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Federal Expenditures and Receipts Vary,
Depending on the Agency and the
Purpose of the Fee Charged

What GAO Found

The 10 federal agencies managed more than 22.6 million AUMs on about 235
million acres of federal lands for grazing and land management in fiscal year
2004. Of this total, the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service
managed more than 98 percent of the lands used for grazing. The agencies
manage their grazing programs under different authorities and for different
purposes. For BLM lands and western Forest Service lands, grazing is a
major program; the eight other agencies generally use grazing as a tool to
achieve their primary land management goals.

In fiscal year 2004, federal agencies spent a total of at least $144 million. The
10 federal agencies spent at least $135.9 million, with the Forest Service and
BLM accounting for the majority. Other federal agencies have grazing-
related activities, such as pest control, and spent at least $8.4 million in fiscal
year 2004.

The 10 federal agencies’ grazing fees generated about $21 million in fiscal
year 2004—Iless than one-sixth of the expenditures to manage grazing. Of
that amount, the agencies distributed about $5.7 million to states and
counties in which grazing occurred, returned about $3.8 million to the
Treasury, and deposited at least $11.7 million in separate Treasury accounts
to help pay for agency programs, among other things. The amounts each
agency distributed varied, depending on the agencies’ differing authorities.

Fees charged in 2004 by the 10 federal agencies, as well as state land
agencies and private ranchers, vary widely. The grazing fee BLM and the
Forest Service charge, which was $1.43 per AUM in 2004, is established by
formula and is generally much lower than the fees charged by the other
federal agencies, states, and private ranchers. The other agencies, states,
and ranchers generally established fees to obtain the market value of the
forage. The formula used to calculate the BLM and Forest Service grazing fee
incorporates ranchers’ ability to pay; therefore the current purpose of the fee
is not primarily to recover the agencies’ expenditures or to capture the fair
market value of forage. As a result, BLM’s and the Forest Service’s grazing
receipts fell short of their expenditures on grazing in fiscal year 2004 by
almost $115 million. The BLM and Forest Service fee also decreased by 40
percent from 1980 to 2004, while grazing fees charged by private ranchers
increased by 78 percent for the same period. If the purpose of the fee were
to recover expenditures, BLM and the Forest Service would have had to
charge $7.64 and $12.26 per AUM, respectively; alternately, if the purpose
were to gain a fair market value, the agencies’ fees would vary depending on
the market. Differences in resources and legal requirements can cause fees
to vary; however, the approaches used by other agencies could close the gap
in expenditures and receipts or more closely align BLM and Forest Service
fees with market prices. The purpose of the grazing fee is, ultimately, for the
Congress to determine.
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Washington, D.C. 20548

September 30, 2005
Congressional Requesters:

Since the early 1900s, the federal government has required ranchers to pay
a fee for grazing their livestock on millions of acres of federal land located
primarily in western states. On many federal lands, if these ranchers
comply with permit or lease conditions, they may be able to renew their
permits or leases indefinitely, effectively adding forage, and hence value, to
their operations.' Over the years, this arrangement has spurred controversy
across arange of issues. Advocates of grazing on federal lands contend that
grazing is a productive use of these lands and supports local economic
development. Advocates also believe that the fee charged is fair, allows
ranchers to stay in business, and provides stability to small rural
communities. Opponents argue that grazing damages public resources,
such as wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species, and water
quality. Opponents also argue that federal expenditures for grazing are too
high and that fees charged for grazing are far too low, thereby contributing
to increased grazing and deterioration of range conditions.

Ten federal agencies have programs to allow private ranchers to graze
livestock on portions of the lands they manage: the Department of the
Interior’s (Interior) Bureau of Land Management (BLM), National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation); the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Forest
Service; the Department of Energy (DOE); and the Department of Defense’s

IAgencies use different arrangements to allow grazing on their lands. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) both permits and leases land for grazing, depending on the legal
designation of the land being grazed. Similarly, the Bureau of Reclamation also issues
permits and leases for grazing on project lands. The Forest Service, National Park Service,
and Fish and Wildlife Service permit grazing on their lands. The Department of Defense
services lease their lands for grazing. BLM manages grazing permits on lands withdrawn
from the public domain for use by the Department of Energy.
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(DOD) Army, Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Air Force, and Navy.” In
general, agencies manage their grazing programs by establishing permit or
lease conditions, monitoring livestock numbers and resource conditions,
planning and overseeing projects to improve rangeland, and working with
ranchers and local communities. While federal lands in the eastern states
are also used for grazing, grazing occurs primarily on the agencies’ lands
located in 17 western states.? Other federal agencies, such as USDA’s
Wildlife Services and the Department of Justice (Justice), do not have
grazing programs but do conduct activities that support these programs.
For example, Justice provides legal services to federal agencies, including
litigation of federal grazing lawsuits.

Grazing fees are set in several ways. The fee charged for grazing on BLM
and Forest Service lands is set using a formula first called for under the
Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) of 1978. The formula, which
expired in 1985 but was continued in 1986 by Executive Order 12548,*
results in a price per animal unit month (AUM)—that is, the amount of
forage (vegetation such as grass and shrubs) that a cow and her calf eat in a
month (or one bull, one steer, one horse, or five sheep).” Fees can be
specifically set by legislation, or agencies are authorized, under certain
circumstances, to charge user fees under the Independent Offices
Appropriation Act (I0OAA). Office of Management and Budget (OMB)

*While the Army Corps of Engineers is an agency within the Army, we consider it as a
separate agency for the purposes of this report. The Bureau of Indian Affairs helps Native
Americans to manage grazing on tribal lands. While private ranchers can lease these lands
for grazing at a fee, the lands are tribal lands and therefore are not included in this
discussion of grazing on federal lands.

