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THE WHITE HOUSE
DECISION

WASHINGTON

February 27, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: GEORGE W. HUMPHREYS
SUBJECT: Representative Santini and Colleagues

request to meet with the President
re grazing fees

The subject of the discussion will obviously be an
appeal to the President to reverse his decision to

increase grazing fees
The fees were to have

on public lands this year.
been increased incrementally

starting in 1969 and were to reach fair market value

by 1980.

The President decided

to waive the increase in 1975

because of economic conditions unfavorable to the
ranchers. The increase announced in January 1976 is
the point of contention.

My judgment is that if the President is not willing to

reverse his decision,

you and Lynn should see the

delegation. If, on the other hand, the decision is
potentially reversible, the President should grant the

request.

I have obviously not prepared a recommendation for you,

pending your decision.

I am attaching Steve McConahey's

memo to you for further information.

Attachment
a/s

Digitized from Box 16 of the James M.

Cannon Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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The Honorable Gerald R. Ford ' Z RORD N
President of the United States CA
The White House [ 3)
Washington, D. C. 20500 \#, <

o /

Dear Mr. President:

We are writing to request a meeting with you on a matter of the greatest
concern to ourselves and our States.

Recently, the Department of Interior compounded the alreadv serious
economic problems of America's stock operators by ammouncing a 51% increase in
the fee charged for stock grazing on the public lands. If fully implemented,
this new policy will cost Western cattlemen and wool growers more than Five
Million additional dollars in 1976. Given current economic conditions — cost
of agriculture productio*x up 25% since 1973, selling price of Western cattle
down nearly 20% since 1973 —- this proposed increase in grazing fees will be
a fatal blow to many Western stock operators.

America 's consumers will also suffer as a direct consequence of this
grazing fee increase. Consumers will eventually absorb the increased grazing
cost and may additionally be confronted with a dwindling supply of meat.
Therefore, from both consumer's and producer's perspectives, the increased
grazing fee is untimely, ill-advised, and will impair your Administration's
success in controlling inflation.

Furtherrore, because recent court decisions raise the imminent possibility
of reductions in grazing allotments and because the Test is in the grip of a
severe drought, the proposed 51% grazing fee increase is especially burcdensone
this year. A partial rollback of this fee increase would, under these cir-
curnstances, be particularly welcome and appropriate.

As ropresentatlves of Western states, we have sought support within the
Department of Interior for a partial rollback of this fee increase. In mesting
with Secretary Xleppe and with the Bureau of Land Management Director, Curt
Burklund, we were advised that you alone could reverse or revise the 1976
fes schedule. We, therefore, request the opportunity to discuss with you the
1975 fee, as well as proposals for a revised fee formula.



The Honorable Gerald R. Ford
February 19, 1976
Page Two

It is our hope that a formula can be agresd upon by the Administration,
the Congress and the livestock industry that will assure a future grazing
fee that is related to costs of prodg‘ction. Tne basic concept was agreed to
in 1974 by both the Departments of Interior and Agriculture. Only through
such a formula can we provide the opportunity for our vital family ranches
to survive.

As thv grazing fee mcrease is schm&ulea to Lake effect on March 1, 1976,

With best regards, I am,

JDS:sg
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Feb. 12, 1976

Grazing Fees on Federal Lands
Background Paper

In January, the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior announced the grazing
fees to be charged on Federal lands for the 1976 grazmng season. The fecs were
increased about 504 (see attached table). '

The setting of fees always has been very controversial. Some say the fee is too
high, and others say it is too low compared to rates charged for private lands.

The present system for determining grazing fees on national forests (Agriculture)
and public domain rangelends (Interior) was implemented in 1969 after a long study -
and battle with grazing interests. The fees are based on fair-market value (FMV),
calculated annually using private lease rates as a reference point and an agreed upon
fornula. Instead of immediately going to FMV, however, the difference between the
lower fees prevailing before 1969 and the FMV was to be closed in ten annual increments.
FMV would be reached by 1980. The annual increase was foregone in 1970 and the increase
was limited to 3 percent in 1972. President Ford decided to forego the 1975 increase
because of the then economic condition of ranchers.

