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1984 marks t h e f o u r t h y e a r of one of t h e 
f i r s t a c t i o n p l a n s e n d o r s e d by t h e Modoc 
Washoe ESP S t e e r i n g Committee. The p r o i e c t 
has p r o g r e s s e d , i n s p i t e of a d v e r s e w e a t h e r 
c o n d i t i o n s . A p p r o x i m a t e l y 3600 a c r e s o f 
b r u s h c o n t r o l , 2200 a c r e s of s e e d i n g , . 19 
m i l e s of f e n c e and 11 w a t e r d e v e l o p m e n t s 
o u t l i n e d i n t h e f i v e y e a r a c t i o n p l a n a r e 
on t he ground. 

ASCS, BLH, SCS and f i v e p e r m i t t e e s c o o r 
d i n a t e d p l a n n i n g and po o l e d money f o r t h e 
i n s t a l l a t i o n of e s s e n t i a l improvements on 
t h i s 180,000 a c r e (132^000 acres public^ 
4dj000 acres private) u n i t s p a n n i n g t h r e e 
c o u n t i e s Uashoe, L a s s e n , Modoc and two 
s t a t e s , C a l i f o r n i a and Nevada. When com
p l e t e d , t h e 5 - y e a r p r o j e c t w i l l r e p r e s e n t 
a $430,000 i n v e s t m e n t ($324,000 public and 
$106,000 private), P e r m i t t e e s c a n e a r n up 
to $75,022 c o s t - s h a r i n g under t h e ASCS Ag
r i c u l t u r a l C o n s e r v a t i o n Program (ACP) f o r 
improvements on p r i v a t e l a n d s done w i t h 
p r i v a t e d o l l a r s . 

C o m p l e t i o n of t h i s p r o j e c t w i l l a s s u r e t he 
c o n t i n u e d s u c c e s s of the f i v e l i v e s t o c k 
o p e r a t i o n s c o n s i s t i n g of 1484 head of c a t 
t l e , and 3000 head of sheep f o r a t o t a l of 
11214 AUM's. C o m p l e t i o n w i l l a l s o a s s u r e 
t h e p r o s p e r i t y of t h e e n v i r o n m e n t , t h e w i l d 

l i f e and 200 head of w i l d h o r s e s now i n h a b i t i n g t he i n t e r m i n g l e d p r i v a t e and pub
l i c l a n d s i n t h e u n i t . 

I n g e n e r a l , e v e n though t h e p r o j e c t a r e a h a s be e n p l a g u e d w i t h a b n o r m a l l y low 
p r e c i p i t a t i o n and a d v e r s e w e a t h e r c o n d i t i o n s t h e i n d i v i d u a l l y i n s t a l l e d p r a c t i c e s 
have met t h e p r o j e c t o b j e c t i v e s . The l a n d managing agency (BLM) and t h e p e r 
m i t t e e s f e e l t h e r e s u l t s o f t h e i n s t a l l a t i o n s a r e s a t i s f a c t o r y and meet t h e p u r 
p o s e s f o r w h i c h t h e y were i n t e n d e d . 

One s e e d i n g h a s c o n v e r t e d 35 acre/AUM ra n g e i n t o 4 acre/AUM r a n g e and was h a r 
v e s t e d a t t h i s r a t e i n t h e s p r i n g of 1984. I n the o t h e r s e e d i n g a r e a d e s i r a b l e 
v e g e t a t i o n h a s d e f i n i t e l y b e en m a i n t a i n e d and w i t h f a v o r a b l e w e a t h e r c o n d i t i o n s 
i t has t h e p o t e n t i a l of c o n v e r t i n g i n t o an improved a r e a c o m p a r a b l e to t h e f i r s t 
a r e a . 

L i v e s t o c k p r o d u c e r s i n t h e T u l e d a d a l l o t m e n t a r e a were f a c e d w i t h d r a s t i c c u t s 
i n l i v e s t o c k numbers b e f o r e t h e s p e c i a l p r o j e c t . Improvements i n s t a l l e d u nder 
the s p e c i a l p r o j e c t h ave m a i n t a i n e d l i v e s t o c k numbers; p r o v i d e d an e a r l y t u r n o u t 
f o r a p o r t i o n of t h e l i v e s t o c k ; and have d e f e r r e d movement to u p l a n d r a n g e s . Im
p r o v e m e n t s t h u s f a r have b e n e f i t t e d w i l d l i f e and w i l d h o r s e s a s w e l l . 

The c o o r d i n a t e d p l a n n i n g and on t h e ground a c t i o n by t h e v a r i o u s a g e n c i e s , g r o u p s 
and i n d i v i d u a l s r e s u l t e d i n a c o m p l e t e r e s o u r c e a r e a b e i n g e v a l u a t e d and t r e a t e d 
f o r the b e n e f i t of a l l l a n d u s e s . A c t i o n a c c o m o l i s h e d under the c o o r d i n a t e d p l a n 
has r e v e r s e d t h e downward t r e n d i n v e g e t a t i v e c o v e r c o n d i t i o n . The ACP f u n d i n g 
p r o v i d e d s u f f i c i e n t i n c e n t i v e to t h e p r i v a t e l a n d o w n e r s to s e c u r e t h e i r p a r t i c i 
p a t i o n i n b o t h t h e c o s t - s h a r e d and n o n - c o s t - s h a r e d m e a s u r e s . 



1 BACKGROUND OF THE MODOC/UASHOE 
EXPERI>fENTAL STEWARDSHIP 
PROGRAM 

By C e c i l P i e r c e 

The f i r s t I n a s e r i e s of s u c c e s s s t o r i e s 
from the Hodoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
a r d s h i p Program, working to r e s o l v e con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
no r t h e a s t e r n C a l i f o r n i a and no r t h 
western Nevada. 

I n 1975 the c o u r t s , i n response 
to a s u i t f i l e d by the N a t u r a l Re
sources Defence C o u n c i l , r u l e d that 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
must prepare s i t e s p e c i f i c g r a z i n g En
vironmental Impact Statements ( E I S ) on 
each p l a n n i n g . u n i t . 