Generally, there are 17 states, including the Great Plains states, considered to be western:
Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, Nevada,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.
However, depending on the situation, western states can be grouped and counted
differently. BLM primarily manages grazing in 11 western states, including Arizona,
California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and
Wyoming. The Forest Service manages grazing for its forests in 16 western states, excluding
Texas, under the range management subchapter of the Federal Lands Policy and
Management Act of 1976 and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, and grazing
on national grasslands.

‘Exec. Order No. 12548 (Feb. 14, 1986).
*While BLM uses the term AUM as a unit for purposes of charging fees, the Forest Service
uses the term head month. The two units are calculated the same way. We will use the term

AUM in this report to refer to both AUM and head month. Of the other agencies, some
charge by AUM while others charge a flat fee or by acre.
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Circular A-25, which further interprets IOAA, states that user fees can be
established to recover the full cost of managing a program or to seek a fair
market value—that is, the price set through competitive bids or market
prices. When fees are set through competitive bidding, they achieve a fair
market value—that is, the price that a willing and knowledgeable buyer
pays and a willing and knowledgeable seller accepts. Competitive bidding
usually includes the use of either sealed bids or public auction, advertising
the permit or lease, and awarding it to the highest bidder. In lieu of
competition, fees can be set to achieve market value based on an estimate
or appraisal of comparable properties.

Changes in the livestock industry, as well as continued disagreement
between advocates and opponents of grazing have, over the last 2 decades,
resulted in several efforts to reform federal grazing fees for BLM and Forest
Service lands. In 1986 and 1992, the two agencies studied alternative
approaches to value grazing on federal rangelands and the fee charged. In
1994, the Administration considered administrative changes to the fee and
range management regulations. In the late 1990s, the Senate passed
legislation to reform the fee to reflect beef production from federal lands,
but Congress ultimately did not enact this legislation. In 2003, attention
turned to buyouts of federal grazing permits and leases in addition to
grazing fees. Because of changes in the livestock industry—increasing
conflict with other users of federal land, fluctuating prices of beef, and
difficulty finding new owners for ranches—some ranchers have expressed
support for the idea of a buyout. Others remain opposed.

In this context, you asked us to determine for 2004 the (1) extent of grazing
on, and program purposes for, lands managed by the 10 federal agencies in
the fiscal year; (2) amount spent in the fiscal year by these agencies, and
other federal agencies that have grazing-related activities, to manage
livestock grazing on public lands; (3) total receipts collected during the
fiscal year for grazing privileges by the 10 federal agencies with grazing
programs, and the amounts disbursed to counties, states, or the federal
government; and (4) fees charged by the 10 federal agencies, western
states, and private ranchers, and the reasons for any differences among the
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fees.’ In considering agencies’ expenditures and receipts, it is important to
note that we conducted a budgetary evaluation; that is, we examined the
effects of grazing programs on the U.S. Treasury and the federal budget and
did not analyze economic costs and benefits, which would involve a broad
set of trade-offs—some of which cannot be quantified—made by
individuals, the public, and the federal government. (See app. II for a
discussion of such factors.)

To respond to these questions, we obtained agencies’ data on acres and
AUMs for their grazing programs,’ as well as expenditures, receipts,
disbursements, and fees.® If an agency had a central data information
system, we obtained the data from this system and determined, through
interviews, system tests, and file reviews, as appropriate, the reliability of
the data and whether the agencies have sufficient internal controls over the
fund information in the systems. If an agency did not centrally track the
needed data, we developed a data collection instrument for the agency’s
field unit managers to complete. We relied on data reported by the
agencies. To assess whether the various types of data were sufficiently
reliable for use in this report, as well as to check key internal controls over
grazing receipts, we visited several agencies’ field offices to review their
grazing programs, data systems, and a selection of grazing files to verify the
billing information; and we interviewed officials about key steps in the
processes for issuing grazing permits and leases and billing for and
collecting fees. We reviewed all the files at agencies with smaller grazing
programs (those with up to 25 permits or leases at an office) and selected
10 percent of files at the two agencies that had large grazing programs (250

®Data on acres and AUMs are provided for fiscal years, except for the Forest Service, which
reported these data by grazing year. The grazing year extends from March through February.
Data on expenditures and receipts are reported by fiscal year, while fee data are reported
differently depending on the agency. Specifically, BLM and Forest Service fees are reported
by grazing year, the other federal agencies’ fees are reported by fiscal year, state fees are
reported primarily by fiscal year, and private fees and some state fees are reported by
calendar year.

"While the majority of grazing is described according to AUMs and many agencies can
calculate the amount of AUMs in their permits and leases, some of the agencies’ field offices
do not use AUMs as a convention to measure grazing. These offices use other measures to
determine the amount of grazing that is occurring, for example, the amount of forage that
remains. About five national parks, one Air Force base, and two Corps districts did not
provide information on AUMs.

The discussion does not include Alaska, which is treated differently in grazing law. See 43
U.S.C. § 316.
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and 500 allotment files per office). While we gathered and reviewed
expenditure data from the agencies, we did not validate the data or the
accounting systems that produced them. To understand the differences
among fees and approaches to setting fees, we interviewed a range of
experts from Colorado State University, New Mexico State University,
Oregon State University, and the University of Montana, as well as the
Society for Range Management. See appendix I for a detailed discussion of
our methodology. We conducted our review between August 2004 and July
2005 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.

