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Prior to 1850 birds that were presumably sage grouse were seen but not
abundant. The pre-1850 exploration parties could not find enough game,
including birds, for camp sustenance and they had to eat their horses in order to
survive the trip across what is now Nevada.

Later, Ridgeway reported seeing them but they were few and far between.

Ranches raising sheep and cattle were established before Ridgeway traveled
through our area. Early livestock grazing begin with sheep and cattle driven
across Nevada on their way to feed the Forty-niners, and then sheep and cattle
coming back into Nevada with the Comstock and other discoveries.

Ranches were established based on the Spanish/Mexican concept that the
control of water gave control of feed and control of water came on the basis of
prior appropriation and beneficial use. Ranches were being set up in the 1850s
and through out the late 1800s. Changes to vegetation, development of irrigated
meadows as hay fields, and predator control were all byproducts of ranching.
Ranching greatly benefitted wildlife of all kinds including sage hens, mule deer,
and a bunch of song bird species.

All those benefits of ranching were provided to society at no charge because the
costs of the benefits were paid by private enterprise with private capital.
Following ranch establishment, society was blessed with an abundance of
wildlife, access to remote areas following roads built by ranchers, even the towns
were a result of ranch establishment and in turn were a source of shelter, food,
and medical or emergency help for everyone.

The birds increased to the historic peak populations in about 1950-1970. That's
when sage hen flocks were reported to darken the sky when they flew off of
meadows. Those meadows were the product of irrigation by livestock producers.
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See attached Exhibit #1 page 8 — Historical Sage Hen Numbers. This was true
for the whole state of Nevada.

Predator control was in private hands until the end of the Depression when
Wildlife Services included predator control goals. | don’t remember the exact
sequence of events and names but it should be easy to find on the USDA web
site. Early predator control efforts were targeting predators of domestic sheep,
and that is still the case with sheepmen paying a head tax to support the federal
predator control programs.

Prior to 1080 they had strychnine and other toxicants available as well as
trapping. Many people argue that the effectiveness of 1080 is the direct cause of
the sage grouse and mule deer peak in the mid-1900s. | would argue effective
predator control was important but only a part of the cause and effect of predator
declines and game bird increases. Changes to habitat had occurred as a direct
result of grazing that also benefitted species such as sage hen and mule deer.
Prior to about 1980 there was moderate to severe levels of grazing throughout
the sage grouse areas and the birds thrived in the presence of fairly intense
grazing pressure on the vegetation as well as the effective predator control in the
same areas. Agency biologists of course claim that sage hens and other species
are creatures of some natural or primeval world and any disturbance by any
person who is not a biologist destroys the balance of nature and the birds will all
die. See attached article on predators and ranching Exhibits #2, #3, and #4.

My conclusion is that the sage hens increased as a result of heavy grazing of
uplands and of wet meadows (most of the meadow acreage was created by
irrigation) with lots of livestock and people within the sage hen habitats. They
were able to take advantage of the beneficial disturbance of habitat because
predator control for the protection of sheep was intense within the sage grouse
habitat. That predator control became much more effective with the arrival of
1080 in (I think) the mid-1940s.

Just like the dramatic increase in sage hen numbers that followed the
establishment of livestock ranches there are several things that coincide with the
apparent catastrophic decline of sage grouse in the time between 1970 and
2000.

First in my mind is the regulatory attack on ranching that forced many ranches
out of business. Forest Service and BLM both started to systematically (and
here | add ruthlessly) deny authorization for grazing for some percentage of each
ranch grazing permit. They didn’t often cancel a permit outright; rather the
agency officials cut some part of the numbers of animals and watched with
amusement as the rancher tried to stay in business when he didn’t have enough
livestock to fully pay the costs of operation.
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In the 1970s a number of the environmental laws came into existence and in
response to these new laws the agencies dramatically increased the number of
agency employees justified on the basis of enforcing the new regulations that the
agencies wrote when the new laws told them to write more regulations.
Bureaucrats are always self justifying and the period of time from about 1975 to
present has got to be the golden age of government employment (known as the
government spending bubble).

The result of bureaucrats justifying their jobs in the next budget has had
predictable results of regulatory abuse of the public in order tom give the
appearance of each government job being indispensible. Our communities lost
the ranchers who were the direct cause of increased natural resource health to
begin with, including increased numbers of sage hens. And we lost effective
predator control techniques including 1080 as a toxicant.

So, beginning in the mid-1970s the numbers of government officials and the
regulations that feed them began to rise exponentially, the numbers of livestock
and livestock owners (ranchers) begin a dramatic decline, the numbers of many
wildlife species including sage hens begin a dramatic decline, with the loss of
ranchers came the simultaneous loss of predator control in general and 1080 in
particular, and with the reduced effectiveness of predator control the predator
population have increased a lot (not as much as the increase in bureaucrats
though.)

How can we tell if the loss of sage grouse since the peak population of about
1960 is caused by the lapse in predator control or by the mushroomed population
of federal and state biologists?

What we do know is from the historic record that when we had more ranchers
and especially more sheep and almost no state or federal biologists we had
historically high numbers of sage grouse. Most sane people would suggest that
if we want to have the sage grouse numbers that we had 60 years ago then the
obvious solution is to return to the range livestock production that we had 60
years ago and let private enterprise once again bring benefits to our
communities.

