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Please Read the complete packet, you will see that the 25 years between 1950
and 1975 were the years the sage hen and other wildlife flourished into to their
highest numbers. Those were the years predator control was at its best. We had
four times more trappers then and good toxicant control. We also had much
higher numbers of livestock on the ranges those years. The State of Nevada and
the Federal Government have cut trappers and monies to the Wildlife Service by
one half which is just the opposite of what they should do to enhance the sage

hen.

Area concerned includes our allotment within the three Units: Bodie Unit (Mt.
Biedeman, Rancheria Gulch, and Little Morman Allotments), Pinenut Unit (Spring

Gulch Allotment}, and Desert Creek Unit (Sulpher Allotment).

We have had pinion encroachment over the last 60 years, and a drought for last

25 years which has also affected the sage hen.

If there are any questions please call.

(S) Fred Fulstone
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Agriculture is our No. 3 industry and it supports sage hen and wildlife more than
anyone. Grazing is a big business. Grazing lands in the US amounts to some 770
million acres and are used by 100 million head of domestic livestock. Grazing is

the foundation for an industry that generates $40 billion in Ag income annually.

The special interest and extreme environmentalist are suing the USFWS because
they haven't listed the sage hen. Grazing lands are in the best shape in over 100
years scientists report. Our family has been working very close with all agencies.

Where is the scientific evidence and commercial data that the sage hen are dying
from malnutrition or poor habitat? The Livestock Permittees, the Forest Service
and the BLM have been working together for the last 70 years to improve the
habitat for livestock and wildlife, and they have done it. (See article #1**pass out)
The livestock people are on the range 24/7 and | don’t think they have ever seen a
sage hen dead_from starvation.

There is no scientific evidence or facts that the sage hens are dying from
starvation. This is all supposition used by some agencies and extreme
environmentalist. (**article attached) If the sage hen is listed it will cause an
adverse economic impact on the agricultural people. (Read Scalia Supreme Court
Decision)

To increase the sage hen we must control the hawks, ravens, coyotes, and rabbits
in areas of livestock grazing.

If the sage hen is listed the Forest Service and BLM will be forced to interfere with
our grazing cycle, possibly close some areas and put us out of business which
would certainly affect the community.

We must concentrate to keep our allotments open with good managed grazing
which we have now.

in order to increase sage hen numbers, we should consider transplanting some of
the Bi-State Birds into new areas where there is good habitat.
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There are millions of acres of good sage hen habitat out east of Walker Lake just
clean up the predators first.

| don’t think it is good policy for the national welfare of the people to destroy the
livestock industry to think they are keeping the sage hen. This is not true.

Are we the people so rich and elegant, that we can destroy the whole livestock
industry here in the west just to look at this bird? We must find a way to save
both. itis there.

As | have worked with and watched this committee from its very first day in
Yerington, Nevada many years ago. | would hope that this committee does not
target livestock grazing as a major concern to save the sage hen. ! don’t know for
sure, | would hope everyone on this committee will vote against listing the sage
hen. If the bird is listed it will be more difficult to manage due to the ESA
regulations. Very few listings have ever helped the species.

The Forest Service and BLM are already panicking. | don’t think they want to stop
all grazing. They are not sure what is going to happen. Neither are the
permittees. The permittees and the grazing agencies should be given more time
to work together and figure out a plan to enhance the sage hen and save the
livestock operators.

Number 1 is to control the predator by getting more money to the Wildlife
Service. There is 75000 acres of good sage brush and grass habitat right next to

~ the Desert Creek lek that should take care of lots of sage hen if we can keep them
from the predators.

| want to give you one more example why | know we should control predators.

In the years 1950 to about 1975 we had 100’s of pheasants on our ranches here in
Smith Valley.

Dr. Mary Fulstone would have her Lyon County Annual Doctors meeting and
Pheasant hunt every year for about 20 years. There were hundreds of pheasants
everywhere; it didn’t take long to get their limits.
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Then in the 70’s the government stopped the toxicant program for coyotes and
birds disappeared.

Also the Fish and Game tried to plant some more pheasant but they all died.

My son-in-law, a dentist here in Smith valley raises about 300 pheasants every
year and plants them on the ranch. We are trying to get them going on their own
by planting a littie wheat, but the hawks generally finishes them off. We see the
hawks killing them, feathers everywhere. This is the same for the sage hen.

My last word is that you can’t enhance the sage hen by discontinuing grazing; you
would probably make it worse.
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Grazing lands are in best shape fn over 100 years, sclentlsts report

oy Vhark Sreebe
A issue paped by a prestigious yroup

G scienve arpanizations and individuals |

iy put he emotional opic of livestock
graging on public fands into perspective
far- both  hLivestock owners and
Jrronmental wdvocaes, and thuse who
oAk public policy inthe future.

The “Eoviranmental Impacts of

Lisestagk on WS, Grazing Lands" was
vebegwed lgtmonth by CAST - the
Cagngd tur Awricolwral Science and
fecinolugy, which 15 a nonprolit
gizepirzitdn vomposed o 37 sewenilic
seaetics. alone with many others.

The conclusion ol the 1ask {orce was

thul properly managed grazing lands
arevide positive environmental benefity,
Tk el paint Lo clean waner supplies, 1he
LquTyTo sequester or lie up carbon and

carboa dioxide that can help the
“Greenhause Effect,” and thut grozing has
the potential to maintain biodiversity,
This reports is not & rybber slamp for
the livestock industry, liclearly points out
ihe negative effects-on'soil and weler
qualuy. riparian areas, biodiversity, and
invasive plants if not.managed properly.
“Livesiock grazing, howevcr. isoneof
the few Tools available to narural resource
manageis. rordevelopmg and maintaining
desirub. ¢ plar‘t__t"'omnmmy structure,
decuusmb fuel: Ioa $10 dccrcusc w1|dl'ue

grazing can be prevcnlédbr connollud by

when gy azmg as done how !ong, and the

intensity that livestock graze. The key,
they said, to sustainable yraziny s
managing the vegelalion cover, not just
for livesiock, bui to hold the soil in plave,
fiher water, and to recycle nuirients.

Grazing is a big business. Graziny
lands in the U.S. amount 10 some 779
million acres and are used by 100 miltion
head of domestiv Hivesiock. Grazing is the
foundation for an indusiry that generaies
$40 biltion in ag income annually,

The report poins out grazing animls
are o natural and important component of
most of the grassland ceosystems and
included the targe animals such as bison,
elk, deer, aniclope, and even prairie dogs,
grasshoppers and mice,

“Demestic livestoek have displased

(eoniimnd on wexi gy
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(continued j?qm.pr??(ow'f' age}
cocertain native. g in
have assumod the rolg's
managers, ofien 'decid|
should use the forage and ¢
the issue paper sfaled,

Anather point made was in meny.
ecosyslems more grazing occurs below the.

$0il surface than above it by sail insects,
nemaiodes, and other organisms,
Grazing can be used as o 100} to change
the vegetation to reach management
ubjectives, such as decreusing the grasses
und iacreasing shrub growth, Some Fish
und Game biologists have noted that the
deerease in numbers of domestic sheep in
the West and the decrease of brush fires,
vomvides very closely with the fall in
numbers of muie deer. They wonder if a
alow change in habitat has favored gazing

animals such us ¢lk over mule deer,

anielope, and even sage grouse,
The CAST scientists note poor grazing
peactices that lead 10 overgrazing can

aceelerate soil erosion, but il properly
managed, increases in soil organic matter -

may be greater in grazed lands thanp
ungrazed fands,

One of the more important
vbservations made abour grazing in the
report miay be the role grazing lands will
play in sequestering or typing.up cerbon

_diuxide than the shrub lands that mosi

peapte believed were more efficient.

"Grazing lainds may be used in the
future 1o influence the global carbon cycle
and 10 ke up more CO2 from the
xnmosphere,” the task force sialed,

The report pointed out several
pegatives from improper grazing,
meluding overwidening of streams and
shaflow areas that can increase water
lemperatures,

Anotaer area of concern was heavy
grazing in riparian or wetland 2ones that
van signiticantly effect surfuee and ground
water quality, with sigoificant impacts on
Ayt ire,

The researchers said that excluding
gruzing unimals from ecosystems thal
evolved with grazing may actually

decreuse biodiversity through dominam

compention by other planis, -
L the report...the copelusion by the

task force was that the overall condition: -
ol gruzing lands was much better.than 100’

yoars ugo.
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 WHEREAS,

the form of ve, !
traditlonal hioelzont B
- WHEREAS, ¢ri0;
Inhibits anclsi] Nazkel in’a very
deirimental manner 19 shee producers; and
'WHEREAS, the’ omey Generul of Idaho:

gional and nationsl
associations of altoragys. ganeral 10.address
packer conceniratlan,i” - 0 '

NOW "THBREF
the IWGA . sypparts
sppropriate ectlon be taken
products of the-shegp ludusiry: b
foir mackets, -~

NAFTA/GATT AGREEMENTS
. thg North:American Free
And-the “ General
ind Tradé have.caused
buliles for-fdaho

innumerable - financia

Farmors, .~ T
WHER ZAS; the aliowing of excessive

importy | i 2:the. farmens

o A ARG PN

POGIAME 1o asyisi With: provleni .
_ Ahai the indusiries and coIiunitis
can remuin.compeiilive and viable, and -

WHEREAS, the U of I Caine Vererinary
Resoareh and Teaching Center,. Caldwell,
Idaho, i5 part of the Callege of Agricu'ture and.
has proved to be invaluable to 1duho's
livestock indusiry, and

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved thul e
IWOA supports the Agricultural Research and
Exsension Budget, of which the U of | Caine
Velerinary Research and Teuching Center s
part of, and urges the Idubo Legislazure 1o
upprove u budger for the Research yny
Exiension programs of the -Colieye or
Agricyliury that provides an increase in
funding lor-services ung programs being
provided by the U of | Caine Veterinary
Research and Teuching Center.

CAINE CENTER FUNDING *

WHEREAS, the Ul Caine Conter has been
o valuable resource 10 Idaho's livestock
industries, and

WHEREAS. the Center has also piuvep
iuvnlunbl_c for diszase réseurch couverning
{daho'y wildlife resvurces, and

WHEREAS, fundiny is a eritical convern
for the Center, ‘

NOW THEREFORE, be it resulved that the
FIWGA support the continuution uf 1he
$100,000 to the Center for livestock/wiidiife
diseuse research, ;

NOW THEREFQRE, be it furvher rescived
thut IWGQA supports effurts 1w develop an

* animal hewlth laborutory that consolidaiss the

ISDA Animual Healih Laboratory. the 1DFR G
Wildlife Lubarutory and the Caine Veteriaury
Teuching und Research Laburatory into 4
single-expanded taburutory thar will serve e

“heeds of' Ideho animal industries aod witdlire

fer animal heslih laboratory sersices.

ADC PROGRAM SUPPORT

WHEREAS, the Wildlife Services (ADC)
program is of extreme importanee to Labo's
agricultural Industrics, pacticutarly ihe sheep
industry, and

WHEREAS, Iduho's livestock industry i3
conlinuing 1o realize substumtial 10sses due o
inereasing preducor populitions, ad

- WHEREAS, woll IVOVTY by iniresaed

©03l310ADC, . - \

 NOW.THER EEQR@. be iy ryselved tha e -
IWOA sironyly. urges ul -
OgranY, dneliding sounty, state and federa);
lovels, 10 support the progrum so it ny

Wiy urges ik ooperators in the’ -,
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To cut taxes or not to cut

USDA analysis
shows farmers pay
captial gains raxes
three (imes more

often than other
taxpayers and
eslile fuves Six
linies more ofien

Paying lor culs is the kicker
The new found civility be-
tween Republicuns and
Democrats will be so-cly
tested by the debate aboul
tax culs and how to pay for
them. Both parties uck nowl-
edge that estate and cipital
BOINS LuXes creule eccnomic
disiortions in ugriculture,

A USDA unalysis shows
farmers pay capital giins
taxes three times more often
than other takpayers and
estiie Luxes six limes nore
often. Yel the administration
proposes capital gains tax
relic! for home sules oly—
which 15 more gesture than
substance since stratepies
already exist 10 avoid capital
gains 1axes on homes. .ike-
wise, the proposed es.ale lax
change just gives heirs extra
tme o pay ollf Uncle Sam.,

However, there is iereas-
ing ialerest in a solution tha
both purticy may embrice;
indexing the estuie tag ex-
empiion and capitul gains
taxes [or inflation.