Results in Brief

The 10 federal agencies managed more than 22.6 million AUMs on about
235 million acres of federal lands for private grazing and land management
in fiscal year 2004. Of this total, BLM and the Forest Service managed
almost 21.9 million AUMs on almost 231 million acres, or more than 98
percent of the federal lands used for grazing. The remaining 8 agencies
managed almost 794,000 AUMs on more than 4 million acres. While the
agencies’ grazing programs are similar in that they offer private ranchers
access to federal lands and forage for their livestock, the agencies manage
their grazing programs under different authorities and for different
purposes. For BLM lands and western Forest Service lands, grazing is
considered a principal or major program, while other agencies generally
use grazing as a management tool to achieve their land management goals.
For example, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service uses grazing to reduce
some grasses and thereby allow other grasses to flourish that are favorable
to particular types of birds. Similarly, some of the DOD services use
livestock to “cut” their grass.

In fiscal year 2004, federal agencies, both those that have grazing programs
and those that have activities to support grazing, spent a total of at least
$144.3 million. The 10 federal agencies with grazing programs spent at least
$135.9 million, of which BLM and the Forest Service spent the majority—
about $132.5 million. The 8 remaining agencies spent at least $3.4 million,
but not all of them could estimate their expenditures because they do not
conduct grazing as a major activity and therefore do not track expenditures
specifically for grazing. The 10 agencies spent funds on activities that
directly supported grazing, such as managing permits and leases, managing
grazing allotments, assessing the resource conditions of these allotments,
and implementing projects to improve the allotments, such as building
fences and developing water projects. They also spent funds on activities
that indirectly supported grazing, such as management, budget, personnel,
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and other activities. In addition to these 10 agencies’ expenditures, other
federal agencies that do not have grazing programs spent at least $8.4
million to support grazing on public lands; some do not know the amount
they spent because they do not distinguish between work done on public
and private lands. For example, USDA’s Wildlife Services removes
predatory or nuisance wildlife that threaten livestock on both public and
private lands; the agency estimated that it spent more than $5 million in
fiscal year 2004 on its activities on public lands. In the same year, Justice,
which provides legal services to federal agencies including services for
litigation related to grazing on public land, estimated that it spent about
$159,000 on grazing lawsuits. Other agencies, such as the Environmental
Protection Agency and USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation Service,
conduct water quality projects and range improvement work that are
related to grazing, but the agencies cannot separate expenditures for public
lands from those on private lands.

The grazing permits and leases the 10 federal agencies manage generated a
total of about $21 million from fees charged in fiscal year 2004—or less
than one-sixth of the expenditures to manage grazing. From that amount,
the agencies distributed almost $5.7 million to states and counties in which
grazing occurred, deposited almost $3.8 million in the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts, and deposited at least $11.7 million in separate
Treasury accounts for the agencies’ use. The amounts distributed by each
agency vary, depending on the agencies’ differing authorities. For example,
of the $11.7 million deposited in the separate Treasury accounts, BLM and
the Forest Service deposited $8.8 million into their range improvement
funds. The majority of grazing receipts—more than $17.5 million—came
from BLM and Forest Service permits and leases, while more than $3.7
million was generated from the remaining agencies. In addition to cash
receipts, the DOD services also received almost $1.4 million in services,
such as maintaining fences, that offset grazing fees charged to their lessees.

Fees charged in 2004 by the 10 federal agencies, as well as state land
agencies and private ranchers, vary widely, depending on the purpose for
which the fees were established and the approach used to set the fees. The
fee BLM and the Forest Service charge for grazing—which was $2.36 per
AUM for BLM and $2.41 per AUM for the Forest Service in 1980, when the
fee based on the formula enacted by PRIA was first charged, and $1.43 per
AUM in 2004—is established by formula to account for livestock industry
prices and to support ranchers and the western livestock industry. It is
therefore generally lower than the fees charged by the other federal
agencies, states, and private ranchers. The other agencies generally
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establish their fees based on the market value of the forage, and as a result
charged fees ranging from $0.29 to more than $112 per AUM in fiscal year
2004, depending on the location, range condition, and accompanying
in-kind services. The state land agencies in 17 western states charged fees
that ranged from $1.35 to $80 per AUM in fiscal year 2004, while the average
fee private ranchers charged ranged from $8 per AUM in Arizona and
Oklahoma to $23 per AUM in Nebraska. The complex formula used to
calculate the BLM and Forest Service fee for grazing on their lands
incorporates factors that consider ranchers’ ability to pay; the purpose of
the fee is therefore not primarily to recover the agencies’ expenditures or
to capture the fair market value of forage. These factors that adjust the fee
resulted in a difference of almost $115 million between grazing receipts and
agencies’ expenditures on grazing activities in fiscal year 2004. BLM and
the Forest Service would have had to charge $7.64 per AUM and $12.26 per
AUM, respectively, to recover these expenditures in 2004. These
adjustment factors also resulted in the fee decreasing by 40 percent from
1980 to 2004 for grazing on BLM and Forest Service lands, while fees
charged by private ranchers increased 78 percent over the same period.
Although differences in the quality of resources, the level of services
provided, and legal requirements complicate the comparison of private and
federal lands, and competitive methods may be administratively expensive,
the approaches other federal agencies, states, and private ranchers use
could provide alternative approaches for setting fees. These approaches
could close the gap in expenditures and receipts or more closely align BLM
and Forest Service fees with market prices; however, the purpose of the
grazing fee and any policy trade-offs are, ultimately, for the Congress to
determine.

