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Membership Gives SRM Stronger Voice 

I n  my February Trcril Bos,r N<>\ras coIumn, I asked 
each section. cotnntittec. il~rd tnetnher to focus on 
membership. 1 want to now expand upon that theme 
+iu~t a little and tell you why this focus is extrc~nely im- 
portant this year. 

In 2001, SRM p1:~ced n heavy emphasis on planning. 
We have started. and wilt continue, the Journey to 
Change. We have started. and will continue. a Slmtegic 
Plan. We have started. 2nd will continue. to develop 
our Five-Year Financial Plan. 

All this pl:lnning has h i ~ h l i ~ h t e d  some great opportu- 
nities for SRM. The visions and goals are now coming 

before the Board ac; prqjects which are going to require funding. Current fullding does not allow 
uq to begin all the projects we would like, So. this results in requiring us to now prioritize our list 
and see where the fi~nding line lies. 

And guess what. fi~nding comes fimnm members and outside revenue sources. Notice I said 
"and'". And we are pursuing outside revenue. But a key to remember is that each new member 
helps us do more. Each renewing inernher helps us to do [nose. 

Revenue aside. there is another reason to increase membership. The bigger the membership of 
SRM. the more our "voice" carries when we deal with agencies. legisla~ures. and other non-prof- 
its. It's pretty qimpIe. the bigger the membership. the better job SRM leadership can do for range 
management. 

In the last Rrrrl~qrlonc1.s. I talked about the commitment of the SRM leadership. Regardless of 
yottr membership type. your commitlnent is just as important. And 1 am not asking for a silent 
commitment. As we lay ottt the plans and projects for SRM in fiiture publicationc. let your lead- 
ers. and let me, know what you think. Just as every vote counted in the last presidential eleclion. 
eIrery ~iiembership counts in SRM.-Scrnttl~l Albr-~chr. SRM Executive Vice Prcaident 



Landscape Attributes Of Subdivided Ranches 

The trend toward ccranchettes" is leaving range and forest lands fragmented and will 
create new challenges for livestock, wildlife and range managers. 

By John E. Mitchell, Richard L. Knight and Richard J. Camp 

The western states have become the 
fastest growing region in the United 
States during the 1990's. Previously. 
people living in the West could be di- 
vided into two dissimiiar g r o u p m a n  
dwellas in cities and larger towns, and 
those residing in rural areas on farms 
and ranches and in small towns 
(Figure I). 

Today, differences between Western 
urban and nual areas are less distinct as 
a new segment of the population moves 
onto small acreages, commonly called 
"ranchettes." These small tracts of  land 
sold for rural residences come almost 
exclusively from the subdivision of 
farms and ranches. As a result, many 
rural localities are experiencing rapid 
population growth from such demo- 
graphic shifts (Riebsame 1997). These 
rural areas are attracting a dispropor- 
tionate share of young h i l i e s  and cot- 

lege graduates (Nord and Cromartie 
1999). 
Most notatily, subdivisions fragment 

rangt1mds primarily from construction 
of mads and buildings. Theobald and his 
associates ( 1  996) evaluated landscape 
change foflowing recent subdivisions of 
ranches in the East River Valley above 
Gunnison, Colorado. They found that 
total road length increased by 60 percent 
between 1964 and 1994, with more tban 
one-third of new road construction oc- 
curring during the fast five years. The 
number of buildings more than doubled 
during the same 30-year period. 

Subdivided parcels in the mount Jns 
are frequently situated in valley bottom 
and on nearby mountain sIopes 
(Figure 2). Along the foothitls between 
the plains and montane zone of the 
Rocky Mountain Front Range, rural 
areas are similarly being subdivided for 

residences. However, the physiographic 
fa- of privately-owned Front Range 
landscapes are somewhat different than 
those found at higher elevations. 
Proximity to public lands, primarily 
National Parks and N a t i o d  Forests, is 
common to both situations. 

Unlike 19" Century pioneers to the re- 
gion who commonly established home- 
sites in drainages for protection from 
wind and storms, footbills subdivisions 
are repeatedly laid out on hi& ground 
overlookig surrounding Iandsoapes. 
New home construction and well dig- 
ging technologies, coupled with no ne- 
cessity of having to care for livestock, 
allow today's foothills ranchette resident 
to place a premium upon panoramic 
viewscapes. 

Although sulxlivision parcels exceed- 
ing 35 acres are widespread, m y  are 
partitioned into smaller sizes. Land val- 

1. s o d  over mm C d m h  fie kfbrh # n  Pig. 2. Sw brli~ided rangeland along upper Ohio Creek, 
city and a U ~ ~ W W  rural ~ L w  CmnLPon Couqv, Cdorah 

be s e a  



of pondarbsa pine at higher elevations. 
Ri* * hnd meadows occur along 
the Bopdl Fdtk of the Poudre ,River and 
other streams. Elevation in the area 
mngm b m  5,600 & at tbe eastern limit 
+o 7,m ft. at the w&Wmlimit. 
The population in unin~orporated 

L k e r  County has grown rapidly over 
the past 25 years, rising from 26,000 to 
56,U@U residents between 1970 and 1999 
(Larimer County data: gee <http:l/ 
www.co.larimer.co.udabouthritaIs.h~), 
As a result, landscapes neighboring the 
Roosevelt National Forest have k o m e  
a mosaic of intact and subdivided ranch- 
es. Structures vary from small vacation 
cabins to large houses with outbuildings 
that are inhabited year-round (Figure 4). 

The tendency towards larger, petma- 
nently-occupied houses corresponds 
with tbe interprehtion made by Davis 
and assmiates (1994) hat cities with at- 
tractive adjacent m l  areas generate an 
outlvinn zone they called "exurbs", - - 
comprised of relatively wedthy rur 

Fi& 3. Stu& area h C d o h  Front Range fooiWh In v i d e  of Uvermom, CdorssO, dweIlers who commnte to jobs hi town. 

ues make it more profitable to do so, Vegetation along the northern The RanchH 

s m b r  than 5 acres spell the demise of 

r 
even when going through local d o r  Colorado Front Range is a mosaic of For our inveSti@on, we selected two 
state plaaning requirements. Cdies and gasshnd, shrubs (primarily mountain intact d e s  a d  Wo ranches that bad 
colleagues (1994) noted that lot sizes mabogany and bimbrush), and smds hen subdivided into smdl tracts ap- 

4 land characteristics, resulting in rn 
more u r h  conditions on a larger rural 
countryside. 

Increased human densities in histori- 
cally rural areas may have tangible ef- 
fects on landscape c ~ ~ s t i c s  a d ,  
consequentry, wildlife oommupities 
websame et 1 19%). & v d  studies 
have i n d i e d  that residential develop 
ment of lands adjoining public kmh 4- 

1 
ters wildlife communities ( O d d  and 
KnighS in press), Little is known about 
the exact impacts subdivisim bave on 
rangelmd e~crsystems, but evidence 
sugwts that dmges in both the eco- 
logical and social h & q e  tend to fob 
tow devalgpment of rural areas 
{Theobald 1 995). 