Consider than the $600,000
estitle tux exemption, effee-
live since 1987, would e §i
million 1oday i it had been
indexed. Look al what hop-
pens 10 the capital giins tax
on un acre of lund purchased
in 1966 lor $158 and sold in
1696 Jor $890: if indexud, the
wax is $4ucre, if nat, 1's
$2080ere, suys USDA, Chiel
Econumist Keith Collins.

Indexing won't [ly unless
Congress can pay lor it,
Since discretionury federa)
spending amounts (o uhoul
one-third of the total badget,
il will be tough to serape up
enouph (o oflser ths cu s,
That's why there is talk of
“corresting” the Consumer
Price Index (CP1), thought

1o overstaie inflatinn vy

living increases, a mere 1%
cut in the CPl suves §141
billion over five years,

Civil rights pripes
bread more hureaucracy
1t is hurd 10 believe that u
furmer seeking information
uboul programs eould be
denicd timely help at the
county level. For farmers 1o
whom this has happened, it
is even harder io prove.
Alfier listening 1o minority
and low-income producers,
Agriculture Secretary Dan
Glickman is convinced “the

PATRICIA PEAK KLINTBERG, Farm Journal Washington Editor

. losses, The Ninth Circunt

struciure by which we imple-

menl agricultural programs
is nol accounlable.” Yei his
solution Lo lederalize Farm
Service Agency (FSA) em-
ployees so they ure no longer
accountable Lo farmer-clect-
cd counly commillees prom-
ises more burenuerucy, not
more accountability.

He would appoint two
members of 2ach county
commitiee 1o reflect racial
and sexual diversity, and
create eivil rights complaint
oifices in every agency.

Meantime, USDA's own
inspuecior general found the
presem civil rights olfice lar
from u madel. It had 241
complaints bucklogped. Of
ihe 131 cuses dealing with
credit, 73 complain of being
denied loans due 1o discrimi-
nitivn, Yei producers were
dealing with then-federal
Furmier’s Home Adminisira-
tion employecs.

Property rights viclory

In a mujor victory for pro
erly nghts advogutes, the
U.S. Supreme Court handed
down u unanimous decision
thut lundowners have the
right (o contesi enforeeiment

nf the Baviecnnmeantal Sna.

l.

adverse ccononuc impact.
The case involved a group
of Oregon farmers und :
ranchers who sued the U.S.
Fish ano Wildile Service .
wlier the agency diveried  /
irrigation waler 10 mainlain
minimum watgr kevels for
1wo species of fish, causing
the farmers and ranchers to
susigin crop and livestock -

[\
apainsi the landowners.

Inthe Supreme Court 5 P
decision, Judge Antonin £
SEANEWITes: " The bbvigus

purpose of Ihe Téquirement .
thal each ugency “use the -

best scientific and commer-

1

Couri ¢f Appeals ruled

cial data MMQ {
ensure (hai the ESA nol be

implemented haphazardly kf‘
oil the buxs Of speculubion or
sunmise, While this no douwot !
serves 10 advance the ESAYS
overull gozl ol specics pres
ervalion, we think 1l icadily
apparert that another abjec:
live. . .15 10 avoid needless
econonnc dislocation pro:
duced by agency allicials
zealous!y but umintelligentiy
pursing their environmenisl
objectives.” '

Limited CAF extension?
Rep. Jerry Moran (R, Kae.
proposed legululion 10 allow
current Conservacwon Re-
serve Program (CRP) con-
traclors who bid und are
demed entry inlo 1he new
CRP a vne-yeur extensior.
He reasuos thai if producers
don't know il they are sn or
oul undil June, prepuring
grass for wheat plunung in
Seplembe- will be ditlicutt.
USDA ucknowledges the
problem bul may support an
exiension shorwer than one
yeus [or winier crops only.

Thas nuui lnwear renral ratec

J
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| am Fred Fulstone from Smith Valley, Nevada, and have

operated my sheep and cattle operation for over 72 years. Our
sheepherders live on the range 24/7/365 with the sage hen,
deer, and other wildlife. \WWe certainly have learned a!' about
the wildlife and range areas. As you know the Bi-Stafe sage
grouse is considered a different sage hen hare in Western
Nevada, and adjoining California, from the rest of the sage hen.
It has been considered to be listed without listing the rest of
the Nevada sage hen population. If the sage hen is listed the
livestock ranchers could lose their grazing rights. This has
happened to me before with the listing of the bighorn sheep in
California. If listed people could be put out of their homes if
the bird gets on their prooerty or on their patios.
Listing this sage hen would be disastrous for all of us here in the
Bi-State area. Some people say the ESA protection should be
as a distinct population segment of sage grouse. thers are
trying to prove that the local sage grouse are a diffe.rent

variety. Both of these claims are made without good scientific
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data to back it up. At least part of the question could be
dismissed easily with appropriate Nuclear DNA comparisons.
Distinct population segments are based on a population being
isolated from any others. The biologist failed to explain how
the sage grouse arrived in Smith Valley in the first place, if

Smith Valley is so far frorn the other flocks that they cannot

travel to Western Nevada.
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We must give these birds a chance because they are coming back. Everybody
is rushing to quick to list them. They have had a tuff time the last few years
because of West Nile, fires, and the drought of the last 10 years. Also the
predators have not been controlled, especially the ravens. They are robbing the
nests. Also the coyotes and hawks have increased. If we list them, we will have
less chance to help them because of ESA regulations. | can’t see where the
USFWS have saved or helped any species they have listed. They have created lots
of problems with the economy where ever they have acted first. Just to mention a
few, the spotted owl, the desert turtle and the suckerfish at Klamath Lake. They
have all been a disaster for the people and the species. Remember farming and
livestock is the 3™ largest industry in Nevada. Some of the sage hen plans have

been based on false science and false assumptions.
#1. Emphasized too much on tall grass. The birds need the short tender grass

#2. Cut too many AUM’s and left millions of acres of rough grass to burn and at

the same time burned up the sage hen and other wildlife.
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#3. Prior to 1850 biologist assumed iots of sage hen here, wrong, very few. As

settlers came the sage hen increased. The settlers developed water and pasture.

#4. When we had more sheep on the range, we had fewer fires and more sage

hen.

#5. The livestock people built reservoirs which made more strutting grounds.

#6. If you list the Bird you will be penalizing the very people who created the

habitat, controlled the predator, which helped sustain the Bird.

Submitted by Fred Fulstone on 3-27-2013
Fred Fulstone

For F.I.M. Corporation
Smith, Nevada
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Predator control has been proven to be the most important tool to save the sage
hen. There are many factual, scientific predation management plans based on data
that were made by responsible scientists to prove this. Back history of sage hen
numbers also proves this.

Nevada at one time had two million (2,000,000) sheep. Today we have about
60,000.

In the past years when there were millions of sheep on the range there were
millions of sage hen and deer on the same range. Sage hen numbers increased
because of changes to habitat that came with grazing and from predator control by
the sheepherders.

The sheepmen started the predation management plan and later had the help of the
government, which was called the Wildlife Service. There were thousands of
sheep herders with rifles and traps which helped control predators. Also the
sheepmen pay a tax of 2 cents per head to help on the program.

The federal government and the state of Nevada have cut their predator control
money and work force by two-thirds. Now with fewer sheepherders and fewer
government trappers we have fewer sage hen.

Cattle have replaced the sheep on the ranges and with fewer sheep there is less
money available from sheepmen alone to control predators; everyone must help
with the cost of predator control if we are going to increase the sage hen.

As we discussed at the Bi-State sage hen meeting February 8, 2013:

The Secretary of Interior should take into account the extent to which grazing
yields public benefits over and above those accruing to the users of the forage
resource for livestock purposes. We need to keep multiple use principles. We
want the State and local governments to be able to make decisions on our grazing
because they live here and better understand our problems.
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‘designations must be no greater than the habitat identified as essentuai to é
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April 28, 2004 e
TO: Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Assistant Director, Endangered Species, USFWS
Regional Directors, USFWS

FROM: Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks
SUBJECT. Endangered Species Guiriance Letter No. 2, Critical Habitat

Critical Habitat
A. Generally:
Habitat l0ss is one of the key factors in the decline of species to

threatened or endangered status. Habitat is necessary for species to thriv*bnd
survive and not become extinct.

The Endangered Spacies Act sats up an essentially legai construct g
critical habitat. This legal process shculd not be confused with the creatioryof
actual habital that can be observed ard in which species can live. ‘Critical}
habital’ is a lagal and administrative exercise that adds very little additiona
canservation benefit to a listed spacies. At the same time, it creates a 1
tremendous social and BCO!IOMIC dlsnlption to the oommunitnes that are aﬂ ed

Although there are superior methods by Wnich to conserve habitat iy
spacies, the designation of critical habitat must be founded on the best avalable
sciance, an accurate assessment and characterization of existing management
and protection measures, and a sound economic analysis. Where thera isjno
data available, or the available data is flawed, speculation must not be

substituted._In light of the limited value of critical habitat designations in |
conservation terms, and the significant costs to society at large, critical he

consarvation of tha spacles

S

B. Important Points:

“Critical habitat’ as defined in the Act, will be designated for each species at the
time of the listing, except where not prudent or not determinable.

Habitat, as that term is used in conservation biology, is indispensable to the
continued existence of spacies. But, critical habitat designations are only a
small slament of our nation's conservation strategy and arguably, the most,
costly. Accordingly, designations should not detract from other conservation
afforts that provide greater species benefits. The Service's critical habitat
designations must be based on the best available dala and accurate, complete
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*_ designation of critical habitat.

YT OFAR NDL : May.

aconomic analyses. [Economic analyses must be consistent with OMB
guidelines. Further guidance on econornic analysis is forthcoming.} Critical
habitat designations must not be based on speculation or determinations that
\ack supporting dals. ST T

Da not designate critical habitat where existing management of protection
measures adequately conserve essential habitat and those maasures are likely
1o continue for the foreseeable future. Protected lands such as state and
national parks, wildlife refuges, national forests, efc”, are examples of areas that
may not need special management or protection. I
Designate unoccupied habilat only when occupiad habitat is insufficient to
provide the limited additional conservation benefit of critical habitat.

The information provided to the Secretary for the relative benefit assessment
provided for under section 4(b) (2) of the Act, must be as rigorous as the
biological analysis. T s

Areas covered by a completed Habitat Conservation Plan generally do not meet
the definition of critical habitat in secticn 3(5) (A) for those species whose
habitat is conserved by the HCP, whether or not the species is a “covered
species” in the HCP.

Pending HCPs are 10 be considered for exclusion under section 4(b) (2).
Military lands covered by an Integratec! Netural Resources Managament Plan
(INRMP) are not designaled critical habitat if the INRMP provides a benefit for

the species for which the critical habitet is proposed.

When considering other mifitary lands for exclusion under section 4(b) (2), defer
to the military’s analysis of national security and military operational and tralning
needs.

When considering state managed or tiibal lands, defer to state ar.d tribal
assessment of management and protection measures in the absence of contrary
avidence.

- Working with landawners, local goveraments, states, and tribes on a voluntary

partnership basis often provides conservation benefits superior to the

The "precautionary principle” is nol uted as a scientific tool in OUI; critical habitat
designations. Policymakers may weigh precautionary approaches in the context
of risk-based management decisions.

Complete and accurate administrative: records are essential to tha process of
critical habitet designations. .

Detailed guidance is contained in the Draft Interim Critical Habitat Guidance
dated April 30, 2004, This guidance compiles, in a single documsnt, instructions
that have been applied on an ad hoc basis during the last two years. Staff |
should relay comments and suggesticms through their supervisors as they use
the guidance. The guidance will be ravised based on staff and other comments,

axp::ence, and suggestions after there has been an opportunity to apply the
guidance.

. 2084 B2L1EPM  P3
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Remarks for the Bi-State meeting at Smith Valley Library on
March 18", 2013

Listing the sage hen would threaten our homes and our ranches and it would not save
the bird. First we must improve sage hen habitat by controlling the predators that
destroy the sage hens, their nests, and their chicks. Refer to enclosed article on
Ravens. The birds right after hatching are very vulnerable to everything. Some reports
say that we are losing 50% of our nests today and 70% of that loss is from ravens.
{Mark Jensen, Supervisor, Wildlife Services, Reno Nevada).