In responding to a draft of this report, Interior and the Forest Service
provided written comments. The agencies neither agreed nor disagreed
with the findings. Interior stated that the report recognized that differences
in resource conditions and legal requirements can cause grazing fees to
vary. The Forest Service stated that the report accurately described the
purpose of the grazing fee charged by BLM and the Forest Service. DOD
and DOE provided technical comments, which we incorporated as
appropriate. The departments of Commerce and of Justice responded that
they did not have comments. Interior’s and the Forest Service’s comments
are included in appendixes VII and VIII, respectively.
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B ackground The federal government manages more than 680 million acres of land in the
United States, including lands in national forests, grasslands, parks,
refuges, reservoirs, and military bases and installations. Of the total federal
lands, BLM and the Forest Service manage almost 450 million acres for
multiple uses, including timber harvest, recreation, grazing, minerals, water
supply and quality, and wildlife habitat. BLM’s 12 state offices manage more
than 260 million acres in 12 western states, including 82 million acres in
Alaska, while the Forest Service’s 123 administrative offices manage more
than 190 million acres across the nation.” As shown in figure 1, the majority
of federal lands are located in the western half of the country.

While the Forest Service has 155 proclaimed national forests and 20 grasslands, it has
combined them into 123 administrative offices for management purposes.

Page 8 GAO-05-869 Livestock Grazing



Figure 1: Location of Federal Lands, by Agency

Bureau of Land
Management

Bureau of Reclamation
- Department of Defense
- Department of Energy

- Forest Service

Fish and Wildlife Service
- National Park Service

r e - Other

Source: U.S. Geological Survey's National Atlas Web site (data); GAO (analysis).

The remaining lands are managed by the following agencies for different
purposes:

¢ Interior’s National Park Service manages more than 350 national parks,
monuments, seashores, battlefields, preserves, and other areas on 84
million acres of federal land; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service manages
more than 540 national wildlife refuges and 37 large multiple-unit
wetland management districts on more than 96 million acres of land;
and Reclamation manages about 8.5 million acres of land associated
with water projects in 17 western states.
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¢ DOE manages almost 2.4 million acres of land making it the fourth
largest federal land owner after Interior, USDA, and DOD. It operates 30
major facilities on land holdings in 34 states. The buffer zones
surrounding many of these facilities consist of forests and rangelands.

¢ DOD has numerous Army, Air Force, and Navy installations on 29
million acres of land in many states, while the Corps, like Reclamation,
manages 12.7 million acres of land associated with water projects in
many states.

Livestock Grazing in the
United States

Most rangelands—primarily grasslands and shrublands—used to raise
livestock in the United States are privately owned, and as a result, only a
portion of livestock is raised on federal land.'’ In 2004, the livestock
industry had almost 95 million cattle and 989,460 cattle and calf operations,
which include cattle raised for beef as well as milk.! Regionally, the
eastern states had almost 590,000 cattle and calf operations, of which
almost 440,500 were beef cow operations; the states in the Great Plains
(Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, North and South Dakota, and Texas) had
292,300 cattle and calf operations with 253,000 beef cow operations; and
the 11 western states had more than 106,000 cattle and calf operations with
about 80,400 beef cow operations. In contrast, the number of livestock
operations with BLM and Forest Service grazing permits and leases for
cattle, sheep, and other livestock totaled more than 23,000. Livestock
operations in the West differ from those in the eastern United States. In the
West, livestock operations involve larger areas of land, and ranchers
depend on a mix of private and federal lands to graze cattle seasonally—in
the summer and fall they use federal lands to graze their livestock while
they grow hay crops for the winter on their private lands. In some parts of
the West, primarily the Southwest, grazing occurs year-round on federal
lands. In the East, sufficient rain allows grazing to occur on smaller
pastures, in some places, year-round.

Rangelands are lands on which the indigenous vegetation is predominantly grasses,
grass-like plants, forbs (herbs), or shrubs and is managed as a natural ecosystem.
Rangelands include natural grasslands, savannas, many deserts, tundras, alpine
communities, marshes, and meadows. They differ from pastureland in that they are not
periodically planted or treated through tilling, fertilization, mowing, weed control, or
irrigation. Not all rangelands are used for grazing purposes.

Tn the same year, the industry had about 6 million sheep and 67,160 sheep operations,
which raise sheep for both meat and wool.
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Grazing on Federal Lands

The country’s rangelands have been used to graze domestic livestock since
the United States was settled, and the federal government has managed
grazing on federal lands for more than 100 years. During western
expansion, settlement typically occurred along streams and rivers, where
the soil is richer, vegetation denser, and water more available. Lands that
remained for the federal government to manage after western expansion
were lands that settlers did not want or could not easily settle; the lands are
often drier, less productive, and located at higher elevations or farther from
water. As the West was settled throughout the late 1800s, conflict among
different users of the rangelands increased, as did degradation of these
lands. As a result, in 1897, the federal government began managing
livestock grazing in the nation’s forest reserves; in 1906, the Forest Service
started charging a fee for grazing on these reserves.