Fred Fulstone
Smith Nevada
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SUMMARY

The 2012 BiState Action Plan for sage-grouse conservation reports on the past, present,
and future actions of the cooperators in the Bi-State DPS area. Conservation planning
for greater sage-grouse in the Bi-State area began in 2000 with the Nevada Sage
Grouse Conservation Strategy prepared by Governor Guinn’s Sage Grouse
Conservation Planning Team. The first edition of the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation
Pian for the Bi-State Plan Area of Nevada and Eastern California was completed in
2004.

The Bi-State Local Working Group includes the Bi-State Technical Team, the State and
federal land management agencies, state wildlife departments, and stakeholders from
eastern California and western Nevada that cornprise of the Bi-State greater sage-
grouse Distinct Population Segment {DPS). The full and complete commitment to Bi-

State sage-grouse conservall

omes from the gro p at the local planning level
through the highest levels o ' life management agencies in
both Nevada and California t. @ur proven track record of

commitment to planning and implementation ot conservation actions is documented by

our list of projects completed since 2004:

XYZ Conservation Actions were completed throughout the entire Bi-State area and are

broken down as follows.

Pine Nut PMU xx Actions

Desert Creek — Fales
Bodie PMU

Mount Grant MPU
White Mountain PMU
South Mono PMU

Actions have been completed that address each of the four limiting factors of concern to
the Bi-State LAWG and identified in the 2010 USFWS Finding.

Habitat. The 2004 Bi-State Plan has been used for planning and implementing habitat
treatment actions for Bi-State sage-grouse. The objectives of the habitat improvement

actions completed since 2004 have primarily been directed at:
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1. Expansion of sagebrush habitat and improved habitat conditions in the sage-

grouse habitat.

2. Improved meadow habitat for increased edge and increased diversity and

production of grasses and forbs.

Predation

Regulatory Mechanisms

Small Isolated Populations

Recreation

Factor A — Habitat

F‘actor C-
Predation

Factor D —
Regulatory
Mechanisms

Factor E

Small and Isolated
Populations

Factor E

Recreation

Draft

Future project planning, evaluation of project effectiveness, and risk assessment will be

based on a Science-based Adaptive Management Approach that will be based on spatial

data analyses to

1. Delineate priority core habitat,

2. Locate and prioritize future habitat improvement projects,

3. Monitor and evaluate results of completed actions for conservation effectiveness.

and

4. Prioritization risks for each PMLU.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

in March 2010, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) determined that the Bi-State
population of greater sage-grouse constitutes a valid Distinct Population Segment (DPS)
and thus is a listable entity under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Bi-State DPS
comprises a genetically unique meta-population of greater sage-grouse that defines the
tar southwestern limit of the species’ range. This genetic distinction is likely the result of
natural geologic events and subsequent long-term geographic isolation based on
prevailing physiographic and habitat conditions.

The Bi-State DPS occurs over an approximately 170-mile long range, which is up to 60
miles wide and includes portions of eight counties in western Nevada and eastern
California.

In June 2000, the Nevada Governor's Sage Grouse Conservation Team (Governor's
Team) provided the forum for coordinating a landscape level approach to greater sage-
grouse conservation and management. The Bi-State Local Area Working Group
(LAWG), consisting of biologists from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the US
Forest Service (USFS), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Nevada
Department of Wildlife (NDOW), Californian Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
private property owners, and other key stakeholders, developed the first edition of the
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan for the Bi-State Plan Area of Nevada and
Eastern California (Appendix L in NDOW 2004,) (Bi-State Pian). The Bi-State Plan
identified a strategy for sage grouse conservation, identified and prioritized population
risks, and specified projects to address the risks that were known at that time.

Executive Oversight Committee. An executive oversight committee (EOC) was
formed in December 2011 consisting of the Directors of State and Federal agencies in
Nevada and California with regulatory authority in the Bi-State DPS area. The purpose of
the EOC according to the [signed MOU — date to be announced] is to provide a
framework to facilitate interagency cooperation among the parties that will ensure a
coordinated multi-jurisdictional effort to conserve greater sage-grouse populations and
habitats based on population and habitat conservation goals rather than land ownership
or jurisdictional boundaries. Among other things, each of the participating agencies

agreed to:
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1. Provide leadership representation on the Bi-State Executive Oversight
Commitiee.

2. Provide staffing assistance and support to the Bi-State Strategy Team, the Bi-
State Technical Advisory Team and the Bi-State Local Area Working Group.

3. Share technical expertise and data regarding greater sage-grouse populations
and habitats within the Bi-State DPS.

4. ldentify and implement management actions that will provide for the long-term
conservation of greater sage-grouse populations and habitats within the Bi-State
DPS [area].

5. Support the review, update, and continued implementation of the Greater Sage-
Grouse Conservation Plan for the Bi-State Plan Area of Nevada and Eastern
California.

6. Consider the identification and implementation of greater sage-grouse
conservation actions within the Bi-State DPS a priority for their agency.

The Bi-State Technical Advisory Team includes biologists assigned by the EOC from
each participating agency. The Technical Team is responsible for providing technical
guidance and identifying actions necessary for conservation of the Bi-State DPS. The
Technical Team conservation recommendations are presented in this Action Plan. The
members of the Team are identified at the end of this document.