Wildlife Services is in charge of predator control and they have lost 45% of their work
force. At one time we had three trappers here — cne in Smith Valley, one in Mason
Valley, and one in Carson Valley. Today we have one trapper that has to cover all three
valleys plus Fallon and Austin. We also don’'t have a lion hunter anymore.

THINGS WE NEED TO DO IMMEDIATELY TO SAVE THE SAGE HEN:
No 1. We must have more trappers to control ravens, coyotes, badgers, bobcats, and
other predators.

No 2. We need to protect the grazing of livestock to control fires and enhance the sage hen.
Refer to enclosed article on fires.

No 3. Where open grazing is allowed it accomplishes more than just providing feed for
livestock
1. Livestock consumes the fuel that wildfires need to grow.
2. Livestock owners improve the water resource and create new water sites
3. Livestock grazing helps in the natural re-seeding, fertilizing, and cuitivating of the
grasses, forbs, and brush. This is necessary for the production of the sage hen
and other wildlife. Sage grouse follow in the livestock footprints and into the bed
grounds (especially sheep). These sage grouse feed on insects and other
sources of nutrients left by the animals. It is common to see sage grouse chicks
eating the pellets from the lambs which are highly nutritious because it is partially
digested milk. {
l
No 4. The livestock generally feed off the tall meadow grasses and forbs in the spring and then
as the uplands dry the sage hen come down to the new growth of forbs and short green grasses
in early summer. The livestock have to graze the meadows before the sage hen broods arrive
to provide this benefit. The meadows that have been grazed are preferred by the sage hens.
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No 5. You must remember that sage hen get much of their nutrients from the flies and
insects which are abundant around livestock. This is not factored into the habitat plan.

No 6. Livestock on the range offers relief from predation because the predators prey on
livestock. When livestock owners kill the predators the wildlife benefit along with the
sheep and cattle.

NOW TO KIND OF SUM THINGS UP
Livestock grazing and predator control are the two most important tools we have to save
and enhance the sage hen.

During those years from about 1955 to 1980 we had thousands of sage hen in Smith
Valley, the Pine Nut Range, and Bodie Hills. Also during those years we had many
trappers and the use of toxicants and we contrclled the numbers of predators very well.
During those years we had ten or more times the numbers of gazing animals on the
Federal ranges than we now have and we had thousands of sage hen on the same
areas. At the time from 1950 to 1980, when we had thousands of sage hen on the
ranges, there were plenty of nutriments on the ranges to sustain the many birds so that
proves the nutriments are there and the habitat was sufficient. As soon as the grazing
permits were cut by the agencies the trappers and toxicant use was cut down and the
sage hens started to disappear.

If you want to save the sage hen then contact the Wildlife Services in Reno. They are
probably the most important government service to call in order to manage the sage
hen.

We must not let this bird be listed under ESA. Our whole area would come under the
control of the US Fish and Wildlife Service and those agency people would write an
ESA recovery plan with no regard to local needs. The listing and regulations that follow
would be a disaster economically and environmentally to our communities. Everyone
would be hurt including livestock production, mining, housing control, recreation such as
hunting and fishing, and just about every other aspect of our custom and culture and
there is very little possibility of all those regulations resulting in more sage grouse.

The big problem is that the USFWS uses false science to get what they want and
conspire with like-minded groups to do that.

For a very good example of how the ESA works, look at what happened in Klamath
Falls area after the USFWS listed a sucker fish. This allowed the USFWS to implement
their recovery plan and to give all the water in the Klamath Lake to the endangered
species. That meant the farmers got no water for their crops even though they and the
community businesses faced immediate economic destruction and citizens were forced
into personal bankruptcy.



The USFWS was doing everything backwards. After the USFWS took over, about 80%
of the sucker fish died.

What is the worse part? The National Academy of Science would later rule that the
USFWS recovery plan was based on false science.

Without irrigation water 200,000 acres of farm land and 50,000 acres of wildlife refuge
habitat dried up. This destruction was the result of the science used to list the sucker
fish was corrupt.

Conclusion

Sagebrush is not a problem, we have pienty of it. Nevada is the sagebrush state. To

increase the sage hen numbers and save our rural communities, we must perform the
following:

Don't list the sage hen

Control predators

Control fires

Improve water supplies

Increase our grazing area

Get DNA of Bi-State Sage Grouse and compare to others so we know what
we are doing. We need responsible action.

DA WN =

Submitted by Fred Fulstone
Fred Fulstone

For F.ILLM. Corporation
Smith, Nevada
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Ravens threaten
endangered
wildlife, ranches

3y Henry Brean

Las Vegas Review-Journal

LASVEGAS — Never mind the
Super Bowl team from Balti-
nore, who defeated Northern
Nevada favorites Colin Kaeper-
nick and the 49ers,

In Nevada, real ravens posea
growing problem for ranchers,

wildlife managers and two well-

Known species struggling to
survive. ’

The clever and adaptable
black bird preys on both the
desert tortoise and the sage
grouse — the Former already
protected under the Endan-
gered Species Act, the latter on
irack to join it.

Efforts to save those species
could mean death for more rav-
ens. Already, the birds are
killed by the thousands in Neva-
Ja each vear.

Some people think far more
ravens need to die. Others be-
iieve the wholesale murder of
them won’t accomplish any-
thing — and it might just make.
things worse.

But the raven isn’t waiting
around to learn its fate. It just
keeps reproducing, learning
iew things and expanding its
range.

By some estimates, raven
populations . nationwide have
grown by 300 percent in the past
40 years. In Nevada, the in-
crease is thought to be more like
600 percent,

Humans

The raven succeeds on the
spoils of our success. It feeds on
our garbage, hunts from our
transmission towers and fol-
iows our highways to new terri-
‘ory; dining on roadkill along
the way.

“We're literally paving the
way for ravens to move farther
and farther into the desert,” Ja-
son Jones, a herpetologist with
the Nevada Department of
Wildlife, told the Las Vegas

Review-Journal.

Common ravens grow to
about 25 inches in length and
weighmore than 2 pounds. They
can live for more than 20 years
and survive almost anywhere,

“You find them in Death Val-
ley in the summer and at Prud-
hoe Bay, Alaska, in the winter,”

_said John Hiatt, longtime con-

servation chairman for the Red

Rock Audubon Society.
“They're everywhere there is
something to eat.”

They’re also among the

‘smartest birds around. They

solve puzzles; avoid threats and
exhibit behavior that resembles
play. ) )
Shawn Espinosa, a staff biol-
ogist for the Nevada Depart-
ment of Wildlife, said we should

-all be glad the birds don’t have

opposable thumbs,
“They might rule the world,”
he said with a laugh. :

Killing ravens

Almost 20,000 common rav-
ens have been legally killed
across Nevada in the past 12

A raven, center left, prepares to take off as o be’s of b'ird flock to Ax Laﬂll north o Las gas. A

years, according to state fig-
ures,

Last year alone, the Depart-
ment of Wildlife killed 1,997
ravens, three birds shy of the
limit set by its U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service permit.

The raven, as it turns out, is a
protected species as well. It
falls under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act of 1918, which covers
more than 80 percent of birds
native to the United States. For
the time being, state wildlife of-
ficials plan to keep killing as
many ravens as the law will al-
low, though they acknowledged
that such efforts might well be
futile.

. There is some research that
suggests killing ravens could
increase their concentrations —
that when a mated pair is killed,
two pairs of ravens will take
over the open territory, effec-
tively doubling the number of

_beaks to feed. Even so, the state

has spent almost $150,000 to poi-
son 6,850 ravens in 10 Nevada
counties since 2007.

Hank Vogler has been run-
ning livestock in White Pine

Nevada’s airborne irritants

County for almost 30 years, Fis
spread in Spring Valley, in the
heart of sage grouse country, i
home to more than 6,000 sheep.

It’s also a magnet for ravens.
which foul his water troughs,
steal food from his rams and kil
up to 100 of his lambs each year
by pecking out their eyes ana
tearing at their umbilical cords.

“Let me go to the window "
Vogler said by phone one recern:
Thursday. “Yep. Out where the
rams were fed this morning, is's
absolutely black with crows.”

He can go out and blast away
at them with a shotgun, bur
they're smart enough to kecy
their distance. If they see him
with a gun, they will just wait
for him to leave and go back 1«
stealing feed,

As far as he is concerned,
killing ravens has proven inef-
fective only because wildlife ci-
ficials haven’t killed enough n:
them yet. -

“Do I want to see every crow
on Earth, every raven, die? No,”
Vogler said. “But do we need
600 percent more of them than
we did before? No.”




By Jeff Delong
idefong@rgj.com

be sheer size of the wildfires that

burned across a dry nation in 2012

helped drive the cost of quenching
flames to an estimated $1.96 billion, mak-
ing for the costliest year for fire suppres-
sion ever, experts said. -

Flftyﬂne fires larger than 40,000
acres — including several that burned
vast swathes of range in Northern Neva-
da — cost more than $380 million to extin-
guish, according to a summary released
by the National Interagency Fire Center.

1t's a costly and damaging trend that,
with a second dry winter seemingly tak-
ing the West in its grip, shows every sign
of continuing in 2013.

“Tt was extensive, among one of the
more extensive in recent history,” Ken
Frederick, spokesman for the Boise-
based fire center, said of last year’s de-
structive season.

“Tt's estimated it will be the most ex-
pensive,” Frederick said. “Any way you

_ INSIDE

After coming in $400 million over budget last
year, the U.5, Forest Service says it might let
more fires burn instead of attacking every one
of them. 3A

cut lt it's expenswe

Drought conditions in Nevada and
across much of the nation combined with
warm summer temperatures and often
windy days to produce huge wildfires
that burned long and charred vast islands
of vulnerable terrain, Frederick said.

While the numbers are still prelimi-
nary, the estimated $1.96 billion to fight
fire on federal land in :}012 would surpass
the previous record of $1.92 billion in
2006, Frederick said. The bulk of the cost
- $1 5 billion — was spent to battle wild-
fires on land managec by the U.S. Forest
Service. Another $460 million was spent
to fight fire on Burea1 of Land Manage-

See WILDFIRES, Page 3

RN R

PAST NEVADA FIRE
YEARS, ACRES BURNED

2011 | 417,400
2010 | 23,800
2009 | 33,300
2008 | 71,900
2007 | 890,100

2006 | 1.3 million

ABOVE: A plume of smoke from
the Chips Fire rises above the
Plumas National Forest in Northern .
California, on Aug. 18.

School police could play larger off-campus role
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press combined.

In some cases, fires burn:ng in
remote locations grew so large in
part because firefighting re-

""sources were engaged fighting oth-

ment land, much of that in Nevada.

More than 9.3 million acres e
burned, roughly = matching the -
amount of land charred in 2007 and
only surpassed by the 9.8 million
acres burned in 2006,

The second-largest fire in the
country last year v-as the lightning-
sparked Hollowry Fire, which
burned more than 460,800 acres in
both Nevada and Oregon.

That fire burned for a month and
cost more than $¢.1 million to sup-
vress, according to the center’s
summary.

The Holloway fire and two oth-
er large lightning fires that burned
in Nevada in August, the Bull Run
Complex and the Dallas Canyon
Fire, cost nearly 517 million to sup-

_er blazes where lives and neighbor-

hoods were at risk, Frederick said.

“It's very typical those types of
fires will get a lower priority than
fires that are threatening hcmes,”
Frederick said. “We simply don’t
have the army of resources i takes
to combat a large number of fires.”

A snowy December left many
with high hopes 2013 would pro-
duce fire hazards at diminished
levels from 2012 but a remarkably
dry January and February has
largely dissolved such optumism,
said Nevada State Forester Pete
Anderson. : .

He predicts another busy fire
season for the Silver State and oth-
ers parts of the country. .
© “We had a lot of high hopes but

unless something turns around, it
looks like we're going to be pretty
dry,” Anderson said. “I know the
Forest Service and BLM are both
very concerned. You just never
know where that fire is going to
start and who is going to be impact-
ed.”

“I'd say we're looking at some-
thing comparable to last year. It’s
been pretty dry,” Frederick
agreed. Early season fire danger
will be dictated to a large degree by
what happens in the spring and how
mountain snowpacks melt, he said.

Whatever happens in 2013, stud-
ies indicate a warming climate
could bring fire seasons of the fu-
ture that sigrificantly surpass
what occurred last year, Frederick
said. .