The f i r s t E I S i n C a l i f o r n i a was 
on the Tuledad/Homecamp P l a n n i n g U n i t 
i n the BLM S u r p r i s e Resource Area. As 
a r e s u l t of t h i s study, 15 d e c i s i o n s 
were i s s u e d and 13 of these were ap
pealed. The Cowhead/Massacre E I S was 
next and the p r e l i m i n a r y i n d i c a t i o n 
was that t h i s study would c a l l f o r 
about 47% decrease i n animal u n i t 
months of g r a z i n g . 

I t was obvious t h a t such reduc
t i o n s would c r e a t e s e r i o u s problems 
fo r a r e a producers. Both p e r m i t t e e s 
and the Bureau began working t o 
gether, f i r s t w i t h a Coo r d i n a t i n g 
Committee and l a t e r w i t h a Range Im
provement Committee. Both committees 
involved agencies and i n t e r e s t groups 
that were r e s p o n s i b l e f o r r e s o u r c e s 
on the p u b l i c land. 

Although both of these committees 
enjoyed only moderate s u c c e s s , the 
e f f o r t did i n d i c a t e that people were 
i n t e r e s t e d i n a coordinated approach 
to resource management. 

While a l l of t h i s was happening. 
Congress was c o n s i d e r i n g the P u b l i c 
Rangeland Improvement Act. T h i s a c t 
passed i n October, 1978, i n c l u d e d a 
p r o v i s i o n ( S e c t i o n 12) f o r developing 
E x p e r i n e n t a l Stewardship a r e a s where 
innovative methods of range management 

could be t r i e d and ranchers c o u l d be 
o f f e r e d i n c e n t i v e s and rewards f o r 
range management r e s u l t i n g i n improved 
c o n d i t i o n s . 

T h i s appeared to be what S u r p r i s e 
Resource Area permittees were s e a r c h i n g 
f o r and a requ e s t was made t h a t the 
S u s a n v i l l e BLM D i s t r i c t A dvisory Coun
c i l ask f o r an Experimental Stewardship 
program i n the S u r p r i s e a r e a . The r e 
quest was made through the S u s a n v i l l e 
BLM D i s t r i c t Manager and the S u p e r v i s o r 
of the Modoc Nat i o n a l F o r e s t . 

I n the meantime, an ov e r l a p p i n g 
e f f o r t to prepare f o r Stewardship was 
begun i n J u l y , 1979. T h i s c o n s i s t e d 
of a s e r i e s of meetings by a formation 
committee to produce a C h a r t e r , develop 
by-laws, prepare a r o l e statement and 
d i s c u s s S t e e r i n g Committee membership. 

The i n i t i a l meeting of the Modoc/ 
Washoe Experiemental Stewardship Pro
gram, i n c l u d i n g the S u r p r i s e Resource 
Area of the S u s a n v i l l e BLM D i s t r i c t 
and the Warner Mountain Range D i s t r i c t 
of the Modoc N a t i o n a l F o r e s t , was h e l d 
at C a l P i n e s Lodge near A l t u r a s on 
A p r i l 23, 24, 25, 1980. 

The Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Committee 
i s one of three such Committees man
dated by Congress to explore new ways 
to improve the pu b l i c , r a n g e l a n d s . F o r 
information, w r i t e ESP, P.O. Box 1090, 
S u s a n v i l l e , CA 96130 



The Consensus Process 

by Rex Cleary 

The Second i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to resolve con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
northeastern C a l i f o r n i a and north
western Nevada. 
WBmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 
The "Consensus Process" i s viewed by 
some as the unique ingredient i n the 
Hodoc/Washoe Experinental Stewardship 
Program that has made i t so success
f u l . The Program was "bom i n con-

. . f l i c t " (see "Background of the M/W 
ESP," Stewardship Success Story No. 
? ) . Rex Cleary, BLM D i s t r i c t Manager, 
told the Steering Conmxittee at t h e i r 
f i r s t meeting he was t i r e d of c o n f l i c t 
and hoped that the Stewardship Program 
could solve some of those problems. 
I n a portion of an a r t i c l e appearing 
i n the August, 1984 issue of Range-
lands Magazine, Mr. Cleary explains 
how the Consensus Process played a key 
role i n the Stewardship Success Story: 

Consensus 

"We agreed at our f i r s t Steering 
Committee Meeting to take the ultimate 
r i s k i n a negotiation se t t i n g . ^ We 
agreed that a l l decisions or actions 
of the Committee would be reached by 
consensus. For us, i t means that a l l 
decisions, recoimnendations, and ac
tions taken by the Committee would be 
by unanimous agreement. Any issue not 
receiving unanimous resolution would 
be sent back to the working committee 
for further study or would te tabled. 
We extended t h i s operating rule to a l l 
l e v e l s . No l e v e l of the structure can 
pass a recommendation on to the next 
lev e l without unanimous agreement. 

" I emphasize t h i s because I feel the 
consensus rule has been p a r t i c u l a r l y 
instrumental i n the Success Story. 

Yet, the concept of operating by 
consensus i s controversial i t s e l f . 
The concept i s frightening to" some. 
Everyone was at l e a s t apprehensive at 
the outset. But, the longer i t has 
been used, the greater i s the confi-' 
dence and tr u s t i n the process. I 
have been on the road t e l l i n g the 
Stewardship Story to a number of 
groups and organizations. " Without 
f a i l , the notion of operating by 
consensus has generated the greatest 
reservation i n a i l I have talked to. 

**William Ouchi, i n h i s book on 
Japanese Corporate Management "Theory 
Z," s t a t e s : 'American managers are 
fond of chiding the Japanese by 
observing that i f you*re going to 
Japan to make a sale or close a deal, 
and you think i t w i l l take 2 days, 
allow 2 weeks and i f you're lucky 
y o u ' l l get a "maybe". The Japanese 
business people who have experience 
dealing i n the United States w i l l 
often say Americans are quick to s i g n 
a contract or make a decision. But, 
try to get them to implement i t , i t 
takes them fore v e r l ' " 

" I see a p a r a l l e l i n our process. We 
have, and s t i l l do, take a l o t of 
time, worrisom time to some, i n taking 
our actions. But, the implementation 
is happening easi l y I " 

The Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Committee 
i s one of three such Committees man
dated by Congress to explore new ways 
to improve the public rangelands. For 
information, write ESP, P.O. Box 1090, 
Susanville, CA 96130 



The Technical Review Team Process 

by Alan Hoffmeister 

The t h i r d i n a se r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to resolve con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
northeastern C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

"We can s i t around this table and 
argue u n t i l we're 'blue i n the face', 
but we'll never solve these problems 
u n t i l we get out on the ground, look 
at the r e a l situations, and r e a l i z e 
what we're a l l talking aboutI" 

The Steering Committee came to the 
above r e a l i z a t i o n as they struggled 
with some very complex problems i n the 
early days of the Stewardship Pro
gram. The Steering Committee was i n 
tentionally composed of management 
l e v e l representatives. They were not 
expected to be technical experts and 
they soon r e a l i z e d they needed some 
technical expertise on the ground to 
represent t h e i r individual concerns 
and solve some of the d i f f i c u l t con
f l i c t s . 