Past, Present, and Future Actions For Conservation of the Bi-State Sage-Grouse
DPS described in this report are provided to respond to the request for information from
the EOC and also serves to meet the Bi-State LAWG objective to update the 2004
Conservation Plan. This Plan compiles information on conservation projects and efforts
that have been accomplished since the 2004 Conservation Plan was completed and
documents projects that are ongoing and will be implemented in the 2012-2013
timeframe and beyond. A supporting feature of the 2012 Conservation Plan is the
Geodatabase that holds spatial and quantitative information about projects and
populations in the Bi-State DPS area. The Bi-State Geodatabase wiil be maintained by
the Bishop BLM.

The Bi-State Action Plan inciudes a strategic, science-based adaptive management
approach for future project planning, evaluation of project, effectiveness, and identifying
quantifiable risks to each life stage of the population.

The 2012 Conservation Action Plan will be amended annually to augment the Bi-State
Geodatabase with updated information on projects completed, ongoing projects, and

4



Bi-State Sage-Grouse DPS Action Plan DRAFT - IN - PROGRESS

proposed projects developed through the Adaptive Management Plan or other planning
processes. The plan amendment will document planning decisions and monitoring
results from the previous fiscal year (October 1 — September 30) and layout a scope of
work for the following year. Updates to the Plan and the Geodatabase will be submitted
to the EOC by November 30 of each year.

1.1 Background on the Bi-State DPS

Much of the available genetic, population, and habitat data characterize the Bi-State
DPS as a genetically diverse, locally adapted meta-population consisting of several
relatively small, localized breeding populations distributed among suitable sagebrush
habitats throughout the Bi-State area. In 2001, the Governor’s Team delineated six
Population Management Units (PMU) for the Bi-State population area as shown in
Figure 1. Sage-grouse populations occurring in the Long Valley portion of the South
Mono PMU and the Bodie PMU are the largest and best documented populations within
the Bi-State area. Key habitat in Nevada is shown in Figures 2, 3, and 4. Public lands
administered by the BLM and USFS and private lands provide important habitat for
populations of greater sage-grouse within the Bi-State area. Land ownership and extent
are summarized for each PMU in Table 1

Table 1. Population Management Units and Land Management Status in the Bi-State
DPS Area.
PMU Name Land Management / Ownership Distribution
{In Geographic (acres) [check acres]
Order from
North to South) Size BLM USFS Native Private State / D:;’?t.
American County Defense
Pine Nut 574373 | saa791| 70402| 89000 144708 | 13758
1 L ] (approx.) ] kl
Desert Creek - | 567 992 6,110 | 493,612 65,716 | 2,552
Fales
Bodie 349,630 180,022 81,382 40 | 58,852 6,081
Mount Grant 699,079 279,916 300,910 27,963 41,945 48,936
White
Mountain 1,753,875 | 1,455,716 245,542 52,616
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South Mono 579,483 | 1200,775 | 312,084 441 17,662 3,944

1.2 Lek Survey Methods and Population Summaries

In the Nevada portion of the Bi-State DPS area, sage-grouse leks are monitored by
three separate methods. Lek counts and lek routes are conducted by various agency
personnel and volunteers. Lek counts and lek routes follow accepted protocols
developed in Connelly et al. (2003). These monitoring techniques are applied multiple
times in a given breeding season for known active leks; however, additional attention is
required in the future to monitor those Ieks labeled as unknown or inactive. Leks are
monitored from approximately March 15 through May 15 of each year. In addition to
ground based monitoring, NDOW also conducts intermittent, but fairly common,
helicopter surveys of high elevation leks that are difficult to reach by vehicle. Aerial lek
counts are conducted in the Pine Nut and Mount Grant PMUs. Five lek locations have
been identified in the Wassuk Range (Mount Grant PMU) through helicopter survey, but
are currently unsubstantiated as there have been just two years with positive data
recorded for these leks (2005 and 2006). The Aurora’Lek is also surveyed via helicopter.
This lek appears to be a relatively large lek within this PMU ranging between 14 and 94
birds over the last seven years.

In California sage-grouse lek surveys in the Bi-State area currently employ a “saturation
count” methodology for deriving the annual single day peak male count on each
breeding complex. Saturation counts require that all known active leks within a breeding
complex be counted simultaneously by at least one experienced observer. Counts are
conducted on a minimum of three separate days during the period at which the maile and
female attendance is at a maximum. The annual single day peak count is the survey
having the highest cumulative number of male grouse counted on all leks within a
breeding complex. Leks are monitored beginning as early as mid-March to determine
the likely period of peak occupation. Lek monitoring is performed collaboratively by a
team of interagency personnel from CDFG, BLM, USFS and the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Graduate students from the University of
Idaho and University of Nevada Reno and personnel from the U.S. Geological Survey,

as well as numerous volunteers, have also participated in past surveys.
Two core sage grouse populations, Bodie Hills and Long Valley, occur in the Mono

6
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County portion of the Bi-State. These core areas annually comprise approximately 94
percent of all strutting males counted during annual lek surveys in California. The
remaining six percent of males are counted on leks from three smaller peripheral
populations at Parker, Granite Mountain, and Fales. Lek monitoring has been
conducted since 1953 in the Bodie Hills, Long Valley and Fales breeding complexes.
However, the saturation count method has only been used consistently since 1987 in the
Bodie Hills and Long Valley. Annual lek monitoring efforts prior to 1987 did not always
involve mulitiple counts because of problems associated with observers, weather
constraints, and road access due to snow.