“It won’t be surprising if we
start to see 10- to 12-million acre
fire seasons,” he said. “If could hap-
pen. It may well happen.”
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Photo 1. In our tests, any sheep which ran from coyotes
usually were pursued and attacked. Coyotes generally
select lambs over ewes if they have a choice,

Cover story

L E A

Photo 2. Our coyotes usually attacked by running along-
side fleeing sheep and biting them behind and below the
ear. Then they braced their feet to stop the sheep from

running. In this picture two 2-year-old coyotes are attack-

ing a 90 Ib. ewe.

How Coyotes Kill Sheep

COYOTE PREDATION is a serious
problem for many sheep ranchers
in North Ameica, but the act of
predation is seldom witnessed un-
der range conditions. Therefore, the
sheep-killing behavior of wild coy-
otles has received little study. In ex-
periments with captive animals, we

By Robert M. Timm and
Guy E. Connolly

obtainec! photographs which illus-
trate what we believe to be the
usual mode of coyote attack on
sheep. The resulting wounds are
characteristic of coyote predation,
even though dogs or other preda-
tors may sometime inflict similar
wounds.

Photo 5. The throat attack pattern of coyotes leaves char-
acteristic lesions which may or may not be externally
visible. This coyote-killed ewe showed few external wounds,
but sub-cutaneous examination revealed extensive tissue
damage and hemorrhaging in the larvnx region. Tooth
punctures can often be found in the overlying skin.

14 NATIONAL WOOL GROWER

January 1980

The 12 coyotes used in this study
were either captured as oups or
born in captivity. At the time of
these trials, eight of the animals
were 2 years old and four were
yearlings; none had had previous
hunting or prey-killing experience.
Nevertheless, five of these coyotes
killed and fed upon lambs at the
first opportunity. Three more coy-
otes, which did not attack sheep

Robert M. Timm is currently Extension
wildlife specialist, University oi Nebraska,
Lincoln; and Cuy E. Connolly is wildliie
research biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlije
Service, Wildlife: Research Station, Twin
Falls, Idaho. The research was done when
both authors were at the University of Cali-
fornia, Davis, The report is a contribution
of Western Regional Research Project
W-123, “Evaluating Management of Preda-
tors in Relation to Domestit Animals”. The
work was supported in part by the USDA,
Agricultural Research Service, Western Re-
gional Laboratory. The authors thank 0. A.
Wade, W. E.. Howard, W. M. Longhurst,
R. Teranishi, and E. Murphy for advice and
support; A. H. Murphy, D. T. Torell, and
A. Hulbert for sheep; M. Vann and C.
Berry for coyote pups; ]. Fammatre for as-
sistance; and M. Beaucage for pholograph
number 4. Reprinted from RANGEMAN'S
JOURNAL, August 1977, by permission oi
the Society of Range Management.
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Photo 3. As soon as the coyotes arrested the flight of the
sheep, they shifted their bite toward the sheep’s throat.
Once a firm grip was secured in the farynx region, the
coyote simply held on and waited for the sheep to suc-
cumb. This manner of attack appeared to cause death
primarily by suffocation, although blood loss and severe
tissue damage also occurred. The time from onset of attack
to death of the sheep or beginning of feeding, which
ever occurred first, averaged 13 minutes. In 24 of the 25
fatal attacks, the neck and throat region was the main

1 . ey

Photo 4. As soon as the sheep stopped struggling, the
coyote(s) began feeding. On 9 of 21 kills where feeding
was observed, the coyotes entered the body cavity and
ate intestines and other viscera. They also fed upon the
rump or hind leg (10 cases), the neck (7), front leg and
shoulder (7), head (6), and other sites. On the average,
each coyote fed for 25 minutes and ate about 4 pounds.
Coyotes fed just before tests killed sheep but did not feed
on them, ) .

point of attack.

at first, did so in later tests, Of the
11 coyotes which were tested singly
against individual 30 to 70-1b. lambs,
eight killed the lambs.

In our tests, one to four coyotes
were released into a 0.4-acre pen
with 1 to 6 sheep, usually for 2 to
5 hours. The coyotes killed one or
more sheep in 22 of the 46 tests,
For the tests in which a fatal attack
occurred, the time from release of
coyotes to onset of attack varied
from 1 to 154 minutes, with an
average of 47 minutes. Of the coy-
otes tested individually with single
lambs, the dominant animals (2-
year-old males and the females
paired with them) attacked most
frequently, Yearling males attacked
less frequently, and the two un-
paired femafes did not attack
sheep.

While we cannot be sure that wild
coyotes will sheep in exactly the
manner we observed with captive
animals, the wounds resulting from
our tests resembled those reported
by many workers who studied coy-
ote predation under range condi-
tions. Therefore, we believe that
the killing patterns we saw are gen-
eralty representative of coyote pre-
dation on sheep.

On ranges where mountain lion,
biack bear, and bobcat predation is
improbable, tissue damage, tooth

rrarlie amd barmarcbnaa it Tamonse

region on sheep carcesses is com-
monly indicative of coyote preda-
tion. However, coyotes sometimes
attack the hindquarters of sheep.
Dog-inflicted wounds seem to be
more variable than those caused by
coyotes. It is reported that dogs
tend to attack the hindquarters,
flanks, head, and/or abdomen of

e

the sheep and seldom kill as clean-
ly as do coyotes. Wounds caused
by dogs can usually be recognized
as such, but at times they are in-
distinguishable from those made by
coyotes. In such cases, tracks and
other evidence at the scene often

indicate which species of predator

caused the damage.

Phote 6. A coyote consumed about 5 pounds from the
rump of this 70 |b, lamb without killing it. We have seen
range sheep with similar wounds, Of 25 coyote kills we
observed, this was the only case in which the attack was
not directed primarily to the neck and throat area of the
sheep. Extensive feeding on the rump and hind leg, as
shown here, also occurred on about half of the sheep
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“I’m not exaggerating, there were thousands”

THE INTRODUCTION OF AGRICULTURE AND ITS IMPACT ON SAGE GROUSE

By all accounts, sage grouse were rare when Europeans first entered the Great Basin, as [
documented in two earlier reports.

However, the populations of sage grouse in Nevada rapidly increased following the introduction
of agriculture and livestock in the mid to late 19™ century. “Clouds” of birds, creating
“thunderous™ noise as they concurrently rose into flight, are recorded by the 1880’s.

For example, from interviews of “old timers™ published by the Northeastern Nevada Historical
Society: “Sage chickens (sage grouse) were so plentiful in the 1890°s.. .they clouded the
sky...the birds were always thick in the meadows. As I passed by, they would rise up like a
bunch of blackbirds...oh they were thick.” (George Gruell interview of Syd Tremewan, 1964).

Another: “When we lived on Gance Creek (around 1900) there were lots of sage hens. I have
seen them fly up the mountain right behind our house...they sounded like thunder...I am not
exaggerating, there were thousands.” (George Gruell interview with George Nelson, 1966).

For a more scientific documentation of this huge rise in sage grouse during this time frame,
Robert “Bob” McQuivey, a 30 yvear NDOW biologist, by literally reviewing all of the early
newspapers, journals and laws passed in Nevada, has documented this population explosion. I
have read some of his extensive research, which I am currently attempting to get published. In a
nutshell, it confirms the above observations.

So, what caused this dramatic change, from almost nothing to abundance?

1. Habitat manipulation and expansion, especially meadows and man-made hayfields.

2. The mechanical removal of sagebrush and pinyon/juniper trees for primarily fuel.

3. The introduction of non-native plants, especially common dandelion, alfalfa, and other forbs.
4. Livestock grazing.

5. Stable supplies of water in areas previous dry or intermittent.

6. Predator control.
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It should be noted none of the man-made changes were done intentionally to benefit sage grouse.
It was simply coincidental.

HABITAT CHANGES. As settlers started to quickly dot the Nevada landscape, one of their first
acts was to create a meadow of sorts for their domestic animals. For large ranches it was to
primarily grow hay and expand lush grazing areas. Yet even the smallest start-up ranch had
horses and generally a milk cow or two. By fencing an existing meadow, finding a level piece of
sagebrush covered ground, damming the local spring or stream, and irrigating, meadows were
both expanded and created new.

As is well documented, sage grouse have a symbiotic relationship to meadows. They especially
relish certain forbs (most of us would call them “weeds™), and insects common on meadows.

However, when meadows are not basically “mowed down”, sage grouse avoid them. Livestock
usage, by eating the plants, actually increases sage grouse usage. For example, from “The
Relationship of Cattle Grazing to Sage Grouse”, a thesis done at UNR by Carol Evans in 1986:
“Klebenow (1982) found that birds tended to avoid meadow areas of dense rank vegetation, but
would use the areas once they were “opened up” by grazing. Oakleaf (1971) reported that
heavily grazed meadows...were utilized by sage grouse, while succulent areas of ungrazed
meadows. .. were not used as feeding areas. After cattle grazed and left a meadow, sage grouse
were observed to concentrate there in greater numbers than before the grazing...” (DeRoucher,
1980).”

This flies in the face of the common misconception that grazing harms sage grouse. As Evans
noted: “During the last three surveys, observed use of grazed meadows was significantly higher
than expected.”

Why? “Grazing by cattle prior to the cessation of plant growth...increases the quality of the food
forb resources for sage grouse. Grazing increases the succulence of forbs by interrupting and
delaying maturation. New leaf tissue is higher in crude protein...than mature tissue. Sage grouse
appeared to seek sources of succulent forbs by selecting for meadows grazed by cattle.”

NEW PLANTS: non-native plants can be harmful, like cheatgrass, or beneficial. Common
dandelion, just like the ones you find in your lawn, is not native to Nevada. The good news: sage
grouse love to eat it. Food studies of sage grouse show it to be a primary and dominant dietary
item today. As Evans noted: “A study of this unique forb (dandelion) might yield important
insights into how the environment for sage grouse has changed and how sage grouse have
responded. . .the distribution of dandelion is closely tied to grazing...it increases with grazing and
is noticeably less abundant in communities protected for long periods...dandelion unlike other
forbs, retained its succulence long after maturation. ..dandelion is an exotic and not native to
sage grouse habitat...”

Other plants introduced include alfalfa, which also is highly attractive to sage grouse; as are the
insects these new man-made meadow complexes attracted. All in all, the huge increase in
meadows or meadow- like fields and hay producing areas were the primary catalyst for sage
grouse expansion, all done together with livestock grazing.



18-34

MECHANICAL REMOVAL OF SAGEBRUSH, primarily for fuel, also benefitted sage grouse
by removing older less productive plants and allowing younger more succulent plants to grow.
As recorded in 1877: “Sagebrush is about the only fuel in this timber-less country and hundreds
of thousands of cords of it are annually consumed...like the grand forests of the Sierras, the wild
sage of the Great Basin is rapidly disappearing and as it is a plant of exceedingly slow growth, it
is not improbable that it may ultimately become extinct...” (from the “Tuscarora Times Review”
as quoted in McQuivey’s work),

This also helps explain why areas recorded by the early explorers as vast seas of sagebrush were
later described as grass dominated by the 1890s. The fear of sagebrush going extinct was
obviously grossly exaggerated, and its rapid recovery was a boon for the sagebrush-eating sage
grouse, as the younger plants and re-growth were much more productive in the leaves they eat,
especially in winter. The removal of Pinyon/Juniper trees over much of Nevada during this same
time frame had much of the same effect.

WATER DEVELOPMENT, allowing livestock to graze areas otherwise off limits due to an
absence of consistent drinking water, was also a boon for sage grouse. Windmills, stock ponds,
spring improvements, earthen dams in strategic spots to catch run-off, and irrigation of formerly
sage covered flats converted to hay meadows all greatly expanded habitat availability for sage
grouse.

PREDATOR CONTROL also likely boosted sage grouse production. For example, the early
Mormons, only two years after arriving in the Great Basin, “...sponsored a contest to kill off the
‘wasters and destroyers’. About 800 wolves [coyotes], 400 foxes, 2 wolverines, 2 bears, 2
wildcats, 37 mink and several thousand hawks, owls, eagles and crows were killed in the hunt.
One dollar in tithing was offered on a continuing basis for each wolf or fox skin.” (From
Arrington, “Great Basin Kingdom”, page 59). Virtually every cowboy, sheepherder, rancher and
ranch boy carried a firearm and shot every predator they crossed. While today condemned to a
certain extent, this action likely contributed strongly to the rapid expansion of sage grouse into
its newly enhanced habitats.