The Forest Service managed grazing under its general authorities until
1950, when Congress enacted the Granger-Thye Act, authorizing the
Secretary of Agriculture to issue grazing permits on national forest lands
and other lands under the department’s administration. In addition to
national forest lands on which grazing is allowed in the 16 western states,
the Forest Service manages national grasslands in the western states and
forest lands in the eastern states for grazing. The federal government
started purchasing privately owned land in 1911 as necessary for regulating
the flow of navigable streams, creating national forests in the East. The
national grasslands, which are primarily located in Colorado, Kansas, New
Mexico, and North and South Dakota, were purchased by the federal
government under a land utilization program started in the 1930s.
Originally, the program purchased submarginal lands to provide emergency
relief to farmers whose lands were failing. It evolved into a program
designed to transfer land to its most suitable use, culminating in the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937. In 1954, the Secretary of
Agriculture transferred the responsibility for program administration to the
Forest Service and in 1960 designated almost 3.8 million acres of lands in
the program as national grasslands.

To stop continued degradation caused by overgrazing of the remaining
public lands, among other purposes, the Congress passed the Taylor
Grazing Act in 1934. Under the act, the predecessor to BLM—the Grazing
Service—was created, and control over grazing on public lands was
established. The Taylor Grazing Act authorized the establishment of
grazing districts from public lands that were considered to be chiefly
valuable for grazing and raising forage crops and the leasing of other public
lands that were located outside grazing districts. The act also provided for
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the issuance of permits and leases for these lands and set forth
requirements for the distribution of funds received from grazing. Additional
laws affecting grazing on both BLM and western Forest Service lands were
enacted in the 1970s. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA) limited the length of permits and leases to 10 years and allowed
shorter terms, authorized terms and conditions to be placed on a permit or
lease, and allowed seasonal limits on grazing. In 1978, PRIA required BLM
and the Forest Service to inventory and manage their lands in western
states.

To provide access to grazing, both BLM and the Forest Service divide their
rangelands into allotments, which can vary in size from a few acres to
hundreds of thousands of acres of land. Because of the land ownership
patterns that occurred when the lands were settled, the allotments can be
adjacent to private lands, or they can be intermingled with private lands.
Under its authorities, BLM permits grazing in allotments within its grazing
districts and leases lands outside grazing districts. The Forest Service,
which does not have grazing districts, uses permits to authorize grazing in
its allotments. To be eligible for a permit or lease on one of BLM’s
allotments, ranchers, among other things, are required to own or control
land or water, called a base property.'> Under Forest Service guidance,
permits are issued to purchasers of permitted livestock or base property.

The other federal agencies that manage grazing do not have the same
grazing authorities, processes, or fees as BLM and the Forest Service. Each
agency manages its grazing for different purposes and under different
authorities. For example, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service permits grazing
on a year-to-year basis, depending on a refuge’s land management goals,
while the National Park Service permits grazing for a longer period but can
choose to not renew a permit if certain conditions change, including
damage to park resources, limitations to interpretive experiences, or
impairment of park facilities.

12A base property is property that is capable of serving as a base of operation for livestock
use of public lands within a grazing district or contiguous land, or, when no applicant owns
or controls contiguous land, noncontiguous land that is capable of being used in
conjunction with a livestock operation that would use public lands outside a grazing district.
A water base is water that is suitable for consumption by livestock and is available and
accessible to the authorized livestock when the public lands are used for livestock grazing.
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User Fees for Grazing on
Federal Lands

Federal grazing fees are considered as user fees. Without statutory
authority to charge a fee and retain the proceeds, a federal agency may not
charge a fee to defray the cost of services or resources it provides.
Congress has provided some agencies with specific authority to charge a
user fee and retain and use the proceeds. If an agency does not have
specific authority, the IOAA provides general authority for an agency to
impose a fee if certain conditions are met. However, even if the user fee
applies, an agency may not retain the proceeds from a user fee without
specific authority to that effect, but must credit the collections to the
general fund of the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. OMB Circular A-25
provides guidance to agencies regarding their imposition of user fees under
the IOAA and other statutes. Under the circular, federal agencies that do
not have specific authority to impose a fee are to charge user fees pursuant
to the IOAA when an individual or a group receives benefits—such as those
that provide business stability or respond to an individual or a group’s
request—that are greater than those that the general public enjoys.
Increasingly since the 1980s, to relieve pressure on taxpayers for increasing
general appropriations for the federal government, user fees have been
levied to help pay for federal services and resources that benefit specific
groups of users. User fees differ from broad-based taxes in that they
attempt to recover some amount of the government expenditures made for
a specific program. For example, Congress enacted laws to increase the
use of recreation fees for access to federal parks, forests, and BLM lands in
the 1990s.

While agencies are generally to deposit funds they receive in the general
fund of the Treasury under the Miscellaneous Receipts Act, some federal
agencies have specific legislative authority to distribute funds to states and
counties or to deposit funds into special accounts in the Treasury for the
agency'’s or program’s use. Generally, funds that are deposited into the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts are deposited in the general fund where
they are then available to be appropriated as Congress may see fit. Funds
that are deposited into special accounts in the Treasury are dedicated for
specific purposes. The special accounts may be permanently appropriated
or further congressional action may be needed to make the funds available.
Some agencies are also authorized to retain funds for credit to their
appropriations.
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Grazing Occurs on
About 235 Million
Acres of Federal Lands
for a Variety of
Purposes

In fiscal year 2004, BLM, the Forest Service, the National Park Service, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Reclamation, DOE, the Army, the Corps, Air
Force, and Navy allowed more than 22.6 million AUMs of grazing on about
235 million acres of the lands they manage.'®> BLM and the Forest Service
managed most of this grazing activity, allowing almost 21.9 million AUMs
on almost 231 million acres, or more than 98 percent of the grazed lands.
The remaining eight agencies allowed almost 794,000 AUMs of grazing on
more than 4 million acres. While the agencies’ grazing programs are similar
in that they offer private ranchers access to federal lands and vegetation for
their livestock, agencies manage their grazing programs under different
authorities and for different purposes.