Pine Nut PMU Population Summary. The Mill Canyon Dry Lake lek located in
the northern portion of the Pine Nut Mountains is the only known, consistently reliable
lek in the Pine Nut PMU (a correction to the 2004 Plan)i Lek counts have been
conducted at this lek since 2001. The average male attendance at this lek over the last
11 years is 14.1. Last year (2011) the lek count was 17 males, or 20.6 percent higher
than the 11-year average male attendance. The maximum male count was 22 (2003)
and the minimum was 6 (2008). The 11-year data set is insufficient for making-
inferences on population trend. However, an increase in the number of males in
attendance has been observed. Recent data collected from radio-marked birds
indicates substantial use around the south-central portion of the Pine Nut Mountains and
it is likely that another lek occurs in this area. Follow-up surveys scheduled for 2012
should reveal the location of another Iek |n thls area.

Desert Creek — Fales PMU Population Summary - Nevada Portion,
There are four leks within the Nevada portlon of the Desert Creek-FaIes PMU that have
-—-'/-—_“‘—‘_

consistent lek count data: Desert Creek #2, Wlley Dltch #2 W|Iey Ditch #3 and

Sweetwater #2.. These leks are located in Iarge valley bottoms south of Welllngton
Nevada to the south end of Sweetwater Flat along State Route 338.The long-term
average male attendance for all of these leks is 24.2. In 2011, the average male
attendance was 18.3, or 24.4 percent below the long-term average. A decrease in
attendance at the Sweetwater #2 lek from 2007 {(n=xx) to 2011 (n=xx) is concerning. In
—."“_""'-w-—_.‘_...‘ B
2005 and 2006, 31 males and 30 males, respectively, were observed at this lek. No
males have been observed over the last two years and it is not clear why this lek has
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seemingly been abandoned.

Other known leks within the Nevada portion of this PMU exhibit intermittent activity.
These leks are monitored during each breeding season, however, data for many of
these leks are sparse. The potential that there are other undiscovered leks within this
PMU is fairly high, especially within the upper elevations of the Pine Grove Hills. More
intensive helicopter survey work scheduled in 2012 may lead to the discovery of these
leks.

Desert Creek — Fales PMU Population Trend - California Portion. The Fales
portion of the Desert Creek-Fales PMU is located in northern Mono County in the

general vicinity of Sonora Junction near the intersection of Highways 395 and 108. The

Fales breeding complex includes two active and two inactive trend leks located on
Burcham and Wheeler Flats. [n addition, one lek occurs on Jackass Flat located in the

extreme northeast corner of Mono County near the CA-NV state line. Due to the
remoteness and inaccessibility of the area, this lek was only monitored in 2003 and
2004.

Initial population monitoring efforts in the Fales area began in 1953 with the counting of
Lek 1. Leks 2 and 3 were added to the survey in 1957 and Lek 4 in 1961. From 1953-
1980, the average number of males counted on all four leks was 78 males (Figure 4).

, Qtihese20s S{ervialed

The hlgh peak count during this same period was 205 mal

males, nearly 50 percent were counted on Lek 1. | ithin ) . ___IM&
Highway 395. Annual male at . Theow Wodd

however, from 1971-1980, that use declined to an average of just 9 males. By 1981, 5' X 2.0 .S
grouse use of Lek 1 had ceased entirely and no birds have been observed on this lek - ] () 3_5
since that time. From 1981-2011, after the disappearance of Lek 1, the average number

of males counted within the Fales breeding complex was 27 birds. Lek 4 was last active S Jry
in 2003 when one strutting male and 3 hens were observed. This lek became ?
permanently inactive in 2006 when a home was built within 50 meters west of the lek.

Recent peak male count data from the last decade suggests that although the Fales ? , t '
population is very small compared to historic levels, it has remained relatively stable. w18 l‘3

Bodie PMU Population Trend. To date, a total of eight dependable long-term
leks as well as numerous associated satellite grounds, have been identified in the Bodie
PMU. The majority of these leks are located in the Bodie Hills east of Hwy 395;

8
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however, one trend lek and several satellite grounds occur to the west of the highway.
Although Ieks in the Bodie Hills have been monitored since 1953, this summary
examines the trend in peak male attendance beginning in 1987 when the saturation
count method was first employed.

The long-term average (LTA) peak male attendance from 1987-2011 was 194 grouse —
counted on an average of 10 leks (Figure 1). A maximum peak high count of 432 males
was obtained for 13 leks counted in 2011 while the minimum peak high count was 64
mw in 1998

The period from 1987-2011 is marked by four distinct changes in population. From 1989-
1992, the trend in strutting males remained high, ranging from between 128% and 185%
of the LTA. This trend was reversed during the period between 1993 and 2003, when
‘the average number of males dropped to between 33 percent and 84 percent of the LTA.
Between 2004 and 2009, the trend in strutting males remained relatively stable,
fluctuating between 90 percent and 115 percent of the LTA. The period from 2010-2011
was featured by peak mal_e counts that ranged from 153 percent and 222 percenf above
the LTA. The 2011 count of 432 males was the highest peak male count recorded in the

Bodie Hills since 1953. Lek count data for the period from 1987-2011 indicates that the
~ -

Bodie Hills population has remained relatively stable.