All in all, agriculture and ranching in the Great Basin was the catalyst for the noted huge increase
in sage grouse in Nevada. As the small ranch complexes were slowly eliminated from Nevada by
economic conditions as well as the Taylor Grazing Act and other government actions, the
smaller man-made meadows dried up as well. Grazing, predator control and maintenance of
various related stock water developments also declined.

Declined, yes, but not eliminated entirely. (At least not yet). Much of these agricultural
improvements remain that still greatly enhance sage grouse habitat, and although down in
number compared to the highs described, sage grouse are still significantly above the historic
low numbers noted by the first explorers.

While attending a [Nevada] Governor’s Sage Grouse Conservation Team meeting, | asked de-
facto leader, Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) biclogist Sean Espinosa what in his view
is the best sage grouse success story in Nevada since the team was formed in 2000, He stated:
“Smith Creek Ranch.”
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Considering the fact that many government people have made it clear they feel the livestock
industry is the cause of the sage grouse decline, the irony is huge. Smith Creek Ranch in central
Nevada is a working cattle ranch and has been for almost a century and a haif. (Incidentally, I
agree wholeheartedly with Espinosa’s opinion; Smith Creek Ranch is loaded with sage grouse. I
have personally seen several hundred birds there myself.)

The ranch, as so many Nevada ranches once did, has a man-made reservoir and irrigates about
1200 acres ~ a man-made meadow complex. [ have spent a great deal of time there, and seeing
several hundred sage grouse on this meadow is not uncommon. NDOW has documented more
than 500 sage grouse on this man-made meadow at one time. When the ranch was purchased by
the current owner in the late 1990s, the meadow was “dirt”. By irrigating, a hay/grazing meadow
was soon home to hundreds of sage grouse (and cattle), at a spot you would have been lucky to
see a dozen birds a decade or so earlier.

Consider: multiply this creation of a meadow and grazing it (to stimulate plant production;
gardeners call this ‘pruning:g, as early Nevada ranchers did in nearly every canyon with some
water starting in the mid 19™ century, and you will begin to understand why the populations of
sage grouse went from next to nothing to “clouding the sky” in only a few decades. Think of it
as Smith Creek Ranch on steroids.

Agriculture and livestock bad for sage grouse? History says otherwise.

Sincerely,
Ira Hansen
Assemblyman District 32
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“Raven numbers have increased 1500% in areas of the western United States
within an approximate 25 year time period.” - Idaho State University, 2005

RAVENS AND SAGE GROUSE
July 5% 2012

SAGE GROUSE DECLINE: Populations of sage grouse have been in decline for
several decades and "habitat loss” is as a rule blamed. Today they are being seriously
considered for placement on the “endangered species’ list by the Federal Government.
Even in states with excellent habitat available ~ such as Nevada — bird numbers have
shown a simiiar trend.

As several studies have noted adult sage grouse survival is generally not a problem.
Recruitment — how many young birds join existing adult populations — has been
documented to be poor. Consequently several recent studies, including two especially
pertinent for Nevadans conducted in Elko County by ldaho State University, have
attempted to address why.

“Predator control” is today a major topic of debate. The idea of removing predators,
once the catch-all answer for downward trends in wildlife populations, is today regarded
by college educated wildlife biologists as an anachronism, a holdover of a less educated
past. Consequently most modern wildlife biologists seem to go to great lengths to avoid
even discussing using predator control as a tool in their management arsenal.

Yet, examples of predators having long term impacts can be substantial and
documented. When for example a primary food source is supplied unintentionally by
man, secondary food sources can suffer catastrophic declines without a corresponding
decline in the predator’s population.

The increase in ravens in the western United States has been nothing short of
phenomenal. A 300% increase in general has been noted, with 1500% increases
documented in certain areas. Much of this increase has come about from man-supplied
food sources.



21-3Y4

This trend was noted in one of the Elko studies: “Generalist predators [such as ravens)
that reach high numbers in human altered habitats are of great concern because they
can reduce prey populations [such as sage grouse] and these predators have been
shown to continue depredating bird nests even at low prey densities.”

In plain English, even when sage grouse decline sharply in numbers because the
ravens are eating them, as long as the ravens have other food sources, the raven
populations are not affected by the declines in sage grouse.

The impacts ravens have on sage grouse is in truth old news. A 1948 study conducted
by the Oregon State Game Commission concluded: “The greatest single limiting factor
of sage grouse is nest predation by ravens. While other predators do contribute to their
toll, this study showed that the raven was the single greatest limiting factor and the
control of winged predators is an essential element in sage grouse management”.

The 1948 Oregon study, in brief, had a “control” area in quality sage grouse habitat
where raven populations were substantially reduced. Another very similar area was left
alone with no raven removal. The results: “Ravens again proved to be the chief limiting
factor of sage grouse, and raven control the most feasible management method on
increasing grouse populations. Five and five-tenths percent nesting success on an
uncontrolled area as compared to a 51.2% success on an area where ravens and other
avian predators were controlled is a strong indication of the raven’s effect on this
species.”

History repeats itself: the 2005 Elko study, conducted by Idaho State University, while
couched in more “politically correct” jargon, reached very similar conclusions, again
using the control/no control methodology: “Sage grouse nest failure and observed raven
predation of sage grouse nests were associated with indices of raven abundance. ..our
findings should raise some conservation concemn considering that raven abundance has
increased an estimated 300% in the past 27 years in the United States including reports
of 1500% increases within an approximate 25 year period in areas of the western
United States”.

Clel Georgetta, writing about the domestic sheep industry in his Western history classic
“Golden Fleece in Nevada” made an interesting observation. Written in 1968, he stated
“The crow [raven] is a newcomer. He is not a native of the state. It is believed there was
not a crow in all Nevada until affer ithe First World War when automobiles began
crossing the country. All along the road jackrabbits were killed by cars. The crows
followed from one rabbit to the next one, all the way out west Now Nevada has many
thousands of crows and they form one of the greatest pests at lambing time.”

Georgetta is wrong on no ravens in Nevada as their presence was well noted by the
early immigrants for similar reasons — they followed the emigrant trail eating dead draft
animals and livestock. Nevertheless his observation, from a man native to eastern
Nevada, whose father was head of one of the pioneer ranching families of this State,
shows they were very scarce.
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Interestingly, the time frame he notes for the raven showing up in Nevada, WWI, which
ended in 1918, matches almost exactly the date for an overall decline in sage grouse
populations in the Oregon study mentioned earlier. They noted a gradual decline
beginning in 1919 which continued to the years of their study, 1946-1947.

Incidentally, most people in Nevada, including myself, cannot distinguish a “crow” from
a ‘raven” although they are two distinct species. Thus people like Georgetta lump them
together.

STUBBLE HEIGHT AND PREDATION: One of the new theories on protecting sage
grouse nests from avian predators is to leave “stubble’, i.e. unconsumed grass and
weeds, among the sage brush plants sage grouse typically nest under to provide
concealment for nests.

While sounding plausible at first, this is probably the worst possible thing we could do,
and | highly suspect the motive for pushing this particular pseudo-solution is a back-
door attempt to remove livestock from the ranges. it is a terrible idea in that if carried
out, the fire danger would increase exponentially; the bulk of the grasses and forbs
today are combined with cheatgrass or in reality are totally composed of cheatgrass.

Once you start leaving the recommended minimum height of eight-inch-high dry
cheatgrass stubble, you virtually guarantee fire will sweep through that sage brush
community, destroying the habitat completely for sage grouse. In short, no sage, no
grouse.

It should be noted as well that the peak historic sage grouse populations in Nevada,
when descriptions of “clouds of birds” and “thousands of sage hen” were noted was also
the time frame of unlimited and totally unrestricted grazing by - no exaggeration here -
millions of sheep and hundreds of thousands of cattle and horses. If “stubble height” is
so critical for protection, how did they survive and actually prosper in the very same time
frame that by all accounts Nevada was so severely overgrazed?

The 2010 Elko study, again conducted by Idaho State University, discovered that
increased stubble height actually increased predation of nests by non-avian predators.
“We also found that badger predation increased at nests with greater visual obstruction.
[After ravens, badgers were found to be the most destructive predator of nests, eggs
and young birds]. Other studies have found negative or no relationships between nest
survival and grass height, grass cover, shrub height, canopy cover, understory cover,
and species of nesting shrub”.

In truth, not only does stubble increase fire danger, but aids additional predation as well.
Hardly a well thought out “solution”.

In conclusion the logical steps to help restore sage grouse populations is to reduce
raven numbers, by first doing what is practical, i.e. cover or destroy man-provided food
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sources; second to use selective predator control in key sage grouse habitat, probably
through USDA provided professional trappers; and three, allowing and encouraging
shooting and hunting seasons for crows, even possibly a bounty system of some type,
while looking to get out of or get variances on the international 1918 Migratory Bird
Treaty, which calls for raven protection.

To my recollection, crow hunting as a means of protecting sage grouse started in the
1980s. Idaho was one of the first states to legalize it. The obvious question: how can
you tell unprotected crows from protected ravens?

My good friend Mike Meizel, an avid trapper and outdoorsman and former Chief of
Buildings and Grounds for the State of Nevada, posed that question to an Idaho Game
Warden in the late 1980s. This particular Warden, blessed with good old common sense
and aware of the damage ravens were causing, wryly noted “crows are the ones that hit
the ground”!

Beware of the simplistic response you will get from certain biologists when raven
removal is suggested. “Yes” they will say, “we know ravens eat the eggs and removal
helps with that but the problem is the juveniles that survive past nesting are not
surviving to full adulthood. Something in the habitat is the problem.”

Ok, then what is that problem specifically? The tangible discussion typically ends about
there and a series of nebulous theories — none of which seem to focus on the likelihood
of additional predation — takes over. Not a single study | have read has suggested
starvation as the cause of juvenile grouse not making it to full adulthood. In fact food
studies for sage grouse state the opposite; there is a bit of a mystery why there are not
many times more grouse as the studies show they eat only token amounts of their
potential food supply. “Habitat” per se is NOT the problem.

Currently thanks to the mental roadblock the words “predator control” causes among
most of today’s wildlife biologists, virtually every possible scenario, no matter how
outlandish or poorly thought out, is placed ahead of predator removal on the “to-do” list.
Indeed, several proposals call for removing from the public domain sage grouse
population enhancement tools, most notably livestock grazing and agriculture despite
strong evidence these greatly increased sage grouse populations in Nevada.

As ! have documented in other papers, sage grouse were all but non-existent when
white man first arrived in Nevada. Following the introduction of landscape modifying and
landscape enhancing changes, especially the introduction of the livestock range
industry and all that came with it — including predator control - sage grouse populations
exploded.

Based on early explorer journals describing Indian diet and wildlife they observed, two
of my earlier reports detailed the fact Nevada had next to no sage grouse comparatively
speaking. For additional facts based on Indian diet, | have completed a careful review of
Julian Steward’s 1938 report on Indian practices, including food sources, before white
contact. Taken from interviews Steward did with older Indians in the 1920's and 30's,
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and covering virtually all of Nevada, it is a wealth of first hand information from the
Indians themselves and the results on sage grouse will be of interest to those seeking
facts rather than fables presented by some about the “good old days!”

I will report on that soon. | will also be reporting on the impacts on sage grouse
populations caused by crested wheat seedings.

Please feel free to contact me about any aspects of these reports, copies of past reports
and feel free to circulate them as you see fit.

In the meantime, we need to give raven removal a strong seat at the “save the sage
grouse” table. | strongly believe that not only can we stop the decline in their
populations, but using the past as our guide, begin rebuilding. Nevada could be a model
for enhancing sage grouse populations. We simply need the leadership to boldly
experiment and challenge the bureaucratic choke-hold on methodology. Rather than
wringing our hands over “saving” some token remnant, why don't we focus on what
works? We can expand our sage grouse populations. The answer is in our own past!

Sincerely,
Assemblyman lra Hansen
District 32
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING AND WILDFIRE

At our January 27, 2012 Public Lands Committee meeting, a briefing paper by Bob Sommer,
Fire Staff Officer for the Humboldt — Tciyabe National Forest. U.S. Forest Service, was read into
the record. A single paragraph caught my eye: . ..in 2007, the University of Nevada Cooperative
Extension Service issued a report titled *“Northeastern Nevada Wildfires 2006, part 2 — Can
livestock grazing be used to reduce wildfires? They concluded *...livestock grazing is not a
panacea for wildfire reduction on Northern Nevada rangelands.”