Some changes in landscape p e e -  
ters cm be detected using aerial pho- 
tographs. To d d b e  these changes, we 
focused on subdivided ranches in the 
foothiih of the Rocky Mountain Fmnt - I 
Range in Larimer County, Colorado PI(G + h&wm . nbhviwd mch in k r h e r  COUHQ, Codoradh 
(Figure 3). 



Fig. 5. Dhibm%n of balcdhgs ond roads on Jntact ranch 1, R w  Mormlrjn Front 
Range, C d o d  

proximating 35 acres. We wanted to 
mhimka total v d o n  in lan- by 
limiting the sampling population to 
ranches witb similar physiography and 
encompassing a ~oatiguous area of at 
last two sections of land (1,280 acres). 
Two subdivided ranches in the Front 
Range foothills of northern Colorado 
met these criteria. 

Subdivided ranch 1 began subdivision 
in the mid-1970's and was sti l I  undergo- 
ing active development in 1994, the kt 
year of data acqkition. Located west of 
U.S. Highw.ay 287 and south of 
Livermore, Colotado, its area apmed 
6,450 acres. Most of the western one- 
W of the former rqcb W e d  un- 
developed because of steep terrain 
above tbe North Fork of the &be la 
Poudre River. 

Subdivided ranch 2 was platted for 
suwivision in the 1ak 1960"s and devel- 
opment began in the d y  1970's. It is 
situated dng the south side of a paved 
county highway crmaecthg Livermore, 
Colorado with Red Feather Lakes, 
Colorado. The total area suwividd waa 
approximately 8,900 acres, and had 
been largely developed by 1990. 
Improved access roads and home sites 

were concentrated along the northern 
half of the former ranch because of 
steep terrain in the southem hIf above 
the Cache la Poudre River. 
The two intact ranches were located 

within a few miles of the subdivided 
mches. Elevations, physiography, and 
vegetation were similar to the suWivid- 
ed r a n c h .  They also possessed dl the 
qualities that lend themselves to be vd- 
ued for subdivision; i.e., access to an 
dl-weather highway, scenery, and with- 
in commuting distance of F m t  Range 
h c e m t e r a .  

Intact ranch 1 was f&ly small with a 
contigutrus a m  of 1,250 ams, while in- 
tactmch2conCained6,430acres,ash 
which more closely gpppoximated the di- 
mensions of the subdkid~d ranches. 

Our Evaluation 
Dab were acquired from awial pho- 

tographs, provided by US. Department 
of Agriculture, Consolidated Farm 
Service Agency, Salt Laice City, Utah. 
The 1 :20,000 photographs were taken in 
1957 and 1994. These years were select- 
ed to acquire landscape information 
prior to any development activity on the 

subdivided ranches and after most de- 
velopment activity had been completed. 

We suspected that subdivision of 
ranches would change both patch char- 
acteristics and the distributions of fea- 
hrres such as fences and roads. We de- 
fined a laadscape patch as a relatively 
discme area of similar vegetation or ob- 
vious land usn Forest communities in 
the area were dl dominated by pon- 
derosa pine a d  tbe rangeland communi- 
ties were combined into one land-use 
catem. No land within the four ranch- 
es was being farmed, so the land 
cwer/use categories were fairly simple 
(Table 1). Infomation on the aerial ph* 
tographs were digitized into a GIs using 
ARCANTO. 

We were interested in haw subdivi- 
sion changed the density of buildings, 
fences, and improved mads, and if these 
features would increase the number of 
landscape patches. Preliminmy aerial 
photo interpretation showed that we 
could not identify the presence of 
fences, which were then dropped as a 
variable. 

Unimproved ranch roads were not 
cansidered as barriers because of their 
nmwness and the presence of native 

Table 1. List of teatarm ured tor ass~ssing 
patch chflrcterbfim resulting from attbdi- 
vidimg intact ranches, Rocky Mountah 
emat mtgq CQhmIo. 

-. - 

Feature Cetewnes 
L#d Use Fo- m a d ,  w a n ,  water. 

m i m p v d  (dirt wih no 
shedders). 

vegetation betwem the tracks. Wild and 
domestic unpIates tend to cross these 
roa& as if they do not exist. Lhvise ,  
vehicular h f f i c  is slow moving, light 
md sporadic, which minhhes meclcoun- 
ters with wild animals, Road density 
was expressed in miles per section 
(M -1. 
We also wanted ta fmd out whether 

the two subdivlsioas were more likely to 
fragment rangeland or forest land in an 
area where the ponderma pine zone met 
the high plains, 



Table 2. B-g denslh per mtlen (640 ac) on b c l  a d  auMIvIded mdm, Rocky Monutah 
Front Range, Colodo, More (1957). derhg (1983X aod after (1991) dwebpmeat. SnWMded 
m c b  2 b not yet completely deveioped. Ertlrmh derived from hterpmtdm of arrial pho- 
twwh 
- -- . - - 

Em leea 
Intact Raach t (1350 ac.) 1.0 .5 
Intm Ranch 2 (6330 nc.) .4 .6 
Subdivided Rmcb I (6,450 ac.) .6 5 2  
Subdivided Rmch 2 (8,900 ac.) .8 13.7 

Not surprisingly, subdividing a ranch 
into smaller parcels substantiaIly in- 
creased the density of both buildings 
and improved roads. On average, buiId- 
ings on bth of the intact mches were 
each s u r z o ~  by nearly 2 sections of 
land (1,280 acres) throughout the sarn- 
pling periods of 1957 and 1994 
(Figures 5 and 6). The two subdivided 
ranches bad a building density similar to 
the intact ranches prior to subdivision 
(Table 2). Housing density was 17.5 
times greater after subdivision on the 
area that had been almost completely 
developed (subdivided ranch 2) and 8.5 
times greater on the area that was some- 
what less developed (subdivided ranch 
1) (Fi- 7 and 8). 

Road density before subdivision was 
h u t  0.4 mi. per section (840 acres) for 
all ranches except the smaller intact 
ranch (Table 3). Its road density WEIS 

three times the other ranches because 
the state highway between Livermore 
and Redfeather Lakes ran through its 
Iong axis and the mch was relatively 
small. If U.S. Highww 287 aud the Red 
F&r Lakes highway were not includ- 
ed in our amlyses, all four ranches hrtd 
an improved road density of zero in 
1957. Road density on the two intact 
ranches remained Eaic1y constant m ab- 
solute t ern  throughout the two sam- 
pling periods. 
On subdivided ranches f aacl 2, im- 

proved road density increased by more 
i b u  eight times after subdiviaim (Table 
3). Road construction had been mmpler- 
ed on subdivided ranch 1, even though a 
number of available land parcels were 
not yet occupied in 1994. A s s k g  mi 
average fenceline-to-fenceline improved 
rod width of SO fl., roads comprised 
approximately 3 to 5 pmmt of the totd 
area on subdivided mcbes. 