The Congress is also interested in this issue. The Report by the House Interior
Appropriations Subcommittee on the 1976 wpproprlatlons bill recommended the 1976
grazing fees be $1.60 per animal unit month (AUM) for the Forest Service and $1.51
per AUM for the Bureau of Land Management (BIM). This is the fee level recommended
by the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior and approved by the President.

. It was announced on January 2, 1976, and is effective for the grazing year beginning f
~ March 1. The Committee report reaffirmed the Federal intention to achieve FMV by 1989.

’ " ' » ! ‘ l’ Pd N o~ \
1/Animal unit month - a grazing unit comprised of one cow and its calf or\Fhe
cguivalent (5 sheep, etec.) foraging for one month,



Fee per Animal Unit Month (AUM)

Fiscal Year

Forest Service Bureau of Land Management

($ millions)
Total Receipts

1969 $ .60 S .44 9
1974 $1.11 $1.00 18
1975 Formula $1.60 $1.51 27
1975 Actual $1.11 $1.00 18
1976 rair

Market vValue $1.94 $1.94 35
1976 Announced '

Rate $1.60 $1.5L 27

2-12-76



THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
WASHINGTON

April 2, 1976

Mr, James M, Cannon

Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Jim:

Following up our meeting of two days ago with members of
Congress and the President regarding grazing fees, my
suggestion on deferments is primarily based on something
the President could approve that would be relatively easy
to do and yet not harmful to the budget procedure.

Our regulations will not permit a flat deferment after
grazing has commenced without a formal change in these
regulations. This precludes any formal deferment policy
for this grazing season which was the subject of discussion.
However, we have adopted an alternate approach of billing
by the Bureau of Land Management for this year to provide
for semi-annual or quarterly payments in advance of grazing.
This approach is in lieu of advance billing on an annual
basis and, therefore, would have the effect of reducing

the economic impact on the user while maintaining the
integrity of our current regulations.

Here are some 1976 billing statistics:

(1) The Bureau of Land Management offered installment
payments to permittees in February.

(2) Of the 10 grazing states, no requests for
installment payments were received in 5 of those states.

(3) Of the remaining 5 states, only 24 requests
were received out of 9,135 individual billings.

(4) Of the 9,135 billings, 6,661 have already been
paid in full,.



In summary, I think we have a minor problem and it is
being addressed with little or no difficulty, and we
will continue unless the President wishes us to do

otherwise,
Sjincerely,

A

Thomas S, Kleppe
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 5, 1976

TO: JIM CANNON
FROM: STEVE McCONAHEY
For your information XX

Comments: e

Attachment

cc: George Hymphreys
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TNTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS.-.

::or_s wers iniroduced, read the first time
arnd. by unanimous consent, the second
“me. and reierred as ind.mcal:ed'
< Alr. TAPT: B o

A bill for the reilef of John.ny

c"»--
Judiciary. >
—— BF Mr. CANNON: T f
{ S.3213. A bill relating to the \..se-of cer-»
zain gT
i af th2 Interior. Referred to the Com.m.lttae
i/ orn Inzerior and Insular Affairs. .~
By Mr. DUREIN (for hi.mse.r a-nd Mx

McINT=2=):

5. 2214 A bill tO declare certain waters in
=2 Srate of New Hampskire to be nonnaviga-
hl2 Zor certain purposes. Referred to- the
Comurmitiee on Comunerce.

By Mr. SUMPHREY (for himseif,"Mr.
AcGov==N, Mr. Crazx, Mr. STYMING-
ToN, Mr. CULVER, and Mr. MONDALE) :

S. 3213. A bill to amend section 142 of title
13 and secuan 411(a) of title 7, United States
Coda2, to prevent a change in the definition
of a farm prior to June 30, ‘1975, to -relieve
she Saecretary of Commerce cf the responsia
biity for taking censuses of agriculture every
£2:h yjear, arnd require the Secretary of Agri-
cuiture TO collect comparable information
usinz sampiing metheds. Referred to the
Committee on Post Ofice and Clvil Service -
and the Committee on Agriculture a.nd F'or- -
=Ty, jointly, by uranimous consent. -