To get the right mix of technical 
expertise out on the ground, the 
Technical Review Team Process (TRT) 
was formed. Their mandate was sim
ple... "Go forth into the f i e l d and 
don't come back u n t i l you can a l l 
agree on what should be done." 

The f i r s t team looked at the Home Camp 
Allotment. The team was made up of 
the grazing permittees, the f i e l d 
b i o l o g i s t for the Nevada Department of 
W i l d l i f e , the D i s t r i c t Conservation
i s t for the S o i l Conservation Service, 
and the Range Staff S p e c i a l i s t for the 
BLM. 

The team worked under the Consensus 
Process s i m i l a r to the Steering Com
mittee (see "Consensus Process", Stew
ardship Success Story No ? ) • They 
were able to reach consensus. Their 

recommendations were written on the 
hood of a pickup and signed i n the 
f i e l d . The Steering Committee accept
ed t h e i r recommendations and the BLM 
D i s t r i c t Manager eventually modified 
h i s decisions and implementation began. 

Since that f i r s t success, TRT's have 
been involved i n solving problems or 
i n i t i a t i n g management plans on many 
BLM and Forest Service Allotments. I n 
almost every case, consensus was 
reached and Management has begun. 

The Steering Committee has learned 
that several important points must be 
followed to assure a successful Tech
n i c a l Review Team: 

1) The team must be composed of 
"Field-Level Technicians" who have a 
f a m i l i a r i t y with the area under 
discussion. 

2) Discussions must take place on the 
ground. 

3) Complete and thorough staff-work 
must be provided to the team members 
prior to the f i e l d tour. This i n f o r 
mation would include maps, resources, 
developments, past and present grazing 
p r a c t i c e s , current and potential uses, 
etc. 

4) The TRT must be composed^ of rep
resentatives from a l l concerned par
t i e s . A minimum of five members has 
been established representing the BLM 
or Forest Service, the S o i l Conser
vation Service, the State W i l d l i f e 
Agency, a permittee representative, 
and environmental i n t e r e s t . Addi-



4 THE HIGH ROCK CANYON SUCCESS 

by C u r t i s Spalding 
Modoc-Washoe Experimental 

Stewardship Committee 

The f o u r t h i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s from 
the Modoc-Washoe Experimental Stewardship Pro
gram, working t o resolve c o n f l i c t s and improve 
the rangelands i n northeast C a l i f o r n i a and 
northwest Nevada. 

The Land 
High Rock Canyon i s the most scenic as w e l l 
as the most c o n t r o v e r s i a l piece of land i n the 
Stewardship Area. Sheer rock c l i f f s ; n e s t i n g 
golden eagles; the h i s t o r i c Lassen-Applegate 
Emigrant T r a i l ; pioneer i n s c r i p t i o n s i n t e r 
mixed w i t h I n d i a n c u l t u r a l s i t e s ; w i l d horses. 
The canyon i s grazed by c a t t l e and sheep and 
i s important t o two l i v e s t o c k o p e r a t o r s , w h i l e 
the peaks are candidates f o r b i g h o r n sheep r e -
i n t r o d u c t i o n . ORV'ers, rockhounds, campers, 
hunters, and h i k e r s compete f o r p a r t s of the 
scenic canyon. 

The Issues 
The demands f o r the resources of High Rock 
Canyon are as diverse as those resources. 
High Rock Canyon has long been the focus o f 
dis p u t e s , appeals, and unsuccessful p l a n n i n g 
i n i t i a t i v e s . L i v e s t o c k operators wanted t o 
continue g r a z i n g the canyon and the range-
land on the canyon rims. Continued sheep 
grazi n g could pose a t h r e a t o f disease t r a n s 
mission t o a p o t e n t i a l b i g h o r n sheep r e i n t r o -
d u c t i o n . ORV'ers wanted continued open 
access to t h e i r roads and t r a i l s ; w i l d e r n e s s 
e n t h u s i a s t s wanted both sides of the canyon 
road p r o t e c t e d as f e d e r a l w i l d e r n e s s ; emi
g r a n t t r a i l e n t h u s i a s t s wanted a N a t i o n a l 
H i s t o r i c T r a i l o r a N a t i o n a l Monument. 
And BLM j u s t wanted a management p l a n t h a t 
met the requirements of law and pleased 
everyone. Understandably, i t seemed l i k e 
an impossible task. 

The Process 
I n e a r l y 1982, the Stewardship Committee 
appointed a 10-person TRT (Technical Review 
Team) t h a t represented a l l i n t e r e s t groups: 
w i l d l i f e , c u l t u r a l resources, environmental, 
ORV/recreation, w i l d horses, two ranchers, 
farm a d v i s o r , SCS, Nevada State government, 
and the BLM A s s i s t a n t D i s t r i c t Manager as 

HIGH ROCK CANYON Spectacular BLM area i n 
NW Nevada where the TRT process worked. 

Team f a c i l i t a t o r . Their task: come up 
w i t h a consensus management p l a n . 