Between f 957 and 1994, the number 
of patches decreased h m  39 to 33 on 

TsM 3, Imp& d d w b  (mi  per m 
don) an h c t  and mbdMdcd m ~ c b w  be- 
fom (1%7), daring (1983b and s k  (1W) 
developyetti, Rocky Mountain Front 
Rangs, Cobrado. btlmates derIved from 
W w p A d o a  daorialpbotogrspb. 

I s 2  m 
Intact Ranch 1 124 1.52 
Intact Ranch 2 A4 .64 
SubdividedRauch l 39 3.38 
s u w i  RatIchZ -44 5.7 t 

intact mch 1 and from I01 to 81 on in- 
tact ranch 2. During the same period, the 
number of patches doubled from 78 to 
155 on subdivided m c h  1 and Increased 
more then fourfold from 133 to 571 on 
subdivided ranch 2. We had difficulty in 
discerning some patches; however, any 
errors were most likely no greater than 
the variation in the change in patch 
numbers on the intact r a n c h e ~ b o u t  
15-20 percent. 

Patch fragmentation occurred to a 
much greater extent on rangeland than it 
did on forested areas {Table 4). There 
was twice the number of patches on 
rangelands following subdivision than 

on forestland. This indicated that home 
sites were prefmntiaily located on open 
land. 

Subdivided Ranches And Wildlife 
Landowaerspianuing~~ll~situat-  

edinfoothills~inproximitytourban 
centers may tend to concealrate building 
s i t e s m o p m r a n ~ o r ~ t i m b e r  
sites that offer p d i o s e  vi- Such 
a strategy explains the higher level of 
-land fmgme~~tafiw we folmd in com- 
p a r i s o n t o f o r e s t ~ e n ~ ~ f l .  

People purchasing small amage tracts 
in montane areas f&hw removed h m  

F@ 6. Dfstdbution of bulidiings and mads 
Raw4 Coiiuadh 



~ 7 . D ~ & o f b a r l l d O l g s d m & o n s ~ ~ h f ,  F l g . 8 . ~ ~ ~ f b ~ ~ a n d m & r n ~ d r a r a c k 2 ,  
Rocky Morn& Fmnt R-, C d o d  R ~ R b ~ F r m i ~ C o l o ~  

urban centers apparently are more apt to 
desire forested cover types that hide 
their houses from passersby (Figure 9). 
I f  is not known if the size of s rural 
house, tfie size of individual hc t s ,  or 
otbr factors are related to residences' 
position in the ladmap.  

Table 4. Total uambtr of rangelaad and for&- 
edbradpakheron~ofntact~ndtwornW 
vlaca mmlu% bekm (1957) and aftw (1994) 
dsvelopment, Rmky Momrain lWnt Range, 
ColorPdo. 

Subdivision of m h e s  into exurban 
developments has been show to cause 
au increase in -freeranging dog and cat 
populations, vehicular lmffic, iltunnina- 
t b  h m  yard lights, nonnative plants, 
and the number of peopIe present on the 
land (Knight et al. 1995). Each of thm 
changes creates disturbance zones 
wound houses and along mads that em 
diminish wildlife populations (OdeU and 
Knight, in press). Rum1 dog and cat 

popukiolls d t  h b a s e d  predation 
on small mammds and songbirds, and 
even some larger mammals like weasels 
and d m  hwn (see references in Jurek 
1994). Effects of yard l&ts on wildlife 
are not adeqwely understood, but it ap- 
pears that bright lights may alter the 
movement of some species such as 
morn& Iiom @def 19%). 

Roads accessing subdivided pareels 
are graded and oftea well-traveled 
(Figure 10). Hence, they can affect 
wildlife in a variety of ways. Some 
species that do not do wen in edge Mi- 
tat or are sensitive to humans, are un- 
willhjj to MOSS mads. 0th- seek mads 
for hmt or food. Nmtmd species tend 
to avoid lights (Sdmnewald-Cox and 
Buechner t 993). For some big game 
specks, the diawbmce impact is corre- 
lated with the intensity of road use and 
tbe openness of vegetation (Perry and 
Overly 19761, 

Rural subdivisions result in an in- 
creased tmnber of pmple, and human 
activity is w e  of the principal ways tbat 
wildlife is disturbed (references in 
Knight and Gutzwiller 1995). Not all 
wildlife spies  are equally sensitivity to 
human presence. Some specie tend to 
avoid humans while otbm are a- 
to tilem. 
For example, Odell and Knight (in 

press) recorded d m m e s  of black-bead- 
ed grosebeaks, blue-gray gnatcatchers 
and orange-crowned warblers and in- 
cxeases of bhk-billed magpies, brown- 
headed cowbirds, and European star- 
lings numbers with increasing housing 
development. They also htmd elevated 
populations of dogs and cats and fewer 
foxes and ooyoks near exurban homes 
in Colorado. 

The dktributirm of r d  residences on 
tbe two subdivided ranches we exam- 
ined # to be somewhat clustered 
The -ted na!me of the improved 
road networks and bddhg distributions 
are a result of terrain considerations. 
Theobald and colleagues (1997) have 
denronsbhd &at, when rural subdivi- 
sions are spatially cl-d, the propor- 
tion of land tbnt would disturb wildlife 
is considembIy reduced. 

The circles depicting buildings in fig- 
llreg 5 t h r o d 8  represent a disturbance 
zone with a 100-m radius (Ode11 and 
Knight, in press). Assuming: this sized 
disturbance m e  for all baildings leads 
to a totd dbhbmce a m  of about 1,900 
aores for the subdivided ranches in 
1994. We estimate that roads add 900 
acres of disturbance area Thus, the total 
disturbance caused by homesites a d  
roads comes to app&rrtely one-rn 



of the two subdivided ranches' total 
area. Our estimate of disturbance area 
does not include s d  patches of forest 
wmgeland m u n M b y  rods. In ad- 
dition, we could not objestively assess 
the barrier and wrridor efTects af rods 
in terns of its furthef uonbibution to 
disturbance. 

We were not able to document the cu- 
mulative effects of the two subdivided 
ranches on wildlife or other landscape- 
level ecosystem effects. Testing hy- 
potheas will require much more com- 
prehensive, longer term studies involv- 
ing integrated data at both the ecological 
site and landscape levels. What we do 
show is bow subdividing a ranch in a 
foothills s&ng can change the physical 
landscape c ~ s t i c s  of that area. 

Impact To Range Managers 
Subdivision of private mgelmds has 

the prrtentid IO dkt nearby public and 
private rangetand mmagm in a number 
of ways. Subdivision can result in in- 
creased populations of noxlaatve wmdy 
species as a result of laadmpihg, vege- 
tation and soil distdmce during build- 
ing and road mnstmctiw, and o v e r p -  
ing on small horse pastures (Knight and 
Clark 1998). These d a n s  increase the 
potential for nonnative s p i e s  and nox- 
ious weed invasion of adjacent range- 
lands and forests. 

Additionally, vegetation management 
objectives that include the use of pre- 
scribed fire or managed wildfire rnay be 
limited due to the danger posed to new 
housing developments. 