- F—— |

Mount Grant PMU Population Summary The largest known active lek within
the Nevada portion of this PMU is the Aurora Iek situated between Aurora Peak and the
Brawley Peaks along the Nevada/California border The average attendance at this lek
is 24.8 males; however as many as 94 males were observed in 2006. Frfty -two male
sage-{;rouse were observed at this lek in 2011. This lek is difficult to suNey because of
its elevation and’the propensity of the area to be inaccessible by vehicle due to snow
and mud and is normally surveyed by helicopter.

White Mountain PMU Population Summary. CDFG conducted lek discovery
helicopter flights in the White Mountain PMU in March of 2006 and again in April 2008.
During the March 2006 flight, a total of 206 sage grouse {unidentified as males or
females) were observed. Grouse were observed in high elevation (2,875 meters)
sagebrush scrub habitat located in vicinity of the Bucks Peak, Red Peak, Iron Mountain,
Tres Plumas Flat, and Chatovitch Flat. Because it was still early and in the breeding

season and snow conditions were quite deep, these observations do not necessarily

9
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reflect the locations of ek sites. In April 2008, a total of 33 grouse were observed
southwest of Crooked Creek in the vicinity of Sagehen Flat and Blanco Mountain.

A sage grouse telemetry study is needed in the PMU to determine lek site locations and

important seasonal habitats such as nesting, brooding and wintering locations.

South Mono PMU Population Trend. The PMU is comprised of three breeding
complexes, including Long Valley, Parker and Granite Mountain. The Long Valley
breeding complex is located in Long Valley and includes eight trend and associated
satellite leks situated along the upper Owens River drainage and the Crowley Lake
basin. The Parker breeding complex includes one trend lek located in Parker Meadow at
the northwest end of the June Lake Loop. The Granite Mountain breeding complex
includes two inactive trend leks located east of the Mono Basin in the Adobe Valley and
Sage Hen Summit areas.

This summary examines the trend in peak male attendance beginning in 1987 when the
saturation count method was first employed. However, it should be noted that maximum
high male counts were obtained for Long Valley in 1962, 1963 and 1986, when 408, 405
and 406 males were counted, respectively.

The LTA peak male attendance from 1987-2011 was 250 grouse counted on an average
of nine leks. The maximum peak high male count during this period was 370 males in
1987 and the low 165 males in 1991 (Figure 2). Male lek attendance during the 13 year
period from 1989-2003 remained either at or below the LTA of 250 birds. Beginning in
2004, peak maie lek attendance in Long Valley increased to 140 percent of the LTA and
this trend continued through 2007 (Figure 2). Male attendance again declined below the
LTA in 2008 and 2008, but increased to 154 percent of the LTA in 2011. Lek count data
collected from 1987-2011 indicates that the Long Valley sage grouse population is stable

to moderately increasing.

The two trend leks in the Granite Mountain breeding complex have been monitored
since 1984 (Figure 3). Since that time, these leks have comprised between zero and
three percent of all strutting males counted in the South Mono PMU. Between 1984 and
1994, the Adobe lek averaged 11 males; however, in 1995 the number of males at this
lek began to steadily decline until it becamne inactive in 2001. In 1990, the Gaspipe lek
was discovered; however, no strutting males have been observed on this lek since 2008.
From 1990-2011, the LTA male attendance at the Gaspipe lek was just 6 birds. Overall,

10



“In recent years, there
has been a growing
feeiing that we neag to
be more aggressive in
finding additional fund-
Ing 1o meet the predator
demands”
Suerling Brovm,
Vice President of Public
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Burequ Federation
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EXHIBIT #2

Predator Control Programs

AMY TRINIDAD.
Sheep Industry News Editor

‘\vg f% ithin the past year, two -state governments
Vf v / passed legislation to easist livestock produc-

exs and sportsmen alike with predator issues
- mainly with coyotes. Like many states, funding was

- the leading concern when it came 1o the predator dam-

age control programs in Utah and South Dakota; however,
state legislators teamed up with siate agencies and pro-
ducer groups in a grass roots effort o increase permanent,
ongoing funding for these vital programs,

For a number ofyeam.Umhhashadaimiqucparmar—
ship with a number of local, county; state and federnl agen-
cies to ensure that the livestock industries as well ag sports-
inen have had adequate predator cantrol. This partnership
was between the US. Department of Agricultures (USDAY

Wildlife Services (WS), the Utah Department of Agriculture -

and Food, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) as
well as a number of Jand owners. :
“Through this partnership, funding has been. the lim-
iting factor] explains Sterling Brown, vice president of
public policy for the Utah Farm Burean Federation. “It is

Utah's Predator Control Program map.

Ve

R taticoal Parics

constantly 2 push-pull battie to gain additional funding tor
our:state’s growing demand” :

-With no to lirtle increases from federal and state appro-
priations for predator conteol programs, the private sector
was forced to contribute more money; howevey, it was not
enough to meet the demand of the programs.