The Results 
For f o u r days the Team met, toured the 
canyon, and back a t the BLM o f f i c e moved 
p a i n s t a k i n g l y through 16 resource c o n f l i c 
the Team had i d e n t i f i e d on f l i p c h a r t s . T 
discussions were long, l a b o r i o u s , and som. 
times heated. At one p o i n t , hats were pu 
on to leave. Follow-up meetings were nee 
ed.in l a t e 1982 and e a r l y 1983. F i n a l l y , 
the Team reached consensus on a l l major 
issues except one. On March 15, 1983 the 
Team members put t h e i r s i g n a t u r e s on the 
l i s t o f agreements and recommendations es 
t a b l i s h i n g : a High Rock Canyon ACEC (Area 
of C r i t i c a l Environmental Concern), c u l t u 
r a l resource management p l a n , w i l d l i f e ha; 
i t a t management p l a n , wilderness TRT, fen 
c i n g c a t t l e out of the canyon bottom, r i 
p a r i a n r e h a b i l i t a t i o n , and o t h e r s . The 
t h o r n i e s t i s s u e , s t o c k i n g r a t e , remained 
t o be s e t t l e d through l i t i g a t i o n . But 
most o t h e r c o n f l i c t s were resolved t o a 
degree never thought p o s s i b l e i n the B.S. 
years (Before Stewardship). 

The Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Committee i s 
one o f three such Committees mandated by 
Congress t o explore new ways t o improve t l 
p u b l i c rangelands. For i n f o r m a t i o n , w r i 
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5 
Experimental 

Grazing Fee C r e d i t 
Program 

by Lee Delaney 

The f i f t h i n a s e r i e s o f success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to r e s o l v e con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
no r t h e a s t e r n C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

I n February, 1983, the Modoc/Washoe 
Experimental Stewardship Program 
i n i t i a t e d a program t h a t allows up to 
50% c r e d i t t o g r a z i n g fees i f the 
l i v e s t o c k p e r m i t t e e i s w i l l i n g t o 
c o n s t r u c t range improvement p r o j e c t s 
on Forest Service or Bureau of Land 
Management lands w i t h i n h i s a l l o t 
ment. The o b j e c t i v e s o f the program 
are t o f o s t e r c ooperation and coor
d i n a t i o n between the l i v e s t o c k per
m i t t e e and the land management 
agencies (F.S. and BLM); t o explore 
i n n o v a t i v e g r a z i n g management prac
t i c e s ; t o improve stewardship of the 
p u b l i c rangelands and t o provide 
increased p r i v a t e investment coupled 
w i t h improved cost e f f i c i e n c y of 
f e d e r a l funds. I f suc c e s s f u l , the 
program could be e s t a b l i s h e d through
out the F.S. and BLM as a means of 
c o n s t r u c t i n g range improvement 
p r o j e c t s w i t h cost savings f o r the 
government. 

The program has been ope r a t i v e since 
1983 and, t o date, has provided many 
p o s i t i v e b e n e f i t s . Savings i n con
s t r u c t i o n costs have r e s u l t e d f o r both 
the BLM and F.S. Recently, r e s e r v o i r s 
were c o n s t r u c t e d on BLM lands f o r 
$.70/cubic yard versus BLM c o n t r a c t i n g 
costs of i l . 3 0 / c u b i c y a r d . The Forest 
Service experienced savings on a small 
spray p r o j e c t . The l i v e s t o c k p e r m i t 
tees accomplished the p r o j e c t at a 
cost of $12.50/acre versus an e s t i 
mated c o n t r a c t cost o f $37.00 f o r the 
Forest Service. Savings were r e a l i z e d 
by both agencies when the l i v e s t o c k 
permittees c o n s t r u c t e d fences using 
ranch l a b o r . Since the Grazing Fee 
Cr e d i t Program only allows c r e d i t f o r 
ac t u a l c o s t s , the l a b o r costs f o r the 

fences were c r e d i t e d at approximately 
$5.00/hour versus an estimated cost of 
$15.00/hour i f the agencies had con
t r a c t e d to have the fences b u i l t . 

Contract labor costs are u s u a l l y much 
higher as the c o n t r a c t o r i s r e q u i r e d 
to pay s p e c i f i e d wage ra t e s by law 
(Davis-Bacon Act) whereas the rancher 
i s only required to pay minimum wage 
rates t o h i s h i r e d help thereby r e 
s u l t i n g i n a s i g n i f i c a n t cost savings 
to the government under the Grazing 
Fee C r e d i t Program. I n one i n s t a n c e , 
the ranchers donated labor, r e s u l t i n g 
i n a s i g n i f i c a n t savings f o r the BLM. 

I n t a n g i b l e b e n e f i t s of the Program 
cannot be measured i n d o l l a r s and 
cents. The program has provided a 
c o s t - e f f e c t i v e means f o r the l i v e s t o c k 
p ermittees, b i g or small, t o become 
involved i n the c o n s t r u c t i o n o f range 
improvement p r o j e c t s on t h e i r a l l o t 
ments. This has r e s u l t e d i n v a s t l y 
improved cooperation and c o o r d i n a t i o n 
between the land management agencies 
and the l i v e s t o c k permittee i n the 
f o r m u l a t i o n and development o f the 
p r o j e c t s . Most i m p o r t a n t l y , the Graz
ing Fee Cr e d i t Program has r e s u l t e d i n 
range improvement p r o j e c t s being 
on-the-ground which has a c c e l e r a t e d 
grazing management f o r the b e n e f i t o f 
a l l resources i n those a l l o t m e n t s . 

The Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Committee 
i s one of three such Committees man
dated by Congress to explore new ways 
to improve the p u b l i c rangelands. For 
i n f o r m a t i o n , w r i t e ESP, P.O. Box 1090, 
S u s a n v i l l e , CA 96130 



6 THE LONG VALLEY ALLOTMElfT 

By Richard Westman 

The s i x t h i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working t o r e s o l v e con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
n o r t h e a s t e r n C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

The Long V a l l e y A l l o t m e n t i s s i t 
uated i n the southern p o r t i o n o f a l o n g , 
narrow i n t e r i o r b a s i n . Four l i v e s t o c k 
operators r u n a t o t a l of 537 head of 
c a t t l e i n t h i s a l l o t m e n t s t a r t i n g A p r i l 
15 t h r u October 31. The average annual 
p r e c i p i t a t i o n ranges from e i g h t inches 
i n the lower e l e v a t i o n s t o twelve i n 
ches i n the higher e l e v a t i o n s . This 
area has a long h i s t o r y of over grazing 
and most o f the useable areas are i n 
poor c o n d i t i o n . A 25 percent r e d u c t i o n 
i n l i v e s t o c k use had been proposed by 
the BLM. 