Subdivision of mge1ands adjacent to 
public lands creates resource manage- 
ment issues as well. One of the attrac- 
tions of rural subdivisions is private ac- 
cess to public lands. The overall effects 
of larger populations living along the 
borders of public lands, while still un- 
cerfain, are slowly being recognized. 
One consequence of tbese changing 

residence patterns, for example, has 
been a cross-boundary demand for water 
from public lands that can impact man- 
agement plana for wildlife and livestock 
grazing (Mitchell and Wallace 1998). 
More limited access to public lauds by 
nan-residen~ may result in increased 
usage of remaining access areas, lading 
to issues of overuse (Theobald 1 9951, 

9. SnMviW kurd h h e  Wd Mountain ValLq, Colorado. No& the k a h n  of homa 
wirhinp@&msapbte~es. 
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Lastly, wildlife management may also 
be impacted by  subdivision o f  private 
lands adjacent to public lands. Changes 
in vegetation composition and landscape 
structure may limit animal travel corri- 
dors, reduce suitable habitat for sensi- 
tive species, and increase predation by 
domestic pets. 

The authors are, respectively, Rangeland 
Scientist, Rocky Mountain Research Station, 
Fort  Coll ins,  Colo.  80526; Professor o f  
Wildlife Biology, Colorado State University, 
Fort  Coll ins,  Colo.  80523; and  Project  
Specialist ,  USGS Biological Resources 
Division,  Kilauea Field Station,  Hawaii  
National Park, Hawaii 96718. 

This paper was peer reviewed. We greatly 
appreciate the thoughtful comments provided 
by one anonymous reviewer. 
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Maintaining Viable Farms and Ranches Adjacent to National 
Forests for Future of Wildlife and Open Space 

Part 1: The History of The Problem 

By ~ a c k  Ward Thomas and Stephanie Lynn Gripne 

A Ithough some credit Will Rogers, 
famous author and humorist 
Mark Twain is most often noted 

for giving the following investment ad- 
vice to a young man "Buy ian&they 
ain't rnrtlring any more of it." That was 
sound wisdom then, and it is sound wis- 
dom now. 

But, he didn't know the half of it. As 
population and per capita income simul- 
taneously increased and land available 
for development decreased, the demand 
and price for land has increased faster 
than most of us can believe. 
Consequently, the face of the American 
West is  rapidly changing as suburbs. 
bchettes,'' and hobby ranches spread 
across the landscape. 

No matter how we twist and hun, we 
cannot help but believe that those wbo 
care about the changing character of the 
West are on the cusp of a crisis that could, 
over tbe next several decades, h a t i d -  
ly and negatively impact ev- from 
open space, farms. and ranches. to 
wildlife. Meries, soils. plants. and water- 
sheds. Must this happen? Probably, but 
most of these e b  can be dampened. 

While development and loss of 
wildlife habitat and open space is a 
question of more general concern, we 
focus our attention on social and ecolog- 
ical issues related to the interface be- 
tween private ranchlands and public 
lands. Given the experience of the se- 
nior author, (10 years with a state fish 
and wildlife department and 30 y m  in 
the Fotest Service27 years as a re- 
search scientist dealing with range and 
wildlife issues and 3 years as Chief) we 
furher confine our discussion to the in- 
terface between private ranchlands and 
national forests. 

Likewise, while the habitat of hun- 
dreds of species of wildlife are poten- 
tially at stake, we concentrate our dis- 

cussion on mule deer and elk since these 
are species of great public interest for 
both hunting and viewing. 
We examine the interface between pri- 

vate ranchlands and national forests in 
two parts. In Part 1, we provide a brief 
narrative and history about the interac- 
tions between these land ownerships as 
they affect bath economic and eealogi- 
a1 relationships, specifically mule deer 
and elk migration, In Part 2, we discuss 
methods of sociaYpo1itical adjustment to 
produce the radical middle "win-win- 
win" outcomes among ranchers, cwser- 
vationists, and wildIife in the New West. 

Elk, Mule Deer, and the 
Interface 

How are elk and mule deer affected by 
the interface between ranches and na- 
t i o d  forests? Every fall, as snow accu- 
mulates in the high country of the na- 
tional forests, elk and mule deer must 
move down onto their ancestral winter- 
ing grounds to survive. In the recent 
past, Euro-Americans mived upon the 
scene and altered these wintering 
grounds to meet their needs and those of 
their livestock. 

Barbed wire fences now cross migra- 
tion routes from the high country to 
wintering grounds. When the deer and 
elk arrive on wintering grounds, they 
commonly fmd only stubble Ieft by the 
livestock on tbe south and west slopes 
of foothiIIs that ate blown free of snow, 
or the snow is melted by the sun. There 
is also only stubble on the meadows 
where the rancher raises hay and stacks 
it for winter-feeding of livestock. As the 
snow deepens and the temperatures 
drop, more elk and mule deer appear on 
the wintering grounds. No matter their 
physical condition when they arrive, 
they have begun to starve. It is always a 

question of which will come first, death 
or spring. 
The elk jump the rancher's fences 

when they are calm. They mn through 
fences when excited. And, seemingly, 
sooner or later, they inevitably get excit- 
ed. The mule deer jump the fences. But, 
as the snow deepens and their physica 
condition deteriorates, more fail to clear 

tangled top two wires. 

1 
the fences and end up hanging from the 

Finding little but stubble on which to 
f e d ,  they gmdually overcome fear and 
eagerly share hay or other feed dismb- 
uted by the. rancher to livestock. The 
rancher ordinarily does not complain - 
at least vociferously-accepting that, 
after all, the deer and elk were there first 
and most ranchers love the wild things 
as they love their land. But. the winter- 
ing deer and elk are not evenly distrib- 
uted across the private ranches that bor- 
der the national forests and some ranch- 
ers suffer the negative impacts of win- 
tertime ungulate wildlife midents far in 
excess of their neighbors and receive lit- 
tle or no compensation. 

A complaint to the Forest Service (FS) 
falls upon sympathetic ears but engen- 
ders no heIp. The animals are not on na- 
tional forests and the wildlife belongs to I 

Jumping fence &just one small ac@st- 
m e ~ t  rnuk deer have had to make as the 
land becomes increasingly fragmented 
{Photo courtesy of Steven How 
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the State who has jurisdiction over their 
management. A call to the state wildlife 
agency will usually produce a visit or 
visits from a biologist or law enforce- 
ment officer who will do what they can 
to alleviate the problem. In some states 
this takes the form of some payment for 
"damage," which are commonly token 
in nature. 

Sometimes harassment will be under- 
taken to force the animals back onto 
public land or to disperse them more 
widely. The relief from such actions is 
usually fleeting at best and places in- 
creased stress on the animals at the very 
time when their energy reserves are 
being depleted. 

Both the aggravation and costs to the 
rancher, which build along with in- 
creased numbers of deer and elk - and 
keeps on year after year - combines 
with other factors to whittle away at the 
resolve to continue ranching. Often, that 
is simply the way it is. But, does it have 
to be that way? Is there a better way - a 
middle ground, a path not yet explored? 