“In recent years, there has been a growing feeling that

~‘we need to be more aggressive in finding additional fund-

ing'to meet the predator demands™ says Brown, explain-
ing that several rural Utah Farm Bureau members got
together and developed an idea of increasing Utah hunt-
ing permits to raise more money for predator control pro-
grams. Over time, Utah Farm Bureau, sportsman groups
and the legislature agreed to a $5 increase, :
“Hunters obviously have a ot at stake when it comes
to predators. The deer population-in recent years has de-
clined for 2 number of reasons. One of those reasons is the

increase m predators, particularly that-of coyotes on the

fawa:populations,” explains Brown. “The hunting commu-

“nity has been scrambling to find the best options 1o reduce

predators and let the deer population increase”

This idea of increasing big game hunting permits
gained traction in 2012 when Sen. David-Hinkins from
Orangeville sponsofed S.B. 87 Predator Control Funding,
This bill called for an additional $5 to be added to hunt-
inglicenses specifically for the Predator Control Restrict
Accourt and used by the DWR to fund a predator control
program of predatory animals. This fee is expected to gen-
erate $600,000 for the coyote bounty program.

At the same time, another piece of legislation was
passed by the Utah state legislature - §.B. 245 or the Mule
Degr Protection Act - which allocates a total of $750,000

~of ongoing fanding for the state’s predator coatrol pro-
. grams. As part of this funding, the DWR implemented a

new predator control program that provides incentives for

members of the public to remove coyotes. Participants in

this progkam can receive $50 for each properly document-
ed coyote that is killed in Utah. Although this program
is designed to benefit-mule deer populations by targeting
coyotes, it comes as a benefit to the livestock industry a5
livéstock and deer share many, of the same lands in Utah.
Sponsored by Sen. Ralph Okerlund of Monroe, Utah, this

- bill allocates $250,000 to the DWR to: combat predators that

ey specifically-on deer herds, $250,000 10 USDA/WS for
m predator control and the remaining $250.000 will be ai-
located to the Utah Department of Agricultural and Food 1o
Increase funding for the existing coyose bounty program.
According to John Shivik, mammals coordinator with the
DWR, 6,724 coyotes have been turned in-fram September
(the-date when the agency starting payments).until mid-May
which he says s in line with the DWRs expectations.
T Based on the sheer. magritude of the number of cay-

.



otes checked in, the program is running rath-
er smaothly says Shivik, explaining that it is
too early to tel if the program ig having any
impact. The DWR will be looking at the lo-
cations of where the coyotes were killed and
comparing that data with mule deer popula-
tions to see if progress is being made: how-
ever, Shivik says that will take a few years to
sort out,

Talking about all the new funding for the

of a brighter Juture for these groups™ . |

predators, o far weﬁn;bpt.lnﬂstié that wé are
on the right faoting here and setting the Stage

Those at “he Utah Wool -Crowers Asso-
clation concur, Matt Mickel, treasurer of the
organization. says, “The Utah Wool Growers
are thankfuul that the state legislature stepped
up in good feith to help with our depredation
issues from coyotes. We are thrilled to hear

-

)

certain l'mnting‘ licenses for predator coniral

. PuIposes, approve temporary funding pro-

visionz. relating to predator contsol and 1o

declare depred tion an’

emesgency, Coe
“We are just “being’]

run over by coyotes and ;8

our  predator  boards 38

‘were just flat out of mon- §

that many ceyotes are being taken” ;
Further to the northeast, members of
the South Dakota state legislature this year -

ey;” relays Rep. Betty O]- N l

state’s predator control programs, Brown says, son of Prairie City, who'|

“We fecl like 2012 was a banner year to help

operates a ranch with her TN
sportemen and livestock producers combat  passed an act 10 increase the surcharge on  husband and :ntroduced Rep. Betiy Olson,
o T, ISR £ - A 5 thelegis.lation: SOU:!]DB]&UU

In South' Dakota, a
combination of county
government, stote and USDA funds, in ad-
dition ‘to_private funds collectud through
predator districts, are nsed'to help manage
depredation. According to Max Matthews,
president of the South Dakaota Shieep Grow-
ers Association, funding for the animal dasa-
- age conwol pregram-in South Dakota was
cut in 2007 wlich lead to the climination
of the aerial hunting program add a couple
trappers. “This reduction to the animal dam-
age-control program could nat have come at
a worse time,” he. explains. “The mange that
had been hitting the coyotes was on the de-
cline: As a result, the coyote numbers across
" the state were increasing at an alarming rate.
The state trappers had too much area to
cover and not enough time allocated to the
. program to be able to manage the coyote
population.”
. In the past few years, aerial hunting has
returned to South Dakota through WS and
. althongh this has helped manage the coyote
population, Matthews says their numbers are
still increasing resulting in more dollars lost
to the livestock industry.
This new legislation to help manage the
coyote population, which was signed into
4 lawon March 25, went into effect on July 1
. and increases the surcharge on certain hunt-
o . . o ) - ing licenses from $5 to $6, in other words,
op Quality Karahdin Breeding Stock Sale | [tmeseiutwimkwmiym
: N S Portarinngg Powad oo

s e apporteaig 1
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NUGGET COMPANY

[uis

- e '_ ‘The finest tn lambskin
Katahdin Sheep are a single purpose meat breed with high “‘@'M“’: ':“hem'
maternal performance. They are easy keepers, medium si_zgd, md"“blm - m’*_ ‘

| heat tolerant and do not require shearing docidng or crutching. medical lambskin

| : our-hread. | | GROWN AND TANNED IN THE USA
Everyone is welcome to come and learn about our breed e e

| y ener . 1 -} SanAntonio, Texas: (210) 224238

| Complete Expo information updated regularly and posiad at Mwwhaiahdias.ong or contact KHSI! - | | Greeley, Colorado: (970)686.7494