BLM and the Forest Service
Managed About 230.6
Million Acres for About 21.9
Million AUMs of Private
Livestock Grazing in Fiscal
Year 2004 to Foster
Economic Development

As table 1 shows, in fiscal year 2004, BLM and the Forest Service approved
a total of almost 21.9 million AUMs for grazing on more than 230.6 million
acres—BLM approved almost 12.7 million AUMSs on more than 137.7
million acres, and the Forest Service approved almost 9.2 million AUMs on
more than 92.9 million acres. Ranchers were billed for and used fewer
AUMs—a total of almost 13.7 million AUMs—primarily because of the
continuing drought in the western and southwestern states, according to
agency officials. While BLM maintains a list of historical AUMs—or grazing
privileges that have been reduced from historical amounts and are not
available to be used—these numbers do not affect the totals.

3The Forest Service data on the extent of grazing is for the grazing year March 2004 to
February 2005; the remaining agencies provided grazing data for fiscal year 2004.
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Table 1: Extent of Grazing in Fiscal Year 2004 on BLM and Forest Service Lands, Acres and AUMs

Agency Acres AUMs approved AUMs billed
BLM state offices®

Arizona 7,955,000 660,000 354,000
California 5,672,000 421,000 196,000
Colorado 6,593,000 655,000 311,000
Idaho 10,756,000 1,352,000 899,000
Montana 7,839,000 1,366,000 1,178,000
New Mexico 11,533,000 1,869,000 1,134,000
Nevada 39,331,000 2,129,000 1,075,000
Oregon/Washington 12,786,000 1,058,000 740,000
Utah 19,321,000 1,229,000 553,000
Wyoming 15,917,000 1,951,000 1,193,000
Subtotal 137,702,000° 12,691,000 7,634,000
Forest Service®

Eastern 75,000 35,000 34,000
Intermountain 24,107,000 2,979,000 2,164,000
Northern 8,268,000 1,095,000 539,000
Pacific Northwest 11,408,000 550,000 398,000
Pacific Southwest 12,353,000 486,000 374,000
Rocky Mountain 17,129,000 1,927,000 1,564,000
Southern 675,000 40,000 19,000
Southwestern 18,908,000 2,052,000 959,000
Subtotal 92,924,000 9,165,000 6,051,000
Total 230,626,000 21,856,000 13,685,000

Source: BLM and Forest Service (data); GAO (analysis).
Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

“BLM has 12 state offices, 2 of which—the Eastern Office and the Alaska Office—are not included
here. BLM manages grazing under PRIA in the 11 states listed, which are managed by the 10 state
offices.

®The Forest Service is organized by regions, not states.

°BLM authorizes grazing on approximately 160 million acres of land, but all the land may not be used
for grazing in any given year. The number in the table represents BLM’s best estimate of the lands on
which grazing was billed.

As table 1 shows, BLM’s and the Forest Service’s responsibilities for
managing grazing varied considerably by state office or Forest Service
region. The BLM Nevada state office had the most grazing in fiscal year
2004, in terms of both acres and approved AUMs, while Montana had the
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most grazing in terms of billed AUMs; the California state office had the
least grazing, in terms of both acres and approved AUMs. For the Forest
Service, the Intermountain Region, which includes Utah, Nevada, and
portions of Idaho and Wyoming, had the most grazing, while the Eastern
and Southern regions had the smallest amounts of grazing. Appendix III
contains the detailed extent of grazing for each BLM field office within
each state office and Forest Service administrative office.

Grazing is allowed on BLM and Forest Service lands for the purpose of
fostering economic development for private ranchers and ranching
communities by providing ranchers access to additional forage.
Particularly in the western states, where the agencies manage anywhere
from 30 to almost 85 percent of the land, access to federal forage increases
the total forage available to ranchers, enabling them to increase the
number of livestock they can support and sell. Under FLPMA, the Taylor
Grazing Act, and the Granger-Thye Act, BLM’s and the Forest Service’s
permits and leases are set for not more than 10 years and can be renewed
without competition at the end of that period, which gives the permittee or
lessee a priority position against others for receiving a permit or lease—a
position called “preference.” While ranchers have preference, they do not
obtain title to federal lands through their grazing permits and leases, nor do
they have exclusive access to the federal lands, which are managed for
multiple purposes or uses.

The Remaining Eight
Federal Agencies Managed
About 794,000 AUMs of
Grazing on More Than 4
Million Acres in Fiscal Year
2004 to Help Them Achieve
Land Management
Objectives

In fiscal year 2004, the National Park Service, Reclamation, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, DOE, and DOD services managed about 794,000 AUMs of
grazing on more than 4 million acres of land. Table 2 shows the extent of
grazing.
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Table 2: Extent of Grazing in Fiscal Year 2004 on Other Agencies’ Lands, Acres and AUMs

Number of parks, refuges,

Agency projects, and installations Acres?® AUMs approved AUMs billed
Interior

National Park Service 31 parks 1,580,000° 71,000 63,000
Reclamation 36 projects 737,000° 91,000 77,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 94 refuges 740,000° 199,000 199,000
Subtotal 161 3,054,000 361,000 339,000
DOE 1 site 291,000 13,000 6,000
DOD

Air Force 12 installations 277,000 102,000 89,000
Army 20 installations 201,000 126,000 122,000
Corps 64 projects 169,000 162,000 161,000
Navy 8 installations 16,000 30,000 28,000
Subtotal 104 663,000 420,000 399,000
Total 266 4,008,000 794,000 744,000

Source: Agencies (data); GAO (analysis).
Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

#The rate of AUMSs per acre can vary, depending on the productivity of the land and does not
necessarily show overuse or underuse of land.