During March of 1981, a T e c h n i c a l 
Review Team (TRT) was put t o g e t h e r to 
look a t the resource c o n d i t i o n s and 
problems and t o make recommendations 
f o r f u t u r e management of the Long 
V a l l e y A l l o t m e n t . The team was com
posed of a BLM t e c h n i c i a n , the p e r m i t t 
ees, a S o i l Conservation Service r e p r e 
s e n t a t i v e , and a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e from 
the Nevada Department of W i l d l i f e . 

A f t e r r eviewing the area, the Team 
agreed the a l l o t m e n t was mostly i n 
poor c o n d i t i o n and t h a t r e d u c t i o n s i n 
l i v e s t o c k use of up t o 80 percent would 
be needed to achieve v e g e t a t i v e im
provement through s t o c k i n g r a t e alone. 
This would be f i n a n c i a l d i s a s t e r f o r 
the l i v e s t o c k p e r m i t t e e s . Therefore, 
the Team set - o u t to f o r m u l a t e manage
ment recommendations t h a t would im
prove resource c o n d i t i o n s w h i l e a t the 
same time m a i n t a i n the e x i s t i n g l i v e 
stock o p e r a t i o n s . This r e q u i r e d de
v i a t i n g from the standard approach of 
reducing l i v e s t o c k numbers to the cap
a c i t y of the useable area. The Team 
recommended, r a t h e r than reduce l i v e 

s t o c k , to provide a d d i t i o n a l forage 
to met the l i v e s t o c k needs. This 
would be accomplished through water 
development i n unused areas and t h e 
development of seeding. The Team 
also agreed a pasture r o t a t i o n system 
would have t o be developed t o p r o v i d e 
s u f f i c e n t r e s t to meet the p l a n t s 
growth requirements. 

They recommended a pasture be 
fenced o f f a t the n o r t h end of the 
bottomland area and t h a t the mountain 
slope be fenced i n t o a separate pas
t u r e f o r management once a d d i t i o n a l 
water i s developed. For the next 
few years, s t o c k i n g the a l l o t m e n t a t 
i t s present r a t e would not r e s u l t i n 
any s i g n i f i c a n t change i n i t s present 
c o n d i t i o n . Therefore, the Team r e c 
ommended to m a i n t a i n the present 
s t o c k i n g r a t e u n t i l the proposed p r o 
j e c t s could be completed. 

These recommendations r e s u l t e d 
i n some controversy since no reduc
t i o n s were imposed. There would be 
no resource improvement i n the Long 
V a l l e y A l l o t m e n t i f the proposed 
p r o j e c t s were not completed i n a 
t i m e l y manner. This became a con
cern to the Stewardship Committee 
and they made the i m p l i m e n t a t i o n of 
the TRT recommendations a h i g h p r i 
o r i t y . Following t h i s d i r e c t i o n the 
BLM channeled i t s funding sources t o 
ward t h a t d i r e c t i o n w i t h the f o l l o w 
i n g r e s u l t s . I n 1981, e i g h t r e s e r 
v o i r s were completed, 2,995 acres of 
sagebruch were sprayed and seeded 
du r i n g 1982. I n 1983, the permittees 
a s s i s t e d i n the e f f o r t by completing 
the n o r t h e r n pasture fence using the 
newly implimented grazing fee c r e d i t 



7 Technical Review Team Approach To Wilderness Recommendations 

by C e c i l Pierce 

The seventh i n a s e r i e s o f success s t o r 
i e s from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental 
Stewardship Program, working to r e s o l v e 
c o n f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
northeastern C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

On August 4, 1983, an item on the 
agenda of the Modoc/Washoe E x p e r i 
mental Stewardship St e e r i n g Committee 
meeting read "Wilderness Study Pro
cedures i n Surprise Resource Area." 
Su s a n v i l l e BLM D i s t r i c t Manager, Rex 
Cleary, explained t h a t the D r a f t En
vironmental Impact Statement o f 13 
Wilderness Study Areas i n the Surprise 
and Eagle Lake Resource Areas was due 
by the end of the year. He expressed 
concern about the Bureau developing 
p r e f e r r e d a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t would be 
acceptable. 

I t was suggested t h a t the Technical 
Review Teams (TRT's) be used t o de
velop these a l t e r n a t i v e s and the Stew
ardship Steering Committee adopted a 
r e s o l u t i o n requesting t h i s approach by 
the S u s a n v i l l e BLM D i s t r i c t Advisory 
Council (DAC). 

Technical Review Teams using the con
census approach t o d e c i s i o n making was 
developed and proven by the Modoc/ 
Washoe Experimental Stewardship Pro
gram. The TRT's include a l l i n t e r e s t s 
involved i n c o n f l i c t r e s o l u t i o n study
ing those c o n f l i c t s together on the 
ground where they e x i s t . Concensus 
requires t h a t everyone agrees w i t h the 
decisions t h a t are made. This would 
be the f i r s t time the TRT process had 
been used i n a land use issue other 
than grazing. 

I t was important that as many i n t e r 
est groups as pos s i b l e be represented 
without g e t t i n g the teams too l a r g e . 
The f o l l o w i n g groups were approached 

by the DAC: 1) l i v e s t o c k / a d j a c e n t 
landowners; 2) motorized r e c r e a t i o n ; 
3) BLM; 4) w i l d l i f e ; 5) w i l d horses; 
6) m i n e r a l s / e n e r g y / u t i l i t i e s ; 7) c u l 
t u r a l / h i s t o r i c a l / a r c h a e o l o g i c a l ; and 
8) wilderness/dispersed r e c r e a t i o n . 
Most team members were asked t o r e p 
resent a la r g e number of i n t e r e s t e d 
people. Two separate teams were 
formed: One t o review 7 Wilderness 
Study Areas (WSA's) i n the Stewardship 
Area, and one to review 6 WSA's i n the 
Eagle Lake Resource Area. 

Simply s t a t e d , the teams were asked to 
study and review the Wilderness Study 
Areas, determine wilderness s u i t a b i l 
i t y and n o n - s u i t a b i l i t y and, i f pos
s i b l e , reach concensus on a p r e f e r r e d 
a l t e r n a t i v e f o r the Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

The BLM s t a f f scheduled an o r i e n t a t i o n 
meeting where team members had an 
o p p o r t u n i t y to become acquainted and 
react w i t h each other. P r e p a r a t i o n 
also included a review of wilderness 
law, wilderness raangement i n c l u d i n g 
i n t e r i o r management, and problem 
s o l v i n g techniques. Each team member 
was supplied w i t h an analysis of the 
mangement s i t u a t i o n and a P r e l i m i n a r y 
D r a f t Environmental Impact Statement. 

