten them as over fat meat causes many human health problems. We are 
just too lazy to chew.

I am afraid that the "sell off" and development of ranch land is probably the 
greatest threat to the "Western Environment" as we know it. The dissection of large 
tracts severely damages wildlife habitats, watersheds, soils and fisheries. If ranching 
continues to slide in profitability then the vast open areas will be lost to 
development, never to be regained.

Some of the questions were not worded clearly, so I may not have answered these 
correctly. Additionally, I did not have time to look up the correct answers to some



2 2 9

questions. (Sorry!) I also do not believe that the questions asked will represent a 
clear picture of how public lands range managers feel about cattle grazing. I, for 
one, am an advocate of multiple use on public lands. I also do not feel that proper 
grazing management negatively impacts the values of other resources. Livestock 
grazing is a beneficial use of the public’s rangelands, as these systems historically 
evolved in the presence of grazing animals. The livestock numbers on public lands 
also have a direct impact to local tax bases. Therefore, public lands managers are 
not out to decrease cattle numbers or eliminate grazing, instead we are looking for 
a balance of uses which includes responsible grazing practices. We are required to 
follow all Natural Resource laws, i.e., water, quality, Threatened and Endangered 
Species Act, etc., and sometimes this requires some change in the way we do 
business. We may make a decision to reduce the season of use to maintain riparian 
values, but the AMs will remain the same. Reduction of grazing season of use 
typically involves ending the season on Sept. 30, rather than Oct. 15, as we have 
found that the most damage to riparian shrubs occurs in the late season. We try to 
make the most well-balanced, well-informed decisions by throwing all available 
information together. We have to remember that cattle grazing is only one use (and 
a very important one), but the National Forests provide a wide variety of other uses 
that are all equally important. We try to provide for this variety of uses.

I believe that discussions and decisions about use of public lands need to move 
beyond the present polarized stances involved in the current debate. Presently the 
moderates on both sides of the issue, especially on the public land rancher side, are 
unable to be heard above the din of opposing sides trying to force their agenda.

It’s my opinion and observation that the best public land ranchers tend to 
remain quiet while their more vocal counterparts persist in maintaining the status 
quo, attempt to legislate public grazing as an exclusive use (see current grazing 
legislation) or transfer public lands out of public ownership to private or state 
ownership where they perceive they can maintain control of use over public lands or 
maintain grazing as an exclusive use. This amounts to little more than an 
unwillingness on the part of the leaders in public land grazing issues to acknowledge 
the validity of other uses for public lands and unwillingness to share use of public 
lands with other public users.

Many mainstream environmental groups on the other hand have come to 
recognize that livestock grazing and sustaining local agricultural economies are the 
best option for maintaining open space, wildlife habitat and other values that could 
be lost under urbanization or subdivision of the countryside. They have been 
rebuffed by public land grazers for the most part, when they have attempted to reach 
out and reach consensus. In the belief by public land grazers, that as long as they 
have the ability to control management of public land through control of the 
legislative process, there is little reason to sit down and consider other public user 
wants.

I
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Public land permittees justify the low grazing fee by saying, "Public lands are poorer 
lands than private and that is all the grazing is worth." If this is true, why don’t we 
determine the value by putting the grazing up for bid? If they are right and it is only 
worth $1.35/AM, that is what the bid would be. If they are wrong, then it will bring 
more. They could be issued a 5 year permit with the right to renew for 5 more 
before it comes up for bid again. A 10 year permit would give the permittees a 
degree of stability while getting a decent return for the public for the use of their 
lands. Contrary to the industry’s contention, I don’t think you would [have] a lot of 
operators going out of business. We have ranchers paying $ 14-20/AM on private 
lands that are making it.

Biggest issue I have experienced is too many people wanting everything their way or 
no way. Unwillingness to compromise and work together to solve concerns.