The Public and Private 
Interface 

The West faces unique land ownership 
issues. In fact, a property map of the 
West shows a glaringly obvious mixture 
of public and private land. However, 
these lands are not only linked by their 
proximity on the landscape, they are in- 
extricably linked by over a century of 
intertwined social and economic consid- 
erations. 

We refer to the boundary of private 
ranchlands and national forests as the in- 
terface and are interested in this region 
because no other area offers as much 
potential to conserve wildlife habitat 
and open space, and no other areas are 
at greater risk. While this interface has 
provided critical wildlife habitat and 
open space in the past, this may not be 
the case for long since private lands are 
also the most highly sought after lands 
for development. 

No treatise on land use in the West 
would be complete without considera- 
tion of the dynamics of management re- 
lated to the interface between private 
and public land. Any effort to define and 
address land use in the "New West" that 
ignores this obvious, but poorly under- 

stood interface, with all of its ramifica- 
tions, is no more than an academic exer- 
cise. 

Farmers and, particularly, ranchers 
historically have played a critical role in 
what goes the interface. Fortunately, for 
those concerned about the loss of open 
space and wildlife,  most private 
landowners continue to play this role. 

Author Ivan Doig said that while most 
of us live on the land there are those 
who are of the land-rooted there as 
surely as the trees and bunch grasses. 
Those "of the land" have maintained 
their way of life-even over generations 
-when it would make more economic 
sense to sell out to land speculators and 
subdividers. The relatively undeveloped 
state of the land was assured by their de- 
termination to maintain a way of life 
and hang onto the land they held in 
trust. 

These ranchers and farmers can main- 
tain that stubborn attachment to the land 
only so long as their operations are at 
least marginally economically viable. 
The maintenance of anything approach- 

- - -  

ing the present state of the interface be- 
tween private ranchlands and national 
forests depends on the economic and so- 
cial viability of both family owned and 
corporate farms and ranches. Clearly, 
when those farms and ranches are no 
longer economically and socially viable, 
the siren call of the subdividers and de- 
velopers will grow ever more seductive- 
ly sweet. 

National Forests and Grazing 
History 

Wherever there are large blocks of 
federal lands managed by the Forest 
Serive (FS) and the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), there will also be 
private ranches adjoining these lands. 
Owners of these adjacent ranches typi- 
cally lease grazing rights from the feder- 
al government. Grazing privileges on 
national forests have been associated 
with these ranches for nearly a century. 
Hence, the national forests are part and 
parcel of the ranching operation and a 
well-established part of local cultures. 

One of the FS's first tasks of the in the 
early 1900's was to bring unrestricted 
grazing under regulation, impose rea- 
sonable fees for that grazing (Congress 

now sets the fees), and gain political 
support from grazing interests for man- 
agement actions necessary to begin to 
recover overgrazed ranges and to reduce 
conflicts between ranchers. This was ac- 
complished by coupling grazing permits 
for the national forests with ranches (i.e. 
base property) that abutted the national 
forests. Over the years, it became cus- 
tomary for these grazing permits to be 
transferred to new owners along with 
the base property to which they were 
connected. 

The intent was to promote social and 
economic stability for local areas in 
keeping with the instructions from 
Secretaries of Agriculture Hitchcock 
and Wilson (1901 and 1905). More to 
the point, Gifford Pinchot, the first 
Chief of the FS, clearly understood that 
it was essential to "cut a deal" with 
ranchers using forest reserves if the for- 
est reserves were to remain in existence. 

Such a long-standing arrangement, 
spanning nearly 100 years, cannot and 
should not be casually disregarded - 
legally, economically, socially, or ethi- - - 
cally. This arrangement has not preclud- 
ed changes in permitted livestock num- 
bers, installation of grazing systems, 
water developments, or other require- 
ments for continuing improvements re- 
lated to the grazing operations. Such 
changes became routine over the past 
century and are ongoing. 

The next significant piece of legisla- 
tion relating to  rangelands was  the 
Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 
1960. The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield 
Act stated, "It is the policy of Congress 
that the National Forests are established 
and shall be administered for outdoor 
recreation, range, timber, watershed, and 
wildlife and fish purposes ..." Range 
was and is interpreted as inclusive of 
livestock grazing; hence livestock graz- 
ing on national forests was again vali- 
dated by the law. 

More recently ecosystem manage- 
ment, a mandate adopted by the FS, pro- 
vides a new framework to examine the 
interactions of the interface between pri- 
vate ranchlands and national forests. 
Ecosystem management, in its most 
simple definition, is nothing more than 
treating ecosystems as to maintain sus- 
tainability-ecologically, economically, 
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and socially. In fact, some managers 
would say that ecosystem management 
is more about people than anything else. 
Not surprisingly, implementation of the 
concepts of ecosystem management 
seems more limited by social, economic, 
and political factors than by any lack of 
scientific information on ecological 
function. 

Ecosystem Management - The 
Latent Phase 

A full examination of the interactions 
of the management  o f  the national 
forests and adjacent private ranchlands 
is an appropriate aspect of the rather re- 
cently adopted (1991) ecosystem man- 
agement  mandate for the National 
Forests. Ecosystem management has 
been defined as  being inclusive o f  
human needs and desires and takes place 
within the framework of laws, culture, 
and agreements. Furthermore, this ap- 
proach requires considerations of broad- 
er (i.e., across political boundaries) 
scales. 

In most cases the national forests are 
mountainous in landform while adjacent 
private ranchlands are at lower eleva- 
tions with more gentle terrain, better 
watered, and have higher ecological lev- 
els of productivity. Taken together, the 
ranching operation that involves grazing 
on national forests is more apt to be a 
viable economic enterprise than the pri- 
vate ranchlands would be standing 
alone. Hence, an economically viable 
ranch is much less vulnerable to the en- 
ticements of conversion to subdivision. 

The recognized challenge of imple- 
menting ecosystem management in- 
clude, in what we consider their order of 
importance: public confidence, scales of 
time and space (this is where cross 
boundary consideration come to bear), 
transfer of information, and uncertainty. 
All of these factors can and are (know- 
ingly or unknowingly) addressed by 
successful collaborative groups. - .  

One recipe for achieving success col- 
laborating in natural resources manage- 
ment is as follows: 
1. Obtain and synthesize high quality in- 

formation. 
2. Recruit knowledgeable people repre- 

senting stakeholders at the appropri- 
ate geographic scale. 

3. Provide opportunities to interact and 
explore and provide incentives to 
find solutions. 

4. Enable solution implementation so as 
to facil i tate mobilization o f  re- 
sources, sharing ownership, adaptive 
adjustments and ability to change 
values as knowledge increases. 

5.  Mix items 1-4, make sure adequate 
resources are available, and then, 
stay out of the way. 

Collaboration - Back to the 
Future 

Barbara Gray defines collaboration as 
"the pooling of resources by multiple 
stakeholders to solve a set of problems." 
Collaboration is becoming more popular 
as a means for solving problems along 
the interface between private lands and 
the national forests. However, collabora 

tion is not a panacea. Sometimes the 
magic works and sometimes it doesn't. 