Teams were taken on h e l i c o p t e r f l i g h t s 
to predetermined stops i n each WSA 
where p o t e n t i a l resource c o n f l i c t s 
were reviewed and discussed. This was 
followed by hours of round t a b l e d i s 
cussions where each concern was r e 
viewed and each c o n f l i c t m i t i g a t e d 
u n t i l consensus on a l l but one issue 
was reached. 



EMERSON PROGRAM 

By Gene Jensen 

The eighth i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to resolve con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
northeastern C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

Background 

Range inspections indicated the cap
a c i t y to be l e s s than the obligated 
numbers on the Emerson Allotment. 
They also revealed s e v e r a l problems 
related to other resources such as 
s o i l movement on steep slopes and 
degradation of water q u a l i t y and 
r i p a r i a n h a b i t a t . 

The Term Grazing Permit had been i n 
the family for two generations, and 
implimentation of a reduction program 
would have been a very unpopular de
c i s i o n , although from a natural r e 
source consideration perhaps the cor
rect one. 

Conclusion 

Needed resource protection was a-
chieved and a potential unpleasant 
c o n f l i c t was resolved through the 
use of the Technical Review Team 
process under the auspices of the 
Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stewardship 
Program. 

The Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Committee 
i s one of three such Committees man
dated by Congress to explore new ways 
to improve the public rangelands. For 
information, write ESP, P.O. Box 1090, 
Susanville, GA 96130 

Action 

Surplus (or unobligated) forage was 
availa b l e on the f o r e s t from prime 
grazing land acquired through a land 
exchange. Working with the permittees 
on an adjacent allotment the Forest 
Service transferred h i s permit to the 
area known as the Triange Ranch. 

The vacated allotment was then added 
to the Emerson Allotment i n 1982 and 
u t i l i z i n g the Stewardship Technical 
Review Team process an Allotment Man
agement Plan was prepared for the 
combined areas that created three 
grazing areas (or u n i t s ) and designed 
a r e s t rotation system of grazing. 
This system provides f or complete 
r e s t i n each of the u n i t s once every 
three years and a change i n the time 
of use i n the units used so they 
won't be used the same time each 
year. 



Success Storv Wild Horse Experiment 

9 by Jean Snider Schadler 

The n i n t h i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to r e s o l v e con
f l i c t s and improve the rangelands i n 
n o r t h e a s t e r n C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

S8 

Wild, free-roaming horses are a n a t 
u r a l resource occurring i n the Modoc/ 
Washoe Experimental Stewardship Pro
gram Area. The Modoc/Washoe Area 
produces several hundred horses a year 
f o r the BLM Adopt-a-Horse Program. 
The Area supports 9 herds, ranging i n 
size from 10 t o 75 horses. Wild horse 
management was addressed by the Tech
n i c a l Review Team f o r every a l l o t m e n t 
i n which horses occur. 

But, w i l d horse management i s more 
than simple herd p o p u l a t i o n c o n t r o l . 
The adoption demand i s f o r young, 
healthy horses. The Wild and Free-
Roaming Horse and Burro Act estab
l i s h e d a n a t u r a l , p u b l i c goal of 
healthy, v i a b l e horse herds i n h a b i t 
i n g a n a t u r a l h a b i t a t on the p u b l i c 
rangelands. Resource managers need 
f u n c t i o n a l f i e l d tested approaches f o r 
meeting p u b l i c and agency horse man
agement d i r e c t i v e s . The Modoc/Washoe 
Steering Committee adopted and imple
mented an on-the-ground experiment 
comparing three f u n c t i o n a l management 
approaches t o improve the a d o p t a b i l 
i t y of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse, 
through the BLM Adoption Program, 
while m a i n t a i n i n g a healthy and v i a b l e 
herd on the p u b l i c rangelands. 

The s p e c i f i c items to be compared 
between each of the three management 
approaches i n c l u d e : 

1. A d o p t a b i l i t y of excess w i l d horses. 

2. E f f e c t s of inbreeding verses o u t 
breeding 

3. Herd h e a l t h 

4. Herd v i a b i l i t y 

5. Herd manageability, and 

6. Herd cost 

Using three e x i s t i n g herds of 50 - 75 
head, the experiment uses v a r y i n g sex 
r a t i o s , i n t r o d u c t i o n o f w i l d s t a l 
l i o n s from outside w i l d herds, removal 
of v a r y i n g ages and s e l e c t i o n f o r 
conformation, type, s i z e , c o l o r and 
hoof c o l o r to address each of the s i x 
comparison items. 

Herd One w i l l receive introduced s t a l 
l i o n s from other w i l d horse herds. 
The male to female r a t i o w i l l be 1 t o 
2.3. The assumed norm i s 1 t o 1. 
Horses four years o l d and younger w i l l 
be removed f o r the Adoption Program. 
They w i l l be selected f o r conforma
t i o n , type, size and c o l o r . Herd Two 
w i l l not receive any introduces s t a l 
l i o n s , thereby demonstrating the e f 
f e c t s of i n t e n s i v e inbreeding. Four 
year olds and younger w i l l be removed 
f o r the adoption program, s e l e c t e d 
from the base herd f o r conformation, 
type and s i z e , but not c o l o r . The sex 
r a t i o w i l l be maintained at 1 t o 2.3. 
Herd Three w i l l act as the c o n t r o l . 
Herd p o p u l a t i o n w i l l be maintained by 
a gate c u t , meaning no base herd w i l l 
be e s t a b l i s h e d . Horses w i l l be r e 
moved as they are captured, w i t h no 
s e l e c t i o n c r i t e r i a used. Non-selec
t i v e removal w i l l i n d i c a t e the a f f e c t s 
of happenstance inbreeding. Sex r a t i o 
i s expected to remain near 1 to 1. 



Interagency Permit Exchange 

^ ^^^^ Jensen 

The tenth i n a s e r i e s of success s t o r i e s 
from the Modoc/Washoe Experimental Stew
ardship Program, working to resolve con
f l i c t s and Improve rangelands i n 
northeastern C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern 
Nevada. 