I had read the 2006 UNR report mentioned and recalled a quite different conclusion. In fact, the
UNR report reads: “Can livestock grazir g reduce the risk of large recurring wildfires? In a word
yes, but with limitations....In site specitic situations, livestock can be used as a tool to lower fire
risk by reducing the amount, height and distribution of fuel. Livestock can also be used to
manage invasive weeds in some cases and even to improve wildlife habitat. This under-utilized
fool (emphasis mine)...”

In short, while grazing is not a “panacea’, (which means “cure-all™) it is a valuable tool and in
the opinion of the authors of the 2006 UNR report an “under-utilized™ tool as well.

The basic question: how can we reduce the main cause of the million acre fires, the alien
cheatgrass? Cheatgrass has been in Nevada since the 1890°s at least, vet the catastrophic fires
did not start until the year 1999. For over a century the presence of cheatgrass did not result in
fires of this magnitude. Why not? What did we do different then than now?

Also to consider is the business end of fizes. As James Young, UNR range scientist for 43 years
noted, “Fire suppression [has become] « multi-million dollar business that reaches from the
rangelands of Nevada to corporate America. It is not in everyone s inferest (o biologically
suppress the cheatgrass-wildfire cycle on Nevuda rangelands. ™

Today hundreds if not thousands are employed in a government funded range fire industry that
was a token of what we see today when compared to only a little over a decade ago. The
BLM/Forest Service fire budget is now in the hundreds of millions. and a range -
reseeding/recovery industry has been spawned as well, all relying paradoxically on a
continuation of range fires. A conflict of interests exists; the successful long term solving of the
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million acre fires means the elimination of employment for this dramatically expanded
bureaucracy.

What is the impact of livestock grazing on cheatgrass and hence wildfires? In 2008 at UNR a
symposium was held by the leading exp>rts in range management. They published their
conclusions in “Great Basin Wildfire Forum: The Search for Solutions.” Here are several
excerpts.

DR. PAUL TUELLER, professor of ranze ecology at UNR for 42 years: “The extreme fire years
in the recent past must be due, in part, to the noted reduction in grazing the forage base,
resulting in significant fuel buildup. The lower and sometimes upper reaches of the mountain
ranges have turned yellow as a result of post-fire cheutgrass establishment ... Development of
intensive grazing strategies is needed to allow wtilization of cheatgrass and reduce future fuel
loads. Grazing animals will be the tools that must be used to make desirable changes in
vegetation. "

DR. LYNN JAMES, director of the USDA ARS plant research laboratory at Logan, Utah for 35
years: "Fires depend on adequate fuels-srasses and certain shrubs. The larger the fuel load the
hotter the fire will burn and the more damaging it will be ... An economical and efficient way io
remove excess grass is with an on-off grazing system. Fuel loads are reduced, while producers
benefit from forage consumed by their livestock. Other grazing strategies can aid in preventing
or managing wildfires and controlled burns. Fires that do oceur burn with reduced intensity and
a general upward trend in rangeland condition is sustained. "

DR. KEN SANDERS, professor of rangeland ecology at the University of Idaho for 32 years:
“The third biggest threat is the reductior in grazing on public rangelands. If the proposed sage
grouse habitat guideline that recommends leaving a grass stubble height of 18 centimeters is
applied, it will not only result in an adverse economic impact on livestock producers ,but it will
also result in increased, higher intensiry wildfire due 1o a larger fuel load.”

DR. WAYNE BURKHARDT, UNR professor of range management, emeritus: "For the past 40
years, the management strategy, at least on public lands, has been o reduce or modify livestock
grazing on these annual grasses, presumably to allow the re-establishment of native
bunchgrasses. This has proven to be disusirous. Pre-adopted annual grasses [such as cheatgrass]
can oul-compelte native bunchgrasses for early spring moisture on arid range sites. Reductions
in grazing on these rangelands have not promored the establishment of native flora, but rather
have allowed flammable fuel build-up ard increased fire frequency, intensity and spread. These
unnatural fires remove the sagebrush overstory, prevent shrub re-establishment and create the
conditions for the establishment of monotypic annual grasslands on what should be a
shrub/grassland vegetation community.

Public land grazers have an important role in protecting the resource by reducing fire danger,
by managing fuels and improving the health and productivity of the range. Grazing should be
Jfirmly established as a necessary tool in veducing fire danger. The public needs to understand
that fine fuel reduction and weed control are positive aspects of gruzing and that properly
managed grazing is good for the lund. ™
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DR. SHERM SWANSON, professor, D:zpartment of Natural Resources and Environmental
Science, UNR: “The presence of grazing animals on the range should not be viewed as
overgrazing, but rather as a valuable tool. When used properly, grazing can help achieve
resiliency in desirable plant communities and responsible fire and fisels management. ”

In USFS Fire Staff Officer Bob Sommers briefing paper he also wrote: “After the Murphy fire,
the Idaho BLM State Director put togetler a team from both Nevada and Idaho...The purpose
was to look at plant communities and livestock grazing in relation to the Murphy fire. The team
concluded that much of the Murphy fire burned under extreme fuel and weather conditions that
likely overshadowed livestock grazing as a factor intluencing fire extent and fuel consumption.”

I'bring this up as, while studying this quastion, 1 came across this quote from Dr. NEIL
RIMBEY, professor and range economist at the University of Idaho. He wrote: “A four of
Idaho’s Murphy Complex fire und the Tongue Complex on Juniper Mountain in the late summer
revealed graphic evidence that grazing may reduce fuel loads and even stop fires.”

Clearly, if both men are describing the same fire complex, and I believe they are, they seem to be
reaching substantially different conclusions from what | assume are the same observations.

If fires require fuel, and the fuel causing the fires is cheatgrass, the goal to block fires then is to
remove as much fuel — cheatgrass — as possible. Less fuel — less fire. And if cheatgrass has been
around for over 100 years, and fires were relatively small and uncommon up until 1999,
livestock must have been the source of keeping this fuel in check.

So why no giant fires prior to 19997 Thix is why I am highly skeptical of the BLM and USFS. The
same “experts’ that now assure us they have the solution are the same “experts” that got us into
our current mess. Starting in the 1950’s, the “experts” came in and told us the “range was over
grazed” and the solution was a reduction of livestock. So they began to cut, small at first, huge
by the 1980s and 1990s. Between 1982 end 1991, Nevada had a reduction of 180,000 head of
cattle. The experts assured us this would reestablish healthy native plant communities and reduce
the less desirable shrub species, primarily, ironically now, sagebrush. If you read the literature
right up to the time of the massive fires, you will note the livestock industry was highly criti!cized
for an alleged huge increase in sagebrush. Sagebrush and several other native shrubs are largely
unpalatable for livestock., Hence, since they are not eaten and the more desirable plants are, they
tend to increase in numbers, While the desirable palatable plants decline. This is especially ironic
now in light of the fact the decline in sagebrush habitat is the primary reason the “experts” give
as the cause to put sage grouse on the endangered list.

Every decade or so in the government land management agencies there is an almost complete
turnover of “range scientists™, as field personnel move up the management ladder, and a whole
new crop of college-educated “experts” take their place. Yet Nevada ranches, most owned by the
same families for generations, are “non-cxperts™ totally at the mercy of their federal masters.
This is not a put-down per se of all federal land management people, many if not most of which
are good hardworking individuals. It is a statement explaining why [ am highly skeptical of
listening always to the “experts™, as their track record in Nevada has been horribly bad.
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I have always believed the people who will be most harmed by bad land management practices
are the ranchers themselves, hence they have a strong financial incentive to insure the long term
health of the ranges they use. It is the ranchers who have been the most vocal critics of the
Federal policies, warning of exactly what has come to pass. Yet today, if our most recent
meeting is an example, we are shunting aside the “non-experts” who actually live on the ground,
and are once again being dictated to by “experts” getting their marching orders from Washington
D.C.

Incidentally, 1 have absolutely no conne:tion with the livestock industry. I am in fact a contractor
living in Sparks. But I have a strong interest in the plant communities and wildlife of Nevada and
have spent literally years in Nevada’s backcountry. I have carefully read everything about these
issues I can get my paws on (including tre book “Cheatgrass” by Young & Clements. One of the
few books, purchased in 2009, my wife “eased me about buying. Not exactly on the NY Times
best seller list!)

In conclusion, any reasonable person weuld agree using domestic animals to reduce the quantity
and spread of cheatgrass is the best solution currently available. The government required
massive reduction in AUMs and livestock turn out time frames must be reversed if we are
serious about having a public rangeland composed of native plants. Qur-current trend insures
massive fires almost indefinitely, a huge taxpayer subsidized “range fire” industry, and a future
Nevada landscape composed of the dull yellow color of mono-typical stands of cheatgrass.
Nevada will be the “Sagebrush State™ nc more.

Sincerely,

Ira Hansen
Assemblyman District 32
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re: FIM Corporation comment regarding the “Scoping Notice -- Greater Sage-Grouse
Bi-State Distinct Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment (EIS)”

INTRODUCTION

Our comments are well supported by literature citations, empirical observations, and
other factual information. | have not included those in this letter since it is just a
scoping letter that implies your NEPA process will seek detailed information later.

We can demonstrate that your proposals lack the following facts and these must be
included in your documents if you are to meet the Information Quality Act standards
and other standards for federal documentation under both NEPA and the ESA:

1. Your proposal fails to clearly state that the goal of your plan is to have more sage
grouse in the future. Your pian must state how many sage grouse are present
and include scientific monitoring to determine how many more sage grouse are
present at a future date. In accordance with NEPA, if your plan and your
management activities fail to result in an increased number of sage grouse it is a
bad plan that must be discarded and replaced with a plan that works.

2. Your proposal fails to clearly state the benefits that sage grouse receive when
livestock are grazed on the rangelands that provide sage grouse habitat. If you
want sage grouse numbers and abundance that was present in the mid-1900s
you will have to arrange for the conditions that correlate with that abundance
which was many more livestock grazing within sage grouse habitats.

3. Your proposal fails to note that predation has a severely limiting effect on sage
grouse populations, especially nest success and brood rearing. It is well
documented that ravens, coyotes, bobcats, can greatly reduce the ability of sage
grouse to reproduce and survive. This plan should include rigorous predator
controls if the goal is to have more sage grouse.

4. Your proposal fails to put forth an analysis of economic effects that will be the
result of special treatment of sage grouse to the exclusion of other land uses. Our
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ranch alone employs as many as 20 people and our ranch operating expenses
provides cash that circulates within western Nevada and adjoining parts of
California. Forest Service and BLM both intend to prohibit grazing which will
destroy jobs and local economies so you must state what that effect will be.

5. Your proposal fails states that USDA Forest Service and USDI BLM are planning
for management of what the Endangered Species Act calls a Distinct Population
Segment. As federal agencies you are both required to demonstrate that you are
in compliance with ESA by documenting that you are using the best available
scientific and commercial data. You are also required to demonstrate how this
bird is a DPS in accordance witn the federal standards of discreteness and
significance as defined by the ESA and subsequent policy.

DISCUSSION

I am Fred Fulstone from Smith, Nevada and | am submitting these comments on
behalf of the F.1.M. Corp. of Smith Nevada. F.I.M. Corp is a family owned and
operated sheep ranch with land, existing property rights, and grazing preference
within adjudicated range allotments in both Nevada and adjoining areas of California.

The Fulstone family have been agricultural producers in Western Nevada for over
150 years and in that time sage grouse populations grew from none to a great
abundance in about 1950 and have now declined in numbers since about 1980. Our
ranch history during this time (150 years includes how our livestock, especially our
sheep, have greatly benefitted sage grouse.

At this time three generations of our family owns and operates our sheep ranch with
headquarters in Nevada and ranch property in both California and Nevada. Our
operation includes private property along with Bureau of Land Management and
Forest Service grazing allotments n both Nevada and California. Our permits on a
number of BLM and Forest Service: grazing allotments allow us to graze our sheep by
herding them on open range throughout the year. Our range is approximately 100
miles from north to south and 75 miles from east to west.

In order to produce our lambs and wool, we have a working force of 18 people in
addition to the immediate family. We have run 1000 head of cattle most of our lives
along with the sheep.

The first Fulstone homesteaded in 1854 near Genoa. My grandfather bought our first
ranch in Smith Valley in 1903 and my father began running a few sheep in 1910.