®This total does not include about 2.7 million acres of National Park Service land in Alaska that has
about 17,000 AUMs approved for grazing or almost 795,000 acres of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
land in Alaska that has about 12,000 AUMs approved for grazing. These lands are approved for
grazing of reindeer, and no fees are charged.

This total includes almost 499,000 acres of Reclamation land with about 47,000 AUMs approved and
41,000 billed AUMs that are managed by other agencies. Of the 499,000 acres, BLM managed almost
172,000 acres and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service managed almost 66,000 acres.

As table 2 shows, the extent of grazing on the eight agencies’ lands varied
considerably in fiscal year 2004, with the National Park Service managing
grazing on about 1,580,000 acres, while the Navy managed almost 16,000
acres. In terms of approved AUMs, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
managed the most—more than 199,000 AUMs—while DOE allowed about
13,000 AUMs.

The eight agencies presented in table 2 manage or allow grazing for
different purposes, as the following discussion details:

National Park Service. The agency is authorized to allow grazing within

any national park, monument, or reservation as long as such use is not
detrimental to the primary purpose for creating the park, monument, or
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reservation. Agency regulations prohibit grazing except as (1) specifically
authorized by statute, (2) required under a reservation of use rights arising
from the acquisition of a tract of land, (3) required in order to maintain a
historic scene, or (4) conducted as an integral part of a recreational
activity. For example, in Virginia and North Carolina, the agency allows
grazing at Blue Ridge National Parkway—about 5,000 AUMs of cattle on
more than 2,000 acres—to maintain a historic scene. In contrast, at the
Appomattox Court House National Historical Park, the agency allowed
grazing on almost 200 acres to maintain a desirable grass level. Grazing is
managed as a special park use, requiring a permit, lease, concession,
contract, or commercial use authorization. Each park superintendent
approves or disapproves requests for special park uses, such as grazing,
and can impose conditions to protect park resources and values and
visitors and the visitors’ experience. In fiscal year 2004, the National Park
Service reported that grazing was permitted to occur at 31 of its parks, with
Glen Canyon National Recreation Area, in Utah and Arizona, accounting for
the most acres—almost 666,000—and Point Reyes National Seashore, in
California, accounting for the most AUMs—about 18,500 AUMs on about
24,000 acres.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The National Wildlife Refuge System
Administration Act of 1966 authorizes various uses of U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service lands, including grazing, as long as the agency determines that such
use is compatible with the major purposes for which the refuge was
established. The agency uses grazing as a tool to manage habitat. For
example, in the Anahuac, McFaddin, and Texas Point National Wildlife
Refuges, along the Texas Gulf Coast, the agency allowed livestock grazing
from October to April, the cool season of the year, to encourage different
types of marsh grasses, generate annuals, and increase vegetative diversity,
thereby opening up additional habitat for foraging waterfowl. In fiscal year
2004, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reported that livestock grazing
occurred on 94 of its refuges and wetland management districts, ranging
from 25 AUMs on 60 acres at Detroit Lakes Wetland Management District in
Minnesota to about 21,500 AUMs on 450,000 acres at the Charles M. Russell
National Wildlife Refuge in Montana.

Reclamation. Reclamation allows its lands to be used for incidental
purposes, such as recreation and grazing, as long as such uses do not
interfere with the operation of the dams or irrigation works associated with
these projects. In general, Reclamation allows grazing on its project lands
when asked to do so by users, such as ranchers who have had historical
access to the lands or wildlife managers wanting to improve habitat. For
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example, the Albuquerque Area Office allows grazing on more than 19,000
acres in the Brantley and Avalon Reservoirs project area, thereby allowing
ranchers access to lands that they historically grazed. In fiscal year 2004,
Reclamation reported that it permitted and leased lands for grazing at 36 of
its facilities in 16 area offices, with the agency managing some of the
permits and leases and other agencies, such as BLM, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, or local and state agencies managing additional permits
and leases under joint management agreements. For example, in central
Washington state, BLM manages grazing on more than 8,000 acres of
Reclamation land that is adjacent to BLM land in the Columbia Basin
Project. In the same area, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
manages grazing on almost 18,000 acres of Reclamation land to improve
vegetation and thereby enhance bird habitat. In total, in fiscal year 2004,
Reclamation issued permits and leases for about 91,000 AUMs of grazing on
almost 737,000 acres—almost 44,000 AUMs and about 238,000 acres under
Reclamation’s management and about 47,000 AUMs and about 499,000
acres managed by agreement with other agencies.

DOE. The department allows grazing on only one site, the Idaho National
Laboratory. Under the Taylor Grazing Act, the Secretary of the Interior is
authorized, by order and with the approval of the relevant department, to
establish grazing districts of certain public domain lands that are not in
national forests, parks, or monuments. In Idaho, Interior, with the
agreement of DOE, issued such an order, and livestock grazing continues
on approximately 50 percent of the Idaho National Laboratory site. BLM
manages the land as part of its grazing program but is to follow the security
and land access requirements set by DOE.