Background 

Raymond and Peggy Page held a Forest 
Service Term Grazing Permit for 126 
head of c a t t l e on the Bald Mountain 
Allotment, Modoc National Forest and 
also a l i c e n s e by the Bureau of Land 
Management for 47 head of c a t t l e on 
the Sand Creek Allotment, Surprise 
Resource Area. 

Joe and Betty Parman held a Forest 
Service Term Grazing Permit for 35 
head of c a t t l e on the Bald Mountain . 
Allotment, Modoc National Forest and 
also a l i c e n s e by the Bureau of Land 
Management, Surprise Resource Area^ 

This re s u l t e d i n fragmentation of 
t h e i r l i v e s t o c k operations and du
p l i c a t i o n of permit a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , ^ 
two b i l l i n g s for grazing fees from/a; , 
the agencies, two permits eacTii;tw6>:;,J^^^ 
turnout locations and dates> .twol'off/' 
dates, etc*' 

Raymond and Peggy Page have a small 
permit on Sand Creek (which i s fenced) 
due to the differ.ence i n animal months 
associated with the o r i g i n a l permits 
but the majority of h i s l i v e s t o c k now 
are on one allotment on the Modoc 
National Forest with one on date and 
off date. 

Conclusion 

Even though the authority for t h i s type 
of transaction was available, i t I s be
cause of the Modoc-Washoe Experimental 
Stewardship Program (which i s providing 
the mind-set for looking at new and 
di f f e r e n t ways of doing things). that 
i t happened. 

on 

ThedMbdoc^r^ashoe S t ^ l 
- **• .wuc•M'V w*tee su. 

- ^ • ' i /-

^a4ated|!X 

Raymond Page approached thc'^iigencie^, V* 
^ there was a way .to-, cons o i l -t o>see.ii 
datgc^CTftte^^operatifansltiir^Ml^e 

I n f o i j i a t l o n , Write .E»v*P.o; Box'lOgo;'. 



11 Monitoring Rangeland Grazing 
Wayne Burkhardt, Associate Professor 

The eleven i n a s e r i e s of success 
s t o r i e s from the Modoc/Washoe 
Experimental Stewardship Program, 
working to resolve c o n f l i c t s and 
improve rangelands i n northeastern 
C a l i f o r n i a and northwestern Nevada. 

Successful management of livestock grazing on 
Western rangelands is a skill. To develop the skill 
managers should annually record observations of grazing 
use and other events affecting the range. This informa
tion, referred to as range monitoring, is used to improve 
future grazing use. 

On public lands, the management of grazing is of 
necessity a joint venture. The livestock manager and the 
range manager must work together to observe, analyze 
and adjust range grazing. The absence of working 
together generally leads to unilateral decisions and subse
quent conflicts and appeals. Particularly on public 
rangelands, yearly observations of event and changes 
should be recorded in a continuing written record. Such 
records provide a needed defense for ranchers and agency 
people who have successfully managed grazing. The 
absence of such a record provides the opportunity for 
political and legal interference. 

The following outline suggests the kind of information 
and interpretations needed to effectively manage grazing 
on rangelands. 

ANNUAL EVENT MONTIORING 

This involves an assessment of the entire allotment 
near the end of the grazing season to determine the 
nature of grazing and other events that occurred during 
the year. This information should provide answers for 
three questions: "What kind of grazing use actually oc
curred on the allotment this year?" "Was it in accordance 
with the grazing plan.?" "What other events occurred 
that may produce future changes in the range?" The in
formation needed to answer these questions includes: 

(1) Animal Actual Use Recotd — An accurate number 
oi grazing anJgttJIsand grazing dates for each fieldU 

1(2) Forage Grazing Use Recotd Mapping of grazing 
3̂ use intensity patterns dT the-allotment, especially : 

J J .problems areas (i.e., areas of obviously inlsiuEcient' 
yy^m!^^^ ^ " " ^ ^ ^ " ^ - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ f i ^ ^ - • 'd^l. Other Event Record ;r-|^y even^ c>ccurnng dur-

ViJPg tf*c.y?^j!l?t ro*y signmcantly alt»r vegetation 

unusual weather events, fires, and heavy grazmg 
1 •I'y K>4«*̂ t horses, inscc^ ctc^. 

LONG-TERM TREND MONITORING 
This involves measuring or documenting changes that 

occur in important forage or other resource characteristics 
of the allotment. This record is tied to a few selected sites 
on the allotment where permanent photo points and/or 
transects can be used to document changes over time 
(range trend). Selection of these trend studies should be 
based on the objectives in the grazing plan. Photopoints 
and transects might be established to document trend 
(changes over time) in certain important or undesirable 
forage species (i.e.changes in the amount of perennial 
grasses or halogeton on an important livestock use area or 
the amount of bitterbrush on an important deer winter 
range.). These kinds of changes can be credibly 
documented by the following record: 

(1) Trend Photo Points — This photo record should be 
taken yearly and should include both a general 
view of the trend site and a close-up of whatever 
Important resource characteristic is being 

• monitored. This photographic record can be 
primarily obtained by the livestock manager once 
the photo locations are established; and, 

(2): Trend transects - The photographic trend record 
. il^e^M ^^liKte°^5.5| i y V^^^^ (3-5 year in-
TtcrvalsJ samplings or measurements of the resource 

7̂  chitfacterisdc fbcmg "monitored. This transect 

^ ^ctgycs and should pe rcsporisiblity of the 
-'-imf^ Inahager Jbhce" the "transect locations are 

agreed upon. ^ 



DEVELOPING RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

by J . Wayne Burkhardt 
The twelveth i n a s e r i e s of 
success s t o r i e s from the Modoc/ 
Washoe Experimental Steward
ship Program, working to r e 
solve c o n f l i c t s and improve 
rangelands i n C a l i f o r n i a and 
northwestern Nevada. 