_ -By Mr.- BARTLETT (for himselr-Mr
! NowN, and Mr. BELLMON}) @, ==

S. 2218. A bill to amend chapter 85 of titu
3, Tnited Statas Ccde, so a8 to provide-that.
unampioymeni compensation for-those-ordi- -
—arily steadiiy employed but who- have bew

——

come 2mporarily, involuntarily unemployed’ -

which is pavadble to a Federal employee for.
aRy w=2eX skall be reduced (but not below—"

{zero) by tkhe beenflis payable to him w!th..—,

TSSDPaCT 1O suckr week under a Federal pen-

o sn sFstem. Referrsd to the Co::umttee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

B7r 3r, BEALL: i =

SJ. Res, 731 A joint resolution to amend

e _,e{o_al Rall Reorganization Act of
1373, Ordered held at the daz, by unanimous
SonsSent

STATEMENTS ON - INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

* - By Mr CANNONT - ety
S. 3213. A bill relating to the use of
oe_r::'..n gmazing izes collected by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. Referred to. the

Commitiee on Interior and Ixisular
AZairs.

Zuee Ior appropriate refarence a as-
SIZEET 70 IcquUnce hav sunts colected-

Beiarred to the Commlttee on- the .

“tion on range. fee use. - -

LUL\I UMDOIUL‘J AL I\LLUK_U T JIEINALE.-

-

- the \ahon ?rom a resourcewhich L hm-
-ited to very few purposes.

The following bills and joint-resolu- .

Cattlemen object to the BLI ’s using
ge improvement money for purposes

other thar range improvement. Another
problem. is:that under most- circum-
stances, ranchers are not even permitted
to use their own furds to maka range im-
provements unfil recently ordered im-
pact statements are completed—which

- could mean a wa.xt of up to 13 years m
.some areas. “
g Ifees collected by the Secrestary

The rancher supports the multm‘e use

concepb for the public lands and is un- -
derstandably mystified when his-use of

“the range is somehow made to appear im-
proper. Conversion of the limited forage
-of  the ranges to animal protein is cer-
tainly one of its most efficient uses. This
can be done, as it has for many years,
without significant disruption. of the
W]lcmxe and scenic values of the ranges.

Mr: President, the question of range

‘deterioration is one which has not been
settled,.in my opinion. People who have .

seen - Nevada. for instance; know the
ranges ver been a verdant splen-
dor. But the ranchers have a tremendous
stake in the quality of grazing and in
many parts of the State, they assure me
the ranges are better now than when

they began ranching many years ago. -

'I'hae are people who have a. constant -

e
~Lurge ee.rly c.ons1deration of the qua-

. -2:Mr. DURKIN. Mr: President,
- hoped thai I would not have to introduce

i
{
2 Mr CANNON. Mr. P—sment. Imtro-'

H u:.uu-.& SU=e .‘_.:5
§

sra.zma {2es De ex-

O:'

ing: 3.[1 t2 L‘.Ea

reva the originab intent of Con-
gress is peing subverted when these funds

\ are @ad for extraneous purposes. =~
Te '*P.ar" 3 lot of nonsense about
e livestock producers are being
f:'=e rice on Federal land and how
e ranges are cdeteriorating from: live-
3tock zazing. ;
At present, the rancher is the only in-

gair
- U=ic

Svena

éi7cual ¥ho pars anything for range use |
argd it is he who returns meat D‘OdL.Ct: toj

By AMr. DURXIN (for himself and
Mr. MCINTYRE) :

’ S 3214. A bill to declare certain waters
in -the State of New Hampshire to be
nonravigatle for certain purposes. Re-
- ferred to the Committee on Commerce:
I.had

this piece:of legislation today. Unfor-
tunately, -the mindless and .faceless
bureaucracy af the Coast Cuard -and
Department of 'I‘ra.nsportanon has left«
no alterpative.