My mother, Dr. Mary, was one of the first woman Medical Doctors in Nevada.

My wife, Irene, was a school teachier and also made many thirty mile horse back
rides with me to the Sheep Camps.

0-34
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Now Marianne, my daughter, can run this ranch and we enjoy the help of her son Kris
and daughter Danielle.

LISTING THE SAGE HEN WOULLD BE DISASTROUS

Listing the sage hen would be disastrous for all of us here in the Bi-State area as
would sage hen management that excludes livestock grazing and predator control.
Some people say the ESA protection should be as a Distinct Population Segment of
sage grouse and others are trying to prove that the local sage grouse are a different
variety. Both of these claims are made without good scientific data to back it up. At
least part of the question should be: dismissed easily with appropriate nuclear DNA
comparisons.

Distinct Population Segments are hased on a population being isolated from any
others but the biologists fail to explain how the sage grouse arrived in Smith Valley in
the first place if Smith Valley is so “ar from other flocks that they cannot travel to
Western Nevada.

Our Bi-State committee has done a very good job so far, but most of their concerns
seem to be limited to sagebrush as one part of the sage hen habitat. We have plenty
of sagebrush. We also note in the sage grouse literature that ideal sage grouse
breeding and nesting habitat is sparsely vegetated with sagebrush cover less than
25%. It can also be shown that sage grouse populations were at a peak when grass
cover in their nesting and brood rearing habitat was impacted greatly by livestock and
sage grouse populations decreased following BLM and Forest Service cuts in
permitted grazing.

First we must improve sage hen habitat by controlling the predators that destroy the
sage hens, their nests, and their chicks. They birds right after hatching are very
vulnerable to everything. Some reports say that we are losing 50% of our nests
today and 70% of that loss is from ravens. (Mark Jensen, Supervisor, Wildlife
Services, Reno Nevada).

Wildlife Services is in charge of pradator control and they have lost 456% of their work
force. At one time we had three trappers here — one in Smith Valley, one in Mason
Valley, and one in Carson Valley. Today we have one trapper that has to cover all
three valleys plus Fallon and Austin. We also don’t have a lion hunter anymore.

31-3Y4
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re: FIM Corporation comment regai-ding the “Scoping Notice - Greater Sage-Grouse
Bi-State Distinet Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment (EIS)”
By Fred Fulstone, FIM Corporation January 30, 2013 Page 4

THINGS WE NEED TO DO IMMEDIATELY TO SAVE THE SAGE HEN:
No 1. We must have more trappers to control ravens, coyotes, badgers, bobcats,
and other predators.

No 2. We need more open range grazing and more permitted grazing on the ranges.
(and less housing development)

No 3. Where open grazing is allowzd it accomplishes more than just providing feed
for livestock
1. Livestock consumes the fuel that wildfires feeds need to grow.
2. Livestock owners improve the water resource and create new water sites
3. Livestock grazing helps in the natural re-seeding, fertilizing, and cultivating of
the grasses, forbs, and brusih. This is necessary for the production of the sage
hen and other wildiife. Sage grouse follow in the livestock footprints and into
the bed grounds (especially sheep). These sage grouse feed on insects and
other sources of nutrients left by the animals. It is common to see sage
grouse chicks eating the peliets from the lambs which are highly nutritious
because it is partially digested milk,

No 4. The livestock generally feed off the tall meadow grasses and forbs in the
spring and then as the uplands dry the sage hen com down to the new growth of
forbs and short green grasses in early summer. The livestock have to graze the
meadows before the sage hen broods arrive to provide this benefit. The meadows
that have been grazed are preferred by the sage hens because the shorter meadow
plants enable the sage hens to see any approaching predators. They seem to like
open space.

No 5. Livestock on the range offers relief from predation because the predators prey
on livestock. When livestock owners kill predators the wildlife benefit along with the
sheep.

NOW TO KIND OF SUM THINGS UP
Livestock grazing and predator control are the two most important tools we have to
save and enhance the sage hen.

During those years from about 1955 to 1980 we had thousands of sage hen in Smith
Valiey, the Pine Nut Range, and Bodie Hills. Also during those years we had
trappers and the use of toxicants znd we controlled the numbers of predators very
well. During those years we had ten or more times the numbers of gazing animals on
the Federal ranges than we now have and we had thousands of sage hen on the
same areas. As soon as the grazing permits were cut by the agencies the trappers
and toxicant use was cut down and the sage hens started to disappear.



re: FIM Corporation comment regarding the “Scoping Notice -- Greater Sage-Grouse \3 3 53 q
Bi-State Distinct Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment (EIS)”
By Fred Fulstone, FIM Corporation  January 30, 2013 Page 5

If you want to save the sage hen then contact the Wildlife Services in Reno. They
are probably the most important government service to call in order to manage the
sage hen.

We must not let this bird be listed under ESA and both the Forest Service and the
BLM have the responsibility as federal agencies to show that they have objectively
used the best available data to determine what is best for sage grouse. Our whole
area, including your agencies, would come under the control of the US Fish and
Wildlife Service and those agency people would write an ESA recovery plan with no
regard to local needs. The listing aind regulations that follow would be a disaster
economically and environmentally to our communities. Everyone would be hurt
including livestock production, mining, manufacturing, recreation such as hunting and
fishing, and just about every other aspect of our custom and culture and there is very
littie possibility of all that regulation resulting in more sage grouse.

The big problem is that the USFWS uses false science to get what they want and
conspire with like minded groups to do that.

For a very good example of how tre ESA works look at what happened in Klamath
Falls area after the USFWS listed a sucker fish. This allowed the USFWS to
implement their recovery plan and to give all the water in the Klamath Lake to the
endangered species. That meant the farmers got no water for their crops even
though they and the community businesses faced immediate economic destruction
and citizens were forced into personal bankruptcy.

The USFWS was doing everything backwards. After the USFWS took over, about
80% of the sucker fish died.

What is the worse part? The National Academy of Science would later rule that the
USFWS recovery plan was based on false science.

Without irrigation water 200,000 acres of farm land and 50,000 acres of wildlife
refuge habitat dried up. This destruction was the result of the science used to list the
sucker fish was corrupt.

The USFWS has recently done the same thing to me when they listed Sierra Nevada
Bighorn Sheep as an endangered Distinct Population Segment. Now they have
forced the Forest Service and BLM to cancel five of my grazing permits and | have
lost nearly 75,000 acres of summer range. | had paid for these permits for over 65
years and over this time had invested over a Million Dollars in range improvements.
Of course the agencies do not want me to recover any of those costs which is clearly
an un-Constitutional Taking. And just like the sucker fish in Klamath Falls the very
best recovery plan that the biologists could write has not resulted in more bighorn
sheep.



re: FIM Corporation comment regarding the “Scoping Notice — Greater Sage-Grouse
Bi-State Distinct Population Segment Forest Plan Amendment (EIS)”

By Fred Fulstone, FIM Corporation  January 30, 2013 Page 6

BACK TO THE SAGE HENS
Sagebrush is not a problem --- we have plenty of it.

In some areas where the sagebrush is tall (3’ to 4’) and very thick it should be
sprayed. That gives the forbs and grasses a chance to come which is very valuable
as habitat and forage for the sage hens.

We have done this in cooperation with the BLM in some areas the sage hen has
flocked into the sprayed areas.

We need better management of meadow forbs or grasses =o forage will be available
to sage hen broods when they come off the sage brush onto the meadows in June
and July.

We know how to do all of these things which are sound management and it does not
require heavy handed regulation.
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Fred Fulstone

For F.I.LM. Corporation
Smith, Nevada
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Remarks prepared for the Sagebrush Ecosystem Council
July 30, 2013

By Fred Fulstone
FIM Corporation
Smith Nevada

| am Fred Fulstone from Smith, Nevada. | know you are mostly interested in
discussing sage grouse but | would like you to understand that the Fulstone family
has been agricultural producers in Western Nevada for over 150 years. At this time
three generations of our family owns and operates our sheep ranch with
headquarters in Nevada and ranch property in both California and Nevada. Our
operation includes private property along with Bureau of Land Management and
Forest Service grazing allotments in both Nevada and California.

We graze our sheep by herding them on open range throughout the year. In effect
our sheep, our family members, and our employees live and work within sage grouse
habitats and sagebrush ecosystems year round. For years we have observed and
studied our land and wildlife. Sage hen populations have grown from none in the
1800s to a great abundance in about 1950 and have now declined in numbers since
about 1980. The decline of sage hens is the result of federal grazing regulations and
the decline parallels declining numbers of livestock on federal ranges, especially
sheep.

Our ranch history has developed over a period of more than 150 years. History
illustrates the fact that the presence of our sheep greatly benefits sage grouse. As
our sheep operation increased following the Depression, sage grouse numbers also
increased in the federal and private lands where we grazed. Our sheep are herded
on open range which has required several forms of range developments. An
example of our management in the Bodie Hills includes development of water for
sheep that also became important sage grouse water and strutting areas. We have
also sprayed old-aged dense stands of sagebrush which became important brood
rearing and winter sage grouse habitats with many more birds than before treatment.
Our sheep require protection from predators, especially coyotes, and the sage hens
benefit from our predator control. Often sage grouse broods travel right along with
our bands of sheep.
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FIM Corp has provided both this Governor's Committee and the BiState Sage Grouse
Committee with well documented observations and data that we can only hope will
be incorporated into your documents. Some of our reports are included in your
minutes from previous meetings and if any are missing we will provide replacements.

Today ! have brought three articles that illustrate the ideas you should incorporate
into your reports.

First is an article by Rob Hooper, Executive Director of the Northern Nevada
Development Authority, “Agriculture — Nevada’s hidden economic engine”. Hooper
correctly describes the importance of agriculture production in the economy of
Nevada which included $665 Million dollars in annual revenues in 2011. What
Hooper didn’t discuss is the catastrophic economic loss to every community in the
state that has resulted from federal grazing permit reductions that have caused
sheep numbers to drop from over one million to less than 80,000 and cattle numbers
have dropped by about 250,000. Floyd Rathbun, in his letter to the Nevada
Association of Counties illustrates that just returning range livestock numbers to the
levels that we know the rangelands can support would bring well over $200 million
into the state’s economy every year. We also know from history that re-stocking
those federal rangelands would result in a great increase in sage grouse. Both the
economy and the wildlife would benefit.

Second is an article by Amy Trinidad entitled “Creative Thinking Helps Predator
Control Programs”. Trinidad explains that in Utah, South Dakota, and other states
the cost of predator control had been paid almost entirely by livestock producers for
years. Everyone benefitted including both agriculture and sportsmen. However, the
costs of controlling predators to some acceptable level has increased and certain
federal programs have lost funding so the exam. Both states used increased hunting
license fees to raise money for predator control and that money was divided between
private predator control through payment of bounties, .the state Fish and Game
agencies, and US Wildlife Services, Nevada took a step in this direction several
years ago but the Nevada program is not working as well so we should use the
examples provided by the other states.

Ben Granholm, as a student, met with Fred in 2009 and heard what business is like
under the regulation of the Endangered Species Act listing of the Sierra Nevada
Bighorn Sheep. Ben wrote the article “Destruction of the American Sheep Industry”
and described how the biologists themselves knew that the real risks to the bighorn
sheep were due to deficiencies of natural rangelands where they had been
transplanted. In spite of what the agency biologists knew to be the facts about
bighorn sheep biology, they used an unproven accusation that disease from
domestic sheep meant that domestic sheep must be prohibited. Now the Forest
Service allotments have very few bighorn sheep and they are no longer contributing
to the local economy. If a student could spot the fallacies built into agency biology
that was tailored to support ESA regulation then just think how much better this
committee should be able to sift the facts from fiction of sage grouse biology and
sagebrush ecosystem management.
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“in Tecent years, there
has beent a growing
feeling that we need to
be more aggressive in
nnding additional fund-
ing to meet the predator
gemands.”
Sterting Brown,
Yice President of Public
Policy for the {tah Farm
Bureay Federatfol

Creative Thinking Helps

H-12.

Predator Control Programs

AMY TRINIDAD
Sheep industry News Editor

& ?‘ithin the past year, two state governments
Ef% passed legislation to assist livestock produc-

: ers and sportsmen alike with predator issues

- mainly with coyotes. Like many states, funding was

- the leading concern when it came to the predator dam-

age control programs in Utah and South Dakota; however,
state legislators teamed up with state agencies and pro-
ducer groups in a grass roots effort 10 increase permanent,
ongoing funding for these vital programs.