One of the most challenging aspects 
of collaboration is doing so within the 
boundaries of the laws. Agencies like 
the BLM and FS must follow the applic- 
able laws and often times are the man- 
agers responsible for implementing de- 
cisions. Therefore, inclusion of the 
agencies who can put the legal side- 
boards on a collaborative decision mak- 
ing process is needed from the very be- 
ginning, if the collaboration is to be suc- 
cessful. 

Although collaboration is a long-term 
high investment process, the alternative 
is to live with the consequences of blind 
adherence to existing processes driven 
by government regulations and regula- 
tors that has been inevitably plagued by 
conflict. 

In Part 1 ,  we have defined the private 
ranchland and national forest interface, 
illustrated how this interface affects 
mule deer and elk, and demonstrated the 
long ecological and sociological history 
of the private ranchland and national 
forest interface. In Part 2 (found on page 
13), we discuss the current state of the 
private ranchland and national forest in- 
terface and how we can use ecosystem 
management to work towards the radical 
center to support both wildlife and open 
space. 

Jack Ward Thoma.? and Stephanie Lynn 
Gripne are involved with the Boone and 
Crockett Wildlife Conservation Program 
through the University of Montana at Missoula. 
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Part 2: Working Towards A Solution 

By Stephanie Lynn Gripne and Jack Ward Thomas 

n Part 1 (found on pages lo), we in- 
troduced the private ranchland and na- 
tional forest interface, provided a his- 

torical context for the interface, and in- 
troduced ecosystem management as the 
potential vehicle for working towards 
the radical center for "win-win-win" so- 
lutions. Following in Part 2, we explore 
the present state of the interface more 
fully and discuss potential solutions for 
maintaining wildlife habitat and open 
space in the urban interface. 

The interface between private ranch- 
lands and national forests are character- 
ized by three primary factors: 1) in- 
creased densities of people, 2) increased 
economic activities, which depend on 
public lands, and 3) significant changes 
in ecological conditions. 

Increasing societal affluence with the 
booming economy since World War 11 
has made lands adjacent to the national 
forests evermore attractive and feasible 
for development. Not only is the inter- 
face ripe for human occupancy, it is also 
ripe for development of commercial ac- 
tivities such as ski-areas, airports, re- 
sorts, dude ranches etc. 

However, these trends in population 
density with subdivisions and associated 
development on the private ranchland 
portion of the interface can have signifi- 
cant ecological consequences. Plants, 
wildlife, water, soil, fire, and wind do 
not recognize political boundaries. 
Changes  in plant communities and 
wildlife habitat caused by roads, traffic, 
introduction of nonnative plants and ani- 
mals, and loss of deer and elk habitat 
and their associated predators have be- 
come some of the most pressing conser- 
vation concerns in those areas. 

These alterations threaten ecological 
integrity and function of adjacent na- 
tional forests, which are commonly at 
higher elevations, where deer and elk 
spend spring, summer, and fall. When 
snow lies deep in the winter, deer and 
elk are forced to lower elevation private 

lands to winter. Maintaining ranches ad- 
jacent to the national forests is one way 
to insure that the landscape that now 
wonderfully support migratory deer and 
elk does not fragment and is why the 
maintenance of viable farms and ranches 
that provides wildlife habitat and open 
space across boundaries is so critical. 

Sweetening The Pot-Incentives 
to Private Landowners 

Providing public access to wildlife on 
private land, regardless of the purpose, 
is another mechanism that results in 
wildlife financially benefiting private 
landowners. Some examples of this ben- 
efit have included state payments for 
wildlife damage, direct leasing of hunt- 
ing privileges in a free market atmos- 
phere, and payments from the state for 
accepting some number of hunters - 
which is a hybrid system where the 
landowner is issued "tags" and the num- 
ber of hunters are chosen by the state. 

Approaches differ dramatically from 
state to  state.  For example,  Texas  
hunters and landowners negotiate in es- 
sentially a f ree  market si tuation.  
Conversely, in Wyoming, a suggestion 
that landowners be issued a limited 
number tags where they could select the 
hunter (i.e., individuals willing to pay 
for a guided hunt) in return for accept- 
ing a number of hunters to be chosen by 
the state set off a firestorm of controver- 
sy. This brawl was, and is, laced with 
overtones of class warfare. 

Because ownership o f  resident 
wildlife resides with the states, individ- 
ual states have the right to choose differ- 
ent approaches to achieve the desired 
goal of allowing landowners to profit 
from the presence of wildlife.  
Acceptable mechanisms are evolving on 
a state-by-state basis. Continuing adap- 
tations can be expected as the results of 
the ongoing state-by-state experiments 
emerge. 

The definition of success will be ade- 
quate compensation for landowners to 
assure attention to wildlife welfare cou- 
pled with hunter acceptance of the  
mechanism for achieving that end. The 
aim is a "win-win-win" outcome in 
which wildlife prospers, landowners 
have incentive to care for wildlife, and 
hunters have quarry to pursue and a 
place to hunt. 

Keys To The Puzzle 
The keys to such matters are, as al- 

ways, money (or some reasonable fac- 
simile thereof),  cooperation,  open 
minds, and willingness to follow a new 
and different path. With money in hand, 
the officials who show up to deal with 
the problem have a number of options. 
They could offer to pay for actual "dam- 
ages." Or, they could offer a business 
deal for the rancher to feed some num- 
ber of deer and elk on an annual basis. 
Or, they could offer to construct facili- 
ties to eliminate or reduce deer and elk 
damage to, or consumption of, winter 
feed for livestock. Or, they could pro- 
vide feed and arrange for volunteers (or 
employees) to handle feeding chores. 
Numerous arrangements are possible to 
fit each unique set of circumstances - 
both fiscal and operational. 

But, where does the money, willing- 
ness to cooperate, open minds, and flex- 
ibility come from'? They can arise from 
frustration with failure. They can arise 
from the fear of results from interacting 
decisions made by others far removed 
from the consequences of those deci- 
sions. They can emanate from concern 
for community, friends and acquain- 
tances, self and family, and - for some - 
the land itself. They can derive from 
conviction that the increasingly narrow 
path being followed is not producing de- 
sirable nor equitable outcomes. And, fi- 
nally, they can spring forth from rage at, 
and fear of, a "system" that is increasing 
viewed as impersonal, distant, unreason- 
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ably controlling, inflexible, and insensi- 
tive to local customs and mores. 

One of the best sources of money is, 
and has always been, those who profit 
most from a particular course of action. 
In our discussion of the problems and 
opportunities associated with deer and 
elk welfare and ranch survival along the 
interface, the primary group that profits 
is hunters. 

The argument is that those who bene- 
fit from management activities should 
pay, at least, a portion of those costs. It 
has been convincingly argued that such 
fees would help insure both hunter wel- 
fare and that  o f  the animals  which 
hunters pursue. Hunters need to under- 
stand the threat that loss of economical- 
ly viable ranches along the interface im- 
poses on what used to be a "free lunch," 
so far as the production of deer and elk 
from and hunting on national forests is 
concerned. The proponents were ac- 
cused of "premature cognition" at the 
time. But as always, "the times they are 
a changin". 