Operations ar nlo@katahdins.org or 479-444-844.1. Catabag of Sale animaks wallble 8. ) | www.nuggetcompany.com
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NICKELS GAMING

supports tne sheep industry,

Thank you for providing‘
us with lamb and wooli

www.nickelsgaming.com
406-443-5554 -
L 2100 N Last Chance Gulch 59601

NATIONAL LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS ASSOCITION

&GOAT FL

Ssrvicing the J’ﬁup& Goat
%Zﬁa Since 2000

FUNDS ARE AVAILABLE!

Call 1.800.237.7193, Ext. 10
or visit
www.SheepandGoatFund.com

: Nuilonsl
S50 Norok Waiar Deives « bkanaws, Wi 54545
{920 396-1931 o Fax (320) 596-3399
bisheapBwalinetnal « www.bksheep.com
Specializing In profinble nusrition
desigred for your flock’s needs.

White Suffolk Sheep
Prestige Farm ~ Gary Heilig
Box 142, 1002 Kirkemandes Rd.; Moore, MT 59464

(406) 374-2313
ghheilig@itstriangle.com
www.prestigewhitesuffolks, com

) explams that the ariginal §§ fee is deposited

in a special fund known as the South Dakos.,

Sportsmens access and landowper depreda-.

tion fund which deals with situations Jike

deer in hay fields and geese in corp -
' he additional dollar wil} only be

azimal damage control Programs
such as inceeasing aerial hunting and reim-
bursing trappers, ‘ :

rowed $160,000 from the Department of
Game, Fish and Parks 1o fiil in the time gapy
Olson explains, )

These funds will be repaid with interes
based on the cagh flow fund rate no later thar
June 30, 2014,

“We figured with the new revenuc coming

in, it should more than-cover the loan by nexi
year la addition to funding the program”iOj:
son relays, saying the program-should bring
in around $200,000a year. S

“The in<rease in funding should return
the animal damage control program back
to where it was six years aga,” explains Mat-
thews. “Ceatrolling the ‘coyote population
U0 a manageable number.can only be dpae
through the: funding of an effective anima;
damage control program, ‘Without the-fund-
ing, the prixdation to-livestock and. wildkife
cannot be controlled” ' :

As was the case in Utah, ‘this. legislation
was seen as favorable by a- majority .of the
sportsmen’. groups. South Dakota had also
seen a decrease in wildlife due to the number!
of predator. i

Advance® Lamb Milk Replacers
maximizes growth & performance. . .
FEATURLS & BENEFITS. i

« Kwik¥x® technology — mixes easily !

Found at YOUI' Local'

Advance has an entire line of high qualit

Questions about our products?

legislation

b

" Olson. worked op a number of pleces of
0 assist livesmck producers this

as of Jul)} 1, wolves were considered preda-

" toxs on the east‘sjde of the Missouri River;

* Emul fled fots and dlls — optimizes fat chigestibili
* Includes colostrum — enhances gut healtn. =

* Higher vitamin € level (150 1U/lb) — kmprov.s diges

+ Acldifind — pravents spailage in.coldad I?bi'um
» Enticirg aroma & flavor—- antracts ankmgls ¢ ent

ity
multi-species health &.milk teplacer products.
: . t

Call 846-894:36600r visit MilkSpevialtiesGlok
Buy move. Spendless. Inquirs about doliar lo volume discounts.

AAVARCE €A tradamark nf Milk Grarislsiacia sy 1

however, they remain protected untj} del-
isted on the western side of the Tiver,

Due to the fact that local predator control
districts are strapped for cash, H.B iles
authorizes county comumissions to increase

‘their predator-control levies.on sheep and

cattle; however, Olsan says this legislation
mast be passed by 51 percent of the live-
stock producers in the district in order 1o
take effect. '

H.B. 1167 restructures the policy advisory
committes for animal damage control, As
it stands currently only the animaj damage
contral supervisor, the secretary of Game,
Fish and Parks and the secretary of agri-
culture are the only three on this commit-
Iee, which hadr't been active since 2010,
This bill that was passed 4dds a member
from USDASWS, the South Dakota Sheep
Growers Association, the South Dakoty
Cattlemen Association, the Sourh Dakora
Stock Growery Association; the South Dg-
kota Farmers. Union, the Sourh Dakota
Farm Bureau and the South Dakota Wild-
life Federation and requires the group 1
meet at-least once peryear.
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33 ot the January 30 issue of the paper) the comments |

EXHIBIT #4

BOPWIOMLLL S L UL OIS, PR Y by LR G L oty

emem- o ote on behalf of the Beaverhead Outdoors Association anything at all. As far as his subsg:ription'renewal, 1 think
h other on the state sage-grouse plan. | have sent them to Senator y(;—i.lr paper wé)md ll)(e better off without his.
one. | Brenden and Rep. Schwaserer but was unable to find an e- ave 4 good week. . D L Kis|
5 on N mail address for Mr. Stoneberg. All three have great points. i arrel Riser
.{; fu the Thank you for a great paper and all you do! Warden, WA
erested Steve Jennings . .