For a number of years, Utah has had a unique partner-
ship with a number of local, county, state and federal agen-
cies to ensure that the livestock induistries as well as sports-
men have had adequate predator control. This partnership
was between the US. Department ¢f Agricultures (USDA)
Wildlife Services (WS), the Utah Department of Agriculture
and Food, the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) as
well as a number of land owners. :

“Through this partnership, fundling has been the lim-
iting factor;” explains Sterling Brown, vice president of
public policy for the Utah Farm Bureau Federation. “It is

Utah's Predator Control Program map

.

Bl Recommended for
coyote removal

V77 Low denshy deer areas
I viative American Trust Lands

E Il Matiovai Parks

12 Sheep industry News » sheepindustrynews.org

constantly a push-pull battle to gain additional funding for
our state’s growing demand”

With ne to little increases from federal and state appro-
priations for predator control programs, the private sector
was forced to contribute more money; however, 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 Brows, explain-
ing that several rural Utah Farm Bureau members got
together and developed an idea of increasing Utah hunit-
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 lot at stake when it comes
to predators. 'The deer population in recent years has de-
clined for a number of reasons. One of those reasons is the
increase in predators, particularly that of coyotes on the
fawn populations,” explains Brown. “The hunting commu-
nity has been scrambling to find the best options to 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 sponsored S.B. 87 Predator Control Funding,
This bill called for an additional $5 to be added to hunt-
ing licenses specifically for the Predator Control Restrict
Account 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
Deer Protection Act — which allocates a total of $750,000
of ongoing funding for the state’s predator control 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 program 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 as
livestock 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
prey specifically on deer herds, $250,000 to USDA/WS for
aerial predator control and the remaining $250,000 will be al-
located to the Utah Department of Agricultural and Food to
increase funding for the existing coyote bounty program.

According to John Shivik, mammals coordinator with the
DWR, 6,724 coyotes have been turned in from September
(the date when the agency starting payments) until mid-May
which he says is in line with the DWR’s expectations.

“Based on the sheer magnitude of the number of coy-



otes checked in, the program is running rath-
er smoothly,” says Shivik, explaining that it is
too early to tell if the program is having any
impact. The DWR will be looking at the lo-
cations of where the coyotes were killed and
compating 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
state’s predator control programs, Brown says,
“We feel like 2012 was a banner year to help

(Jp}

sportsmen and livestock producers combat
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predators, So far we fill optimistic that we are
on the right faoting here and setting the stage
of a brighter Zuture for these groups”

Those ar the Utah Wool Growers Asso-
ciation concur. Matt Mickel, treasurer of the

organization, says, “The Utah Wool Growers -

are thankful that the state legislature stepped
up in good faith to help with our depredation
issues from :oyotes. We are thrilled to hear
that many ccyotes are being taken”

Further to the northeast, members of
the South Dakota state legislature this year
passed an act to increase the surcharge on
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certain hunting leenses for predator control
purposes, approve temporary funding pro-
visions relating to predator control and to
declare depredation an _
emergency.

“We are just b_eing !
run over by coyotes and
our predator boards |
were just flat out of mon-
ey, relays Rep. Betty Ol- 48
son of Prairie City, who

operates a ranch with her :
husband and introduced  Rep. Betty Oison,
the legislation. South Dakota

In South Dakota, a
cornbination of county
government, state and USDA funds, in ad-
dition to private funds collected through
predator districts, are used to help manage
depredation. According to Max Matthews,
president of the South Dakota Sheep Grow-
ers Association, funding for the animal dam-
age control program in South Dakota was
cut in 2007 which lead to the elimination
of the aerial hunting program and a couple
trappers. “This reduction to the animal dam-
age control program could not 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
although 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
law on March 25, went into effect on July 1
and increases the surcharge on certain hunt-
ing licenses from $5 to $6, in other words,
raises the fee of hunting licenses by $1. Olson
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explains that the original $5 fee is deposited
in a special fund known as the South Dakota
sportsmen’s access and landowner depreda-
tion fund which deals with situations like
deer in hay fields and geese in corn fields.
However, the additional dollar will only be
used for animal damage control programs
such as increasing aérial hunting and reim-
bursing trappers.

“Although the legislation was scheduled
to go into effect July 1, livestock producers
needed the help immediately so we wrote
a cash tranifer clause into the bill. We bor-
rowed $161,000 from the Department of
Game, Fish and Parks to fill in the time gap?”
Olson expiains,

These funds will be repaid with interest
based on the cash flow fund rate no later than
June 30, 2014,

“We figured with the new revenue coming
in, it should more than cover the loan by next
year in addition to funding the program,” Ol-
son relays, saying the program should bring
in around $200,000 a year. .

“The increase in funding should return
the animal damage control program back
to where it was six years ago,” explains Mat-
thews. “Coatrolling the coyote population
t0 a manageable number can only be done
through the funding of an effective animal
damage control program, Without the fund-
ing, the predation to livestock and wildlife
cannot be controlled”

As was the case in Utah, this leglsiatlon
was seen a¢ favorable by a majority of the
sportsmen’s groups. South Dakota had also
seen a decrease in wildlife due to the nu.mber
of predators.
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Olson worked on a number of pieces of
legislation to assist livestock producers this
year including:

» S.B. 205 adds the wolf to a list of preda-
tors in South Dakota as soon as they are
taken off the endangered species list, Ol-
son explains that the wolf is considered
endangered in the western side of the state,
but not in the eastern side, The Missouri
River marks the dividing line. Therefore,
as of July 1, wolves were considered preda-

" tors on the east side of the Missouri River;
however, they remain protected until del-
isted on the western side of the river,

» Due to the fact that local predator control
districts are strapped for cash, H.B 1168
authorizes county commissions to increase
their predator-control levies on sheep and
cattle; however, Olson says this legisiation
must be passed by 51 percent of the live-
stock producers in the district in order to
take effect,

» H.B. 1167 restructures the policy advisory
committee for animal damage control, As
it stands currently only the animal damage
control supervisor, the secretary of Game,
Fish and Parks and the secretary of agri-
culture are the only three on this commit-
tee, which hadn’t been active since 2010,
‘This bill that was passed adds a member

. from USDA/WS, the South Dakota Sheep
Growers Association, the South Dakota
Cattlemen Association, the South Dakota
Stock Growers Association, the South Da-
kota Farmers Union, the South Dakota
Farm Bureau and the South Dakota Wild-
life Federation and requires the group to

meet at least once per year.§
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Stepping out of the school van, I noticed the tumbleweeds rol] past the shearing bams -
barns that looked as though, they had stood for an eternity against the forces of nature and yet
stood strong, sound, and solid. 1was soon to discover that, like those barns, the inhabitants of
the ranch had leamed to meet the challenges head on, to exist and even prosper against all odds.
Suddenly, a tall, thin, elderly man with a weather worn face and hands rounded the comer of the
barn. I'knew instantly that our host for the day was the type of man whose hands could at one
moment be constructing a barbed wire fence, and the next be gently pushing 2 newborn lamb
towards its first meal. He greeted our group with a smile and these welcome words:

“Good morning, I am Fred Fulstone. Thank you for coming and including o.ur sheep
ranch on your ag production tour. Our ranch has been in operation over a period of 150 years.
The first Fulstone homesteaded in 1854, followed by my grandfather that bought our first ranch
in Smith Valley in 1903. «

I was captured by his words and curious how such a desolate area could support a ranch
with 10,000 ewes.

Mr. Fulstone continued, “Our ranch employs eighteen people in addition to immediate
family including myself, my daughter and my grandson. Our ranch includes private property as
well as Bureau of Land Management _and Forest Service Grazing allotments, allowing us to graze
our sheep by herding them on open range throughout the year. The range is about 100 miles
from north to south and 75 miles from east to west.”

The Fulstone ranch is real, with a real threat to their economic survival through the
elimination of public grazing lands based on hotly debated scientific findings and the
Endangered Species Act, the ESA, protecting the Sierra Bighorn Sheep (Knowles). Today, I will

outline how the Forest Service has used the Endengered Species Act to eliminate domestic sheep
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from public lands grazing allotments and how ultimately the American sheep industry is
endangered and could face extinction.

In 1984 the California Fish and Game and the National Park Service decided to establish
a herd of Bighom Sheep in the Lee Vining Canyon area of California, bordering the Fulstone
ranch’s summer grazing allotments (Fulstone). From the beginning of establishing the Bighom
Sheep, the ranch was promised their grazing lease allotments would never be affected by any
migrating Bighorn Sheep (Fulstone). Mr. Fulstone retained all the guarantees in the letters he
received from the Forest Service and continued to care for the summer range, as if it was his own
property. Unfortunately, everything changed with the severe winter die-off of the Bighomn in
1995 and 1998. Suddenly, because of their decreasing numbers, the Bighorn Sheep were listed
as an endangered pc;pulation (Knowles).

The worse was yet to come. Due to c;;ntinued severe winter die-offs, the numbers of the
Bighorn dwindled to a mere three head (Knowles). Instead of the Forest Service moving the
remaining Bighoms to a range that would protect and support them from predators and the
winter weather, the domestic sheep were blamed. The Forest Service knew, because of the
endangered listing with the ESA, if they could show a threat from don@tic sheep, the sheep
would have to be removed from the allotments. The Forest Service never acknowledged their
mistakes in managing the Bighomn, but instead claimed the die-offs were caused by co-mingling
and nose-to-nose contact with domestic sheep, leading to a fatal form of pneumonia (Fulstone).

In the lab environment, the wildlife biologists “proved,” through nose-to-nose contact
that domestic sheep transmitted the Pasteurella disease to Bighoms (Knowles). But the question
still remained: would the lab findings translate into the real world? The most thoroughly studied

disease outbreak of Bighorn Sheep was in Hells Canyon in 1995-96. Three hundred twenty-
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seven Bighom Sheep died in that epidemic (Rathburn). Ninety-seven head were cultured with
twenty-two different strains of Pasteurella isolated; however, this was not indicative of a single
point source (Rathburn). What does that all mean? The Pasteurella bacteria species is an
opportunistic disease, most likely triggered by environmental stress, not the six domestic sheep
found on a nearby ranch (United States Sheep Industry). Mixing of Bighorn and dorﬁestic sheep
usually only happens during breeding season and only if the ratio of male to female Bighorn’s
are out of proportion (United States Sheep Industry). Regardless of what veterinarians have
proven in field trials, the Forest Service wildlife biologists continue to insist their agency
handbooks and lab findings are the only sources of correct information regarding disease
transmission (United States Sheep Industry).

The issue involves not just if the literature points to domestic sheep infecting the
Bighorn, but what the real risk to Bighorn Sheep are, due to natural range conditions.
Laboratory conditions cannot simulate the miles of rangeland and the management techniques
applied by range sheep operations to prevent contact between domestic sheep and wildlife
(Fuistone). Laboratory conditions cannot simulate naturally occurring environmental hurdles for
Bighorn recovery: feed availability, predation, severe weather, human impact, in addition to
stress from re-introduction (Fulstone). Measures to control Pasteurella prior to establishing
known risks and contamination sources hﬁve damaged local ranch families and their local
economic stability (Rathburn).

The bottom line is Mr. Fulstone has spent $400,000 over the last twenty years appealing
agency decisions and buying additional allotment permits, both public and private (Fulstone).
The ranch has lost over 7000 animal units per month, meaning the Fulstone sheep herds have

been cut by 35,000 head (Fulstone). The sheep industry is being squeezed out by special interest

-
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groups, environmentalists, and our very own Forest Service in the name of the Endangered
Species Act. Abraham Lincoln once said, “It is much the duty of government to render prompt
Justice against itself, in favor of citizens, as it is to administer the same between private
individuals.” If the agencies involved in canceling grazing allotments from the Fulstone Ranch
fail to accept peer reviewed science and find solutions that work for everyone involved, public
and private alike, they may soon find a golf course and condominiums in what was once the
home of true environmental stewards, the Fulstone family. Today, the American sheep industry
is fading from the record high of fifty-six million head nationwide in 1942 to a mere six miltion
today (The National Academies of Sciences).

As my class loaded up in the van and I said goodbye, Mr. Fulstone shook my hand and
said, “Please, continue our fight, young man, and understand how important it is for America, for
all of us, to keep the American sheep industry viable and productive for all generations to come.”

Mr. Fultsone, you have my word.
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