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worked. The power of special interest has
clouded the removal to the point that com-
mitments with a rancher are easier to ignore
than fight with the advocate groups.

Range rights were adjudicated prior to
the Taylor Grazing Act and county sheriffs
collected taxes for livestock. The TGA pre-
dated WHBA by decades, with all prior
rights to be maintained. The TGA is no big
deal unless it’s your family’s livelihood and
range that are being destroyed. Ranchers
move their stock in a prescribed manner;
seasons of use and allowable levels of use are
demanded of stockmen.

If Ms. Maddy wants to run horses that are
branded and managed, that is free enterprise
at its best. If she expects to run her branded
horses outside, then get a permit. One of the
haunting questions for me is, does she realize
that the Sorenson family sold out because of
uncontrolled overgrazing by feral horses and
special-interest groups’ power so these horses
were never kept under control?

Please tell me why her operation should
be subsidized or given special consideration.
If it is that lucrative, why would it need feder-
al monies? What about mining, water rights,
hunting, and recreation? If you think this
wielding of power can’t affect you, think
again. The environmentalists want Nevada to
be a wildlife-corridor state. They want a buf-
falo commons in the Midwest. The list goes
on forever.

You have a deed to the property that can
be traced back to the federal government.
Incrementally, the power of these groups
could take the right to own property. It
sounds crazy but what can stop it?

Let’s face it. As long as those feral horses
are allowed to multiply unchecked, Ms.
Maddy will have to buy every ranch in the
West. The only answer is humane slaughter
of the unwanted ones. If you wish to adopt
one, knock yourself out. The rest should go
to market to defray the expense of handling
them. We are talking about tens of thou-
sands of animals that many countries con-
sume for meat. We let them cost a lot, earn
nothing, and breed like rabbits. It ain’t pret-
ty, but it’s true. 

Hank Vogler, sheepherder, Ely, Nevada

Of the $74.9 million spent this year by the BLM
to run the wild horse program, $43 million is

spent to feed and care for more than 47,000
excess horses in short- and long-term holding
facilities. Jerry Reynoldson has served as the
policy advisor to Madeleine Pickens’ outfit,
Saving America’s Mustangs, and accuses the
ranching industry of benefitting from the BLM
coffers. However, that horse-holding program
works with 23 privately held farms and ranches
in the Midwest, none of which operate under
the BLM grazing-permit system. Nor do those
outfits compete with wild horses for forage and
water on their ranges.  

Reynoldson highlights disparity between
revenues and expenditures in the BLM grazing
program and, like a broken record, cries “sub-
sidy.” The inconvenience he ignores is that the
BLM charges ranchers a grazing fee to cover the
costs of that rancher using his own property.
The right to graze cattle on public land is a
deeded, taxed, inheritable property right
attached to the private ground or water a ranch-
er owns (see page 33). 

From figures given to RANGE by the BLM
in December 2012 for FY 2011, the BLM col-
lected $12.4 million for grazing fees. These are
not user fees, and rates are adjusted annually in
relation to the beef market. Total management
costs charged to the grazing program is $76.9
million, with $37.8 million allocated for permit
renewals, billing, inspections and compliance.
The other $39.1 million includes invasive-
species management, monitoring (not just for
cattle), and vegetation management (which is
hugely affected by excess horses).

Ranchers owned water rights and grazing
rights on public lands before the BLM existed.
In 1934, the Taylor Grazing Act allowed for
what became the BLM to organize ranchers
into grazing districts, issue permits to use land
they had been using for years, and begin charg-
ing them a fee for that service. With or without
the BLM, the rancher must take care of the
range in order to make a living. The rancher
should not be blamed for what the BLM
spends to run its administrative program. 

Reynoldson, a former staffer for Senate
Majority Leader Harry Reid, is named as an
officer in three separate wild-horse corpora-
tions in Nevada, and is a generous supporter to
Reid’s campaigns. He lists his address on cam-
paign contribution forms as Valentine, Neb.
He probably never taught school or served as
an elected official. He should, however, know
that elected county commissioners, by defini-
tion, represent the views of folks in the county
who elected them. It cannot, however, be
assumed that relatives necessarily share the
same view of political issues.

Rachel Dahl, teacher
Fallon, Nevada

aggressive steps had to be taken to improve
the conditions for the sage grouse and a
hands-off attitude would not work.”

Parks says that removal of juniper returns
these areas to open space and makes survival
of sage grouse and many other species more
likely. “There is an increase in plant and for-
age production and variety. Dense stands of
juniper create a monoculture that very few
species of wildlife or livestock get any good
out of. We’ve seen many plants and forage in
the sites where we’ve removed juniper, and
the ecosystem as a whole begins to improve.”

When juniper is removed, Parks notes,
livestock grazing and distribution become
much easier to manage and both livestock
and sage grouse do better. It also creates a
more difficult environment for predators.
“Fewer raptor perches and more open coun-
try will ultimately help sage grouse.”

Clearing junipers can cost from $80 to
$250 per acre, depending on tree density.
“With input costs on the rise,” says Parks, “it
is very important that people understand
the long-term benefits of juniper removal
and understand that cost sharing to get this
work done is vital to the success of achieving
those benefits.”

Some SGI participants are chipping
juniper for use as biofuel to produce electric
power. This led to a welcome additional ben-
efit during last summer’s wildfire season,
when fire damaged PG&E power transmis-
sion lines in the Feather River Canyon and
caused recurring power outages. To turn the
lights back on in Susanville, the local utility
district switched to the nearby Honey Lake
power biomass/geothermal plant. This pro-
vided 30 megawatts of electricity, nearly half
generated from juniper chips removed as
part of the Sage Grouse Initiative.

“Our office would not have been open if
it weren’t for the juniper chips,” says Ceci
Dale-Cesmat, NRCS district conservationist
in Susanville. “The ranchers and our partners
in the Sage Grouse Initiative have been very
excited about the progress we’re making with
the juniper treatments. But I didn’t foresee
the junipers literally keeping the lights on.
This is definitely a win win.”  !

Dave Sanden works for the Natural Resources
Conservation Service in Red Bluff, Calif.
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