This document describes a 
systematic, a n a l y t i c process 
for developing allotment man
agement or resource management 
objectives i n terms of quan
t i f i a b l e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the 
vegetative community that w i l l 
meet or supply land use goals. 
Trend monitoring can then be 
designed around those objec
t i v e s and subsequent interpre
t a t i o n and reporting of man
agement accomplishments becomes 
a straight-forward output of 
the properly defined objec
t i v e s . This approach has been 
tested at workshops i n Susan
v i l l e and C e d a r v i l l e and can be 
l a i d out as follows: 

1. I d e n t i f y the planning area 
(e.g., allotment), r e 
source and land-use i s 
sues. Based on the iden
t i f i e d issues, develop 
management goals for the 
planning area. I d e n t i f i 
cation of issues and de
velopment of goals can 
u t i l i z e e i t h e r Coordin
ated Resource Management 
(CRMP) or other forms of 
public input. Goals 
should be statements such 
as, "to provide mule deer 
winter range" or "... 
antelope fawning range" or 
"... l i v e s t o c k summer 
forage" or "... aquatic 
habitat". 

2. Define resource manage
ment objectives for the 
planning area based both 
upon the land use goals 
and upon s i t e capabil
i t i e s . Those objectives 
should be quantitative 
statements of the desired 
plant community or com
munities which are: 1) 
r e a l i s t i c a l l v possible and 
2) which best provide for 
the accomplishment of the 
goals. That vegetation 
description then becomes 
the focus of management 
and the measure of ac
complishments on any 
p a r t i c u l a r landscape. 
Development of management 
objectives requires an 
inventory or knowledge of 
the ecological s i t e s pre
sent on the planning area. 
Those s i t e s which have the 
potential to uniquely pro
vide vegetation favorable 
to the attainment of a 
p a r t i c u l a r goal are aggre
gated. The range of pos
s i b l e plant communities 
for those s i t e s (early to 
l a t e s e r a i ) are i d e n t i f i e d 



I n neither of the two 
above s i t u a t i o n s would i t 
have been appropriate to 
have described the man
agement objective i n terms 
of improving range 
condition. I n the case of 
mule deer habitat we would 
l i k e l y want to move toward 
or maintain a lower 
condition c l a s s . I n the 
case of the l i v e s t o c k 
forage goal management 
would l i k e l y be toward 
higher condition c l a s s . 
However, s t a t i n g ob
j e c t i v e s i n terms of 
condition c l a s s (an 
abstraction) obscures the 
r e a l a t t r i b u t e of the 
v e g e t a t i v e community 
(structure and species 
composition) that creates 
unique habitat and that 
can be managed. 

3. Develope a management or 
a c t i v i t y plan. Such a 
plan would be the t r a 
d i t i o n a l one d e t a i l i n g 
how grazing would be con
ducted or what other 
method would be used to 
manage the vegetation to 
achieve or maintain the 
DPC. 

4. Develop a monitoring plan 
which would d e t a i l how 
events which occurred on 
the planning area would 
be recorded and how long-
term accomplishment of 
the objectives would be 
measured. 

5. Evaluate and report on 
p r o g r e s s . E v a l u a t i o n 
would involve the p e r i 
odic assessment of monit
oring information to 
i d e n t i f y changes, as they 
occurred, i n the nature 

of t h e v e g e t a t i o n 
r e s o u r c e . E v a l u a t i o n 
would a l s o include 
looking at the events 
that probably produced 
the changes. The changes 
would then be compared to 
the management objectives 
to evaluate the success 
of management. Reporting 
could be i n the following 
terms: 

yianaqement On Target 
Present plant community 
i s within l i m i t s of the 
DPC and trend i s stable 
or toward DPC. 
Management Off Target But 
Acceptable 
Present plant community 
i s within the l i m i t s of 
the DPC and trend i s 
stable or toward DPC. 
Management Ott Target and 
Unacceptable 
Present plant community 
outside DPC l i m i t s and 
trend stable or away from 
DPC. 
Management On Target and 
Unacceptable 
Present plant community 
within DPC but trend away 
from DPC. 

The Modoc-Washoe Steward
ship Committee i s one of 
three such Committees 
mandated by Congress to 
explore new ways to im
prove the public range-
lands. For information, 
write ESP, P.O. Box 1090, 
Susanville, CA 91630. 



Testing Objectives 
A Seven Step Process 

by Banky C u r t i s 

The t h i r t e e n t h i n a s e r i e s of 
success s t o r i e s from the Modoc/ 
Washoe Experimental Stewardship 
Program, working to resolve 
c o n f l i c t s and improve range-
lands i n northeastern C a l i f 
ornia and northwestern Nevada. 

"Setting objectives and 
monitoring progress" seems l i k e 
a very b a s i c part of every 
program and yet i t often i s 
neglected or poorly done. 
Since i t s inception, the Stew
ardship Committee has "ham
mered out" a s e r i e s of new a l 
lotment management plans with 
s i g n i f i c a n t improvements for 
resource management. 

As the time came for a 
review of those plans to see 
how things were progressing, i t 
was soon apparent that the 
o r i g i n a l objectives were not 
c l e a r and that i t was often 
d i f f i c u l t to detenaine how well 
they'd been met. Often objec
t i v e s were vague l i k e "improve 
l i v e s t o c k production" or hard 
to measure l i k e "create ad
d i t i o n a l deer fawning areas". 

To resolve t h i s issue the 
goals and objectives subcom
mittee developed what has come 
to be known as the Seven Step 
Program. As objectives are 
being developed, they are 
subjected to the "seven-step 
process" to assure charity, 
a t t a i n a b i l i t y and a c c e p t a b i l 
i t y . 

The seven step process i s 
summarized as follows: 
1. State the objective i n 

c l e a r terms. 

2. State a time frame or 
s e r i e s of time frames i n 
which the objective i s to 
be accomplished. 

3. State the rationale that 
leads to the objective. 

4. State the action to meet 
the objective. 

5. State how the objective 
w i l l be measured (by whom, 
how often, using what 
technique. e t c . ) . 

6. State what equals success 
for the objective. 

7. Test to be sure that our 
objectives are compatible 
and that there are no con
f l i c t s between objectives. 

Use of t h i s process has had 
several b e n e f i c i a l impacts. As 
various i n t e r e s t groups discuss 
objectives i t helps them 
c l a r i t y what they are r e a l l y 
s t r i v i n g for and makes i t 
possible for people of d i f 
ferent backgrounds to see the 
"same objective". Most of a l l 
the process makes the monitor
ing of progress not only 
possible but rather s t r a i g h t 
forward. 