Too many permittees don’t understand changes to the ecosystem over the long 
haul. I experience reluctance to try anything new that will eventually gain them 
more forage, better range condition and healthier livestock.

Conversely - the few permittees who do not depend solely on the federal 
permit have allotments in excellent condition and are willing to try new approaches. •

Republicans want to use the public land as a "resource to exploit." Not good.

Riparian issues have become the biggest concern in the last 5 years on public 
rangelands. It seems as if many environmental groups have focused on this one issue 
and I feel it will continue to be the main focus. If we can take care of riparian 
areas, then the rest of the range can take care of itself. These are challenging times 
for grazing public rangelands. I believe that everyone working together can solve 
problems.

I would like a copy of the summary of this study, if possible. Thank you.

Sorry for the blanks, but you do not define your terms and I choose not to guess at 
what you are looking for any more than I have. Many of my answers are speculative 
in nature and I am not comfortable with providing this type of information.

Some of the information requested is not readily available (i.e. acres/AM’s) 
and I choose to not take the time to pull it together due to the press of other work. 
Sorry.

Educate public on rangeland/ungulate relationship, past and present. Educate 
producers on basic range principles first and grazing systems second. Need to talk 
about proper stocking rates and carrying capacities vs. #  of hd.

We need more field time for federal and permittee managers.

Histoiy has taught us much . . .  we need, as a society, to avoid mistakes made in the 
past. This applies to public policy for the most part.
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Comments from Bureau of Land Management I

If ranchers could take a more active role in management of their livestock while they 
are on public lands there would be less conflicts. However, this would take time 
away from the ranch’s hay production which some ranchers do not choose to do.

See Noss, R.F.; Cooperrider, A.Y., "Saving Nature’s Legacy" © 1994 Island Press. 
In a "nut shell," multi use via natural processes — including grazing.

Two limiting factors

1) Inertia of federal bureaucracy and lack of real interest by upper level managers 
in the "health of the land." Little push or incentive to make program, lack of trust 
and support between bureaucratic levels.

2) Negativism -  Range issue usually portrayed as a problem, problem is continued 
by fact of # 1  above. If we were being paid by how well we sell our product, we’d 
be on welfare.

Some questions were rather confusing and I think the answers that you get may not 
accurately reflect the opinions that you are seeking.

We need to understand that there are compromise ways of using the resources but 
doing it in a way that protects, improves and achieves long-term sustainability.

In some cases, there are too many uses for some specific areas.

Sorry for the slow response.

Many areas of public land are scattered sections or tracts. I think small land 
exchanges should be accomplished so dispersed blocks (not large blocks) exist. I feel 
the public would get better use of the public lands and ranchers would be able to be 
less dependent on public lands.

Many ranches have sold with a high price which includes the equivalent of 
paying for BLM land too. This puts those operators at real financial risks when 
BLM makes any management/numbers/AUM changes’

I feel this sort of survey is going to produce skewed results! The groups we deal 
with are not uniform. I could fill this out easily for an individual user or a small 
group - but not for the whole bunch of users: e.g., ranchers should have "primary 
responsibility" or "more flexibility" - depends on who it is. Some ranchers yes, some 
others no way in hell! Some still have the land ethic of rip, rape, and run. Some 
haven’t figured out more pounds of calf makes more money rather than more # ’s.

In general I strongly feel that livestock have a place on public lands and 
support the permittees.
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I get pretty discouraged when they won’t criticize within their own ranks and 
apply peer pressure to the bad operators.

Section VI # 4  % addresses numbers of allotments only.

AUMS C 9% M 22% I 69%

. Acres (Public) C 10% M 24% I 66%

The CRM process for resource management is the best way to get management on 
the ground that all can agree to. The process is somewhat slow. The agencies need 
to be provided the staff and funding to get the job of resource management 
completed within a reasonable time. There are many places that are declining and 
need management as well as many operators that want to work with us to apply 
management. This problem we have is staff time to work on them.
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