The issue of making hunters pay for 
their wildlife on public lands was probed 
over 15 years ago, and it was suggested 
that hunters pay a modest fee for hunting 
on national forests. It was recommended 
that receipts be divided between national 
forests for land management, the state 
wildlife agencies for dealing with deer 
and elk problems associated with the in- 
terface, and counties for roads and 
schools (as with other sources of revenue 
such as timber and grazing receipts), and 
administrative costs. 

Based on 1979 data it was estimated 
that a $100 hunting stamp for hunting 
big game on the national forests would 
produce about $57 million per year for 
wildlife management in the western 
states. Dramatic increases in big game 
hunting since that time make it likely 
that over $100 million could be collect- 
ed from that source today. 

Such fees are easy to justify on the 
basis that land management activities are 
being conducted to produce larger popu- 
lations of big game species primarily for 
enhanced hunting opportunities. 
Establishment and maintenance of trails 
and campsites and patrols to regulate 
hunter activities and land use add to 
costs. Many of these costs come in the 

form of opportunity costs wherein other 
activities that would produce income are 
modified or forgone to realize a wildlife 
management objective such as promoting 
stable or increased numbers of deer and 
elk and enhanced hunting opportunity. 

The Path Not Taken - Yet 
If the numbers of elk and deer are not 

judged excessive, many ranchers along 
the interface do not complain. Some be- 
lieve that this tolerance is related to the 
recognition that the quid pro quo for 
grazing on national forests is acceptance 
of significant numbers of deer, elk, and 
other wildlife on their private ranch- 
lands. What if these fees for grazing on 
national forests were waived, partially 
or in total, as composition for wintering 
large numbers of ungulate wildlife? 

What if volunteers were recruited and 
directed in the routine maintenance or 
reconstruction of fences flattened by 
elk? What if hunters realized the de 
facto partnership with ranchers along 
the interface, minimized the conflicts, 
and searched for joint solutions? What 
if the quest was for a win-win solution 
rather than courses of action that now 
seem to be producing only lose-lose sce- 
narios? We know, intuitively and from 
limited experience, that such solutions 
are possible. 

Flexibility remains a stumbling block 
for those persons of good will who 
struggle along a new path. Perhaps, it is 
too much to hope for any immediate re- 
vamping of the accumulating mass of 
overlapping, uncoordinated laws, both 
federal and state. Although these laws 
were meant to solve these problems, in 
many cases they produce nightmares. 
But, there are precedents for local coop- 
erative groups to acquire dispensation 
from Congress and the Administration 
for trying new ways and new approach- 
es. The door has been opened. There is 
no reason why other groups who have 
"their stuff  together" cannot walk 
through that open door. 

Precedents can be powerful wedges in 
our political system and beg the ques- 
tion of "you did it for them, why not for 
us?Wr, even more power resides in the 
question, "Congressman X and Senators 
Y and Z got the job done for their con- 
stituents and we only expect the same 

results from you. Are you less skilled or 
less powerful than they?" 

National Forests And Grazing 
Tomorrow 

The Old West lives only in memory 
and in legend, and to some extent, as a 
state of mind. The New West is emerg- 
ing. But what will the New West be, 
look, and, most importantly, feel like? 
Who, and by what means, will have any 
influence over the evolution? 

Some factors in that equation are set, 
at least for the moment, in law, court de- 
cisions, manuals, and agency mandates. 
The "wild card" in the game of molding 
a New West lies in the human equations. 
It is in this wild card that hope for the 
rise of an emerging "radical center" in 
addressing land-use issues in the New 
West resides. 

This modus operandi is in keeping 
with the acceptance that "adherence to 
social norms almost certainly is more 
important to the functioning of society 
than maintenance of formal legal struc- 
tures." The formal contracts related to 
the administration of grazing permits 
have taken on attributes of a social con- 
tract over the past century. This is, we 
believe, a situation to be valued, culti- 
vated, and maintained to the benefit of 
all parties-the FS (i.e., the people of 
the United States), permittees, and local 
communities. 

This is not to imply that adherence to 
legal requirements and necessities of 
good stewardship should be compro- 
mised. Many of these working relation- 
ships have been strained over the past 
several decades by increased attention to 
assured simultaneous compliance of the 
myriad environmental laws, as interpret- 
ed by the courts. This has resulted in ef- 
forts to enhance collaborative approach- 
es when dealing with grazing issues at 
the interface of private ranchlands and 
national forests. 

We see evidence of these new collab- 
oration approaches all over the West. 
Once bitter enemies, some ranchers and 
conservation groups are forming new al- 
liances of the 'radical middle ground,' 
all around the West and figuratively 
chanting a mantra such as "Cows vs. 
Condos". 
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Conservationists who once opposed 
grazing on the federal lands realize that 
they are much better off working with 
the ranchers for better land management 
practices than they are living with the 
alternative of subdivision. Instead of 
conservationists crying to end ranching 
subsidies, some groups are actively pur- 
suing alliances with ranchers to insure 
preservation of wildlife habitat and open 
space. 

The objective of these efforts is to 
find a platform upon which compromis- 
es can be reached that recognize the le- 
gitimate values ensuing from a long es- 
tablished "way of life", the associated 
economic well being of those involved, 
and the evolution of a land ethic. The 
evolving process, which has taken sev- 
eral forms, is at its core, both simple 
and ancient wisdom-"Come, let us 
reason together". 

For example, a group of ranchers and 
environmentalists in New Mexico have 
formed the Quivira Coalition, which is 
dedicated to a "New Ranch" that focus- 
es on managing the land as an ecosys- 
tem, experimenting with new methods 
of herding, timing, rotation, fencing, 
stream protection, and less destructive 
land practices, while at the same time 
enabling the ranchers to make a living. 
Through demonstration projects, work- 
shops, newsletters, and articles, the 
Quivira Coalition is working together to 
provide "common-sense solutions to the 
rangeland conflict". The unifying force 
of the coalition is their love of the land 
and desire to insure their high quality of 
life for future generations. 

We applaud such approaches and be- 
lieve that they bear much promise to 
moderate the forces of conflict and acri- 
mony. Such forces in conflict are useful 
in defining problems, but almost useless 
in the resolution of the problems identi- 
fied. 

It is reasonable to assume that the via- 
bility of livestock operations that in- 
clude public land grazing would decline 
to some unknown degree with the loss 
of federal land grazing privileges, with 
increases in grazing fees, or additional 
significant restrictions upon grazing 
privileges. If any one or more of these 
factors were to become reality, in com- 
bination with any variety of uncon- 

trolled factors (i.e., drought, depressed 
markets for livestock and other agricul- 
tural products), the result would be a de- 
crease in economic viability and in- 
creased probability of sale ranches along 
the interface to the highest bidder. 