Email five sons... what riches!

orward

HURSDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 2014 « 350 Head Sold

Linda, I have five sons. Three are helping run our ranch.
We also have a grandson working here, which is good!

When 1 was listening to our President, [ didn’t hear any-
thing about agriculture. I wonder why? Maybe because
they want cheap food as usual. So be it!

We sold our calves yesterday. They brought a real good
price, but not in line with what we have to pay for tractors
and trucks.

You folks are doing a good job out there! Keep up the
good work. | read Pat’s “As I See li” and “Bill’s Warbag”
first. Then I let my sons read it.

Ed Miller

. Sty R Astve K A2, Spearfish, SD

1 Cows and hulls very stong. Very few feeders on the market. Good
tion heve on the 20th. Thank you for your business! The MAIN TEGSOT.!.. . . i
. To the Five-Star Editor! [ missed the meeting on the sage
:aggg gfa?g Sie‘ilemn g:ﬁs:? 3 gt 13?; 1gg-gg chickens on the 29th. But] do have an opinion on what has
108.50 | Thompson Cattle Co _ Billngs 1 Bk 1571 eeso happened to the numbers. Of course we have the farming,
102.00 § Mike Wiggs Columbus 1 Red 1,366 97.00 livestock, loss of sagebrush, drilling for oil and gas, plus
10450 | Mike Grewel ol HE'FEESBR 54 19000 human movement into subdivisions, all of which I think
104.00 } Randy Brusett Jordan 18 Bk 570 8800 plays only a MINOR cause of the decrease in numbers.
}g}gg \l'f‘lc:or S'T':;" " Bame Deer 11 g::bwf ggg 1 g; gg I think the main reason is the increase of predators, both
. elvyn Wambeke eaver . -

+00.00 | Randy Bruset ordan 15 Bk 644 18850 on the ground (four-legged ones) and of course the birds.
100.00 § Roberta Stevenson  Hobson 6 Bk 1083 134.00 We have all of the eagles, falcons, and more crows and

D — BRING 'EM T0O BLS!

LES THIS WEEK .

Vs Pioneer Market

.
<Y

THURSDRY, FEBRUARY 20

FEEDER SPECIAL
with All Class Cattle Sale
and Northern Livestock /(B!

ravens than [ have ever seen before. They eat the eggs, and
I am sure this has been discussed and debated somewhat.

Going back in history in Powder River and Carter coun-
‘ties when Montana hiad a great number of sheep, We had a
high rate of predator control. With 1080 poison, trapping,
and aerial control, sage chickens were most everywhere,
In fact, 1 know in those two counties that it was a hunter’s
paradise for all the birds and game animals. Now that the
sheep numbers are just over 200,000 in the whole state, we
have not been controlling the predators like we used to, and
we now have what we have. Eggs are easy to find, and of

i s course, live sage chickens are quite tasty to the predators.
Internet Auction ‘ I have thoughts on the wolf situation also. First ¢f all,
Expecting 1,800 Head it was illegal because the Canada wolf was not wHat we

FRL-SAT-SUN. FEB. 21-22-23

BiG FEBRUARY HORSE SALE

had. Secondly, it was an idiot idea put together by a bunch
of idiots. Look at the cost and damage it has done to the
state they brought them into. [t scattered the elk carrying
brucellosis to the caitle all over several states.

Buffalo, one sentence on this subject: Have the Livestock

tUsS Expecting 900 Head Commission, FWP, and Park Service check with the Custer
S LOOSE HORSES SELL AT Park 11{1 Soutl}: Dakota on how they handle their buffalo as
9 AM. SUNDAV’ FEBRUARY 23 ltlr?i)p{: ‘:’Izg :\;ill in some way open eyes on the above
m Bring your loose horses anytime subjects.
throughout the week and weekend ASAP (Always Say A Prayer!)
i to sell to our large Willard L. Moore
835 lease horse buying crowd.

mation or to conslgn, call:
Y (306} 698-4783

Pan (406) 671-7715

Columbus, MT

Editors note: Whoop whoop! Five-star editor? Oh that’s the
nicest thing anybody has called me in a long time! Maybe Ill got
a name tag saying “Linda Grosskopf, Five-Star Editor of WAR.
Five-Star Paper” ... how would that be? LG

Sat/Sun, Mar 22/23 March Horse Sale

L}

sale & Thurs, Mar 27 .. All Class Cattle Sale { 800 am Start) |} 3

Thurs, Apr3 ... Annual Spring NiLE Cattle Special ! NO FA‘R‘MS No ‘FOOD . s

Thurs, Apr 10 ... All Class Cattle Sale ' Linda, I thought you might be interested in the letter and

Thurs, Apr 17 .. Early Grass Feeder & Stock Cow/Fair 1 bumper sticker we received in the mail from the Ameri-
e Special w/ni Class Cattic Sale & ' can Farmland Trust. The bumper sticker is like the NO
Ml Ciase Northerm Internet. Auction v FARMS-NO FOOD sticker mention in the January 16

Thurs, Apr 24 . Al Class Cattle Sale H . - coan Tand Terat
e & SatiSun. Aer 26727 ... Awril Hores Sale 1 issue of WAR. The address for American Farmland Tene

(7]
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