Very simply, this bill reverses an ad-
minisirative decision made by the Coast
Guard last September in which-the Fed-

eral  Government declared two- inland

lakes in New Hampshire to be part of a
potential navigable waterway, and thus
under Coast Guard jurisdiction. The two
lakes are prooably known to many in this
Chamber, Lake Winnipesaukee and Lake
Winnisquam. They lie at the heart of
- New - Hampshire; a.nd the hee.rt of her
tounst’a.rea.. e

. What is pa.rhcula.rly annom Mr.
President; is that.the Coast Guard claim
to jurisdiction cver these lzkes comes 35
years after the Motorboat Act of 1940—
the act in which the Coast Guard was
given authority to intervene in waters it
determined to be navigable.

Ard what is particularly frustra.t:m,'

is that the Coast Guard, despite all pieas
for commonsense, continues to view these
lakes as navigable. The framers of the
Constitution would have flipped their
powdered wigs if they could have fore-
seen that the commerce clause could be-
come so blind as to ignore tortuous rocks,
cdams, waterfalls, and shallow spots of

_has one of the toughest and best State=

- of meetings on this assinine bureaucratic.
- effort by the Coast Guard, Mr. President, :

- _leave New-Hampshire-alone:

. Hampshire whose boating--requirement

VlaTCIL 26, 1J70
the Merrimack River lea.dmg to th&se i
lakes. To put it bluntly, you would have
trouble getting up the Merrima.ck ina &
rubber raft. :
The worst part of tms mnecssary
Federal intrusion is that New Hampshire

run boat safety programs in this coum- -
try, with standards far above these pro-
‘scribed by the Federal Government. Qur
patrols on the two lakes m qu%tmn are
frequent and thorough. . R
What is the Coast Gua.rd oﬁ.’ering.' us -
instead. An opportunity. to lower- our
boating safety standards, and standards = =
on polluting two beautiful lakes already — > 1§
in some environmental danger, It is ot-/:,
fering reckless boat operators the possi- -
bility of reduced liability in case of acci- "=
dents.on the lake invoiving personal in- -
jury. Ang it is offering us $35,000 more‘{ :
in boat safety money if-our: legislature :.-
changes a perfectly adequa.te boat num-:
bering system. - - .
We’ve been round the hom on a.ll sorts

There are legal complications, there are
fiscal considerations, there are a number:
of practical problems to-iron. out. as th
boating season draws near. eht

But the commonsense: isklost on- th
- Coast Guard and Department of Trans
“portation. We do a good job=They prom=3z.23
ise to do-an inferior “job=So-why nBotxiszs

Listen to the chief of Coast Guard conz-
gressional liaison, 2t a meeting Wlfh ther
New-Hampshire delegation. -~ -

The -people who ars most - horriﬂed byr
navtgsomty' deternnnsttum‘ such. as- ..heae-

muster tke resources to caver a.nothet ares. .

The same liaison oficer admits thai;
New Hampshire- has a ‘tougher set ‘of - ™
safety regulations than those required °
under the Federal act. The Federal legas-
lation, he said, was meant to-create a--- <
uniform standard for boat safety, and to-~- =
assist the States whose boating programs .- -
were deficient. But I cannot believe that -
Congress supposed that States like New=.

exceeded the Federal guidelines would
be peralized for. their: nonconformity-
and forced to give up. their superior pro-:
gram. The point of the lawwas to lift up-
the inferior, not bring-down the superdor.-.

THhHeré was a loophole in that 1971 Boat - .
Safety Act. It allows the Transportation. -
Secretary to issue an exemption-from - - § .
any provision of the act if ne considers -~ §
that boating safety will not be adversely - i
affecied. Yetb despite weeks of personal
effort aimed at an exclusion, Secretary z
Coleman informed me last week that he -
could not agree to such a:solution . to
this problem. :

Faced with the approach of a sum:ner
season that threatens to Dbe notning
short of chaos on cur once-proud lakes,
I am coffering & simple legislative solition
to the Coast Guard encroachment, T am
glad to be joined by the distingulshed
senior Senalor fromx New Hampshire

2Ir. McInT¥zs). I hope this bil] wil pe’
quickly referred to a hearing, ang will
add to the pressurs on the Coast Guard
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

- Marcm 26,1976

-~ Mr. Can~ox introduced the fbllowing bill; which was read twice and referred
‘ . to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

A BILL

Relating to the use of certain grazing fees collected by the
| Secretary of the Interior.

. lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, on and

L

W

after the date of the enactment of this Aect, all moneys
collected by the Secretary of the Interior under the author-
ity of the Act of June 28, 1934, as amended (43 U.S.C.

-3 o W

315), commonly known as the Tavlor Grazine Act, as eraz-
3 te] J L

ing fees, except where such moneys are currently earmarked

o

9 for specific uses under the provisions of sections 10 and 11

10 of the Taylor Grazing Act, and the Act of June 23, 1938

1T

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-




Ot W W N

9
(43 U.S.C. 315m~1), shall be available, when appropriated
by the Congress, solely for use by the Secretary of the
Interior for the construction, pufchnse, or maintenance of
range improvements. Such 'nlone.;:;s, when so appropriated,

shall remain available until expended.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D. C.20250

Aprll 1 3. 1976

Mr. James M. Cannon

Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs

The White House

Washing;zn,_D.C. 20500
Dear . :

We see no problem with Secretary Kleppe's position on grazing
fees in his letter of April 2, 1976. The Bureau of Land
Management's approach to installment payments will not present
us with any difficulty.

Our regulations do not permit a deferment of fees payment.
However, upon showing of real and acute need, we may allow
a permittee to pay his fees in two equal installments. In
such a case, the first installment is payable in advance of
the period grazed, and the second installment at a later
date but in advance of actual period grazed.

Sincerely,

(2 =)
\\a,-v‘ = :\/f
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MEMORANDUM FOQSSKJIM CANNON

FROM: GEORGE W. HUMPHREYS

SUBJECT : GRAZING FEES

You asked where we are on grazing fees, and did
ever "get back to the Hill".

The attached letter to you from Secretary Kleppe was
the only "action" taken following the meeting with the
President and the Western representatives.

The installment payment plan does not, of course, offer

the relief sought by the grazers. They want another

waiver of the increase this year, and would like to reopen the
whole issue for the future.

OMB is presently "looking into" several alternatives, and is
discussing the matter with various members who were at

the meeting. There have been suggestions offered, such as
basing the fee structure on production costs, eliminating
any attempt to seek a relationship to private rates, etc.

Since the President did not indicate any desire to give
on the issue, OMB feels their investigation into alternative
approaches is the appropriate reaction. I concur.

Other than the individual contacts between OMB and some

of the Senators and Congressmen, plus Interior's responses
to individual Hill inquiries, there has been no White House
position given in any formal way. I would recommend that we
stay where we are on the matter, letting OMB continue to
seek a possible relief formula, and letting Interior (and
Agriculture) take the heat.



THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WASHINGTON

April 2, 1976

Mr. James M, Cannon : TR
Assistant to the President ST TN

for Domestic Affairs , L 5
The White House ' : : LA™
Washington, D. C. 20500 ® ~

Dear Jim:

Following up our meeting of two days ago with members of
Congress and the President regarding grazing fees, my
suggestion on deferments is primarily based on something
the President could approve that would be relatively easy
to do and yet not harmful to the budget procedure.

Our regulations will not permit a flat deferment after
grazing has commenced without a formal change in these
regulations. This precludes any formal deferment policy
for this grazing season which was the subject of discussion.
However, we have adopted an alternate approach of billing
by the Bureau of Land Management for this year to provide
for semi-~annual or quarterly payments in advance of grazing,.
This approach is in lieu of advance billing on an annual
basis and, therefore, would have the effect of reducing

the economic impact on the user while maintaining the-
integrity of our current regulations,

Here are some 1976 billing statistics:

(1) The Bureau of Land Management offered installment
payments to permittees in February.

(2) Of the 10 grazing states, no requests for
installment payments were received in 5 of those states.,

(3) Of the remaining 5 states, only 24 requests
were received out of 9,135 individual billings.

(4) Of the 9,135 billings, 6,661 have already been
paid in full.

- ~
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In summary, I think we have a minor problem and it is
being addressed with little or no difficulty, and we
will continue unless the President wishes us to do

otherwise,

Sincerely,

A g

w» Thomas S. Kleppe