With every ranch sale there is the 
chance for a land conversion to what 
economists refer to as a "higher and bet- 
ter use," related to more economically 
rewarding alternatives such as subdivi- 
sions. Lands adjacent to national forests, 
which to many assume will remain in 
open space, are frequently considered to 
be prime property for development into 
home lots or small tracts. When such a 
land use conversion occurs, it is likely 
that some of the attractiveness of the na- 
tional forest, its migrating wildlife, will 
be negatively influenced by the land 
conversion. 

"Subsidies" Can Be A Good 
Thing 

So, to the extent that any "subsidy" is 
involved in public land grazing, it 
should be considered that the present 
arrangement is important to some un- 
known and variable degree, in maintain- 
ing the viability of ranching or farming 
relative to alternative land use, whether 
for subdivision into home sites or com- 
mercial development. To the extent that 
this is true, it seems logical to assume 
that the continued retention of this "sub- 
sidy" is of value because of its role in 
the maintenance of open space and asso- 
ciated wildlife habitat. The cost in dollar 
terms is quite low and the benefit, in 
terms of maintaining viable ranches 
along the interface, can only be guessed, 
and will vary from ranch to ranch. We 
believe it, overall, to be significant. 

Of much greater social/ecological sig- 
nificance than grazing fees, which are 
miniscule in relation to the overall bud- 
get of the FS and the federal budget, is 
the question of range condition. Under 
no circumstances should poor or deteri- 
orating range condition, particularly on 
national forests, be considered accept- 
able over the long term. Perhaps, we 
should consider reductions in grazing 
fees as a reward for achievement of sig- 
nificant and continued progress toward a 
desired future ecological condition and a 
"carrot" used in conjunction with the 

"stick" of compliances with law and 
regulation.. 

Such incentives would likely have a 
three-fold positive effect in that de- 
creased fees (i.e. increased income to 
the rancher) would improve the eco- 
nomic viability of associated ranches, 
serve as  an incentive for efforts to  
achieve desired ecological conditions, 
and soften the effects of any necessary 
adjustments in grazing programs or 
range improvements. Range conditions, 
on average, have slowly and steadily 
improved on national forests over the 
past 100 years and continue to do so. 
W e  believe that  ranges on national 
forests are in overall better range condi- 
tion than any time in the past 100 years. 
Yet, there are still exceptions, particu- 
larly in sensitive riparian areas, that 
should not be tolerated. Significant ef- 
forts are underway to address the condi- 
tions of riparian zones - even across the 
boundaries between private ranchlands 
and national forests. 

We believe that  more  and faster 
progress will be made toward improve- 
ments in range condition on national 
forests, as well as the maintenance of 
open space on adjacent private ranch- 
lands (connected with permits on na- 
tional forests), through the use of incen- 
tives and working with permittees on a 
local basis than will occur from bureau- 
cratic edict and impartation of penalties. 
That was clear to Secretary of Interior 
Hitchcock in 1901, and Secretary of 
Agriculture Wilson and FS Chief  
Pinchot in 1905. It is equally clear 
today, in spite of recent trends in cen- 
tralizing authority of national forest 
management. One "size" does not, and 
most certainly in this case, fit all. 

This is equally true of exerting influ- 
ence with grazing permittees of all 
stripes (corporate or individual), with 
holdings large and small, and varying 
degrees of wealth and political "clout". 
Those who bemoan "subsidies" to "cor- 
porate" landholders would do well to 
understand that incentives influence ac- 
tions are of the moment and ownerships 
change over time. Today's private ranch 
can become part of a national forest or a 
corporate holding tomorrow. Today's 
corporate land holdings can be in own- 
ership of a private individual, or the 
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government, tomorrow. The operative 
question is whether or not the land re- 
mains in open space. 

Open Space is Open Space 
If the paramount concern is mainte- 

nance of functioning ecosystems with 
minimal negative boundary effects, is 
the financial status of the landholder or 
the nature of the ownership truly rele- 
vant? Open space is open space regard- 
less of ownership, and those with an 
abiding interest in wildlife (a barometer 
of ecological health and function) will 
want all the open space that can be 
saved as population and economic pres- 
sures inexorably increase influence upon 
land use. Wildlife habitat, aesthetics, 
watershed values, ecological function 
and process, and recreational opportuni- 
ties exist independent of who temporari- 
ly owns the land. 

What happens on and to that land is 
the critical factor! Promulgation o f  
class envy in this debate may be an in- 
teresting social and political exercise but 
has little bearing on ecological concerns. 
The focus should, therefore, be on the 
land itself, the health of that land, how it 
is embedded and functions in the land- 
scape, and what it provides now and in 
the future. 

Those of us with an interest in the 
maintenance of wildlife habitat (i.e. 
ecosystem process and function) need to 
very careful in dealing with such issues 
socially, economically, politically, and 
ecologically. Making decisions on the 
basis of shallow slogans and misleading 
selected data put forward in isolation and 
for political purposes can have unintend- 
ed and essentially irreversible serious 
consequences for maintenance of open 
space and wildlife habitat along national 
forest1 private ranchland boundaries. 

We believe a more productive course 
is to repeat and adhere to the ancient ad- 
monition - "Come, let us rearm togeth- 
er." These are complex issues, too com- 
plex to be addressed without full consid- 
eration of historical, economic, legal, 
and ecological considerations. 

After all is said and done, the species 
Homo sapiens, as all other species, has 
no choice, but to exploit the environ- 
ment in order to live and thrive. The op- 
erative question, then, is not "whether", 
but "how." As the "New West" 
emerges from the detritus of the old, it 
seems a critical part of the social con- 
tract that promises be kept even as es- 
sential modifications are made. There is 
a saying commonly used in India that is 
applicable to the issues facing the West, 
"When bull elephants fight, only the 
grass suffers". 

The "conflict industry" that has come 
into being as the tussles over natural re- 
source management in the West have in- 
tensified over the past three decades will 
not disappear. But we believe that this 
industry, these fighting elephants, that 
feed on conflict and distrust will wane 
in influence as it is increasingly realized 
that this approach is resulting in dead- 
lock, impasse, and acrimony. None of 
these outcomes seems likely over the 
long term, to be acceptable to citizens of 
the areas most affected. 

Of much greater interest, and promise, 
is the growing numbers of Westerners - 
both new and old - who have concluded 
that the status quo of being mired in 
controversy and under the feet of ele- 
phants is unacceptable and who, now, 
seek a better way. For want of a better 
word, they are collectively reaching out 
to their neighbors and grasping hands to 
form a new evolving social entity which 
many of them refer to, only half in jest - 
as the "radical center." It seems increas- 
ingly likely that this movement will re- 
ject deadlock, impasse, and acrimony to 
meet first and most successfully along 
the interface between private ranchlands 
and national forests. 

Jack Ward Thomas and Stephanie Lynn 
Gripne are involved with the Boone and 
Crockett WildliJe Conservation Program 
through the University of Montana at Missoula. 
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Aiming For Range Management Literacy 

A proposed model for developing youth that have not only an awareness, hut the abili- 
ty to act, on range and wildlife management issues. 

Ry Christine Moseley, Mark Moseley, and Sehurn Pcnse 
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