DOD. Under 10 U.S.C. § 2667, the Secretaries of the Army, Air Force, and
Navy are authorized to lease property under their control that is not excess
property, if it will promote national defense or be in the public interest. The
military services use this authority to lease rangelands on military
installations and bases for grazing, among other uses. For example, the Air
Force leases to nearby ranchers land that forms a buffer around the
Melrose Air Force Range at Cannon Air Force Base in New Mexico. The
buffer consists of rangelands surrounding target areas used in training
exercises and protects more developed areas from stray (unarmed) bombs.
According to Air Force staff, leasing the land to ranchers does not hinder
training exercises, but it does provide access to grazing for neighboring
landowners and to maintain rangeland, by keeping grass low, to control
fire. Similarly, Fort Hood in Texas allows grazing on lands used for armored
vehicle training maneuvers. The Army determined that grazing cattle could
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Federal Agencies Spent
at Least $144 Million on
Grazing Activities,
Although Some
Agencies Do Not Track
Expenditures for
Grazing on Federal
Lands

be compatible with training exercises, although uncertainty remains about
the intensity of grazing that can be allowed, given the need to let vegetation
recover from training exercises, and hence, reduce soil erosion into nearby
streams and reservoirs. Like the Army, Air Force, and Navy, the Corps
manages grazing on its lands under 10 U.S.C. § 2667. In fiscal year 2004, the
DOD military services leased about 494,000 acres for grazing, and the Corps
leased about 169,000 acres.

Federal agencies spent at least $144.3 million in direct and indirect
expenditures to support grazing activities on federal lands in fiscal year
2004. The 10 federal agencies spent at least $135.9 million, of which the
Forest Service and BLM spent the majority of funds, about $132.5 million.
The 8 remaining agencies spent at least $3.4 million on their grazing
programs, but not all of the agencies could estimate their expenditures
because they do not conduct grazing as a major activity and therefore do
not specifically track grazing expenditures. The 10 agencies spent funds on
activities that directly supported grazing, such as managing permits and
leases, monitoring resource conditions on grazing allotments, assuring
permit and lease compliance, and implementing range improvements such
as developing water sources and constructing fences. The agencies also
spent funds on activities that indirectly supported grazing, such as
management, budget, and personnel. In addition to these 10 agencies’
expenditures, other federal agencies that do not have grazing programs
spent at least $8.4 million to support grazing on public lands. While some of
these agencies could identify their expenditures related to grazing on
public lands, not all agencies could do so because they do not distinguish
between work done on public and private lands. These agencies spent
funds on activities related to grazing, such as grazing litigation, threatened
and endangered species consultations for grazing plans, and the removal of
predatory or nuisance wildlife from grazing lands. Because some agencies
do not track their grazing expenditures on public lands specifically, the
expenditures presented are a conservative estimate of federal grazing
expenditures; expenditures would most likely be higher if these agencies
could provide estimates.
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BLM and the Forest Service
Spent About $132.5 Million
on Direct, Indirect, and
Range Improvement
Activities for Grazing
Programs in Fiscal Year
2004

BLM and the Forest Service spent about $132.5 million to manage their
grazing programs in fiscal year 2004—BLM spent more than $58.3 million,
and the Forest Service spent almost $74.2 million. As shown in table 3, the
agencies spent these funds on both direct, indirect, and range improvement
activities. BLM has implemented a cost-management system that identifies
direct and indirect expenditures and used it to identify its direct and
indirect expenditures in fiscal year 2004. Unlike BLM, the Forest Service
does not have a cost-management system, but rather reports expenditures
for items in its budget, called budget line items.* The agency uses its
Foundation Financial Information System to centrally track and formally
report expenditures. For fiscal year 2004, the Forest Service used
expenditure reports for grazing and related line items, in addition to its
WorkPlan system that shows its intended work plans for the fiscal year, to
identify the amount of expenditures.'®

|
Table 3: Expenditures by BLM and the Forest Service for Direct, Indirect, and Range
Improvement Grazing Activities, Fiscal Year 2004

Dollars in millions

Number of BLM field offices and
Forest Service administrative

Agency offices allowing grazing Expenditures
BLM

Direct $27.9
Indirect 18.7
Range improvement funds

(both direct and indirect) 11.7
Subtotal 107 $58.3

Forest Service?

YAccording to a Forest Service financial management official, the agency has not
implemented a cost-accounting system because it has been focused on improving the
agency’s financial statements, which we previously identified as having material control
weaknesses.

“The Forest Service implemented a new work planning system, called WorkPlan, in fiscal
year 2004. The system allows forests and districts to develop detailed plans, including
personnel resources, vehicles, and other resources, needed for conducting work on
individual projects. The plans are used to allocate budgets and are to be updated during the
year to keep the plans current.
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(Continued From Previous Page)

Dollars in millions

Number of BLM field offices and
Forest Service administrative

Agency offices allowing grazing Expenditures
Direct 58.0
Indirect 13.3
Range improvement funds

(both direct and indirect) 2.9
Subtotal 99 $74.2
Total 206 $132.5

Source: BLM and Forest Service (data); GAO (analysis).

#The Forest Service estimated direct expenditures from the Forest Service grazing line item, its
watershed and vegetation line item, and its General Management and other cost pools. Because the
watershed and vegetation line item can be spent for other programs in addition to the grazing program,
the Forest Service allocated a portion (11 percent) of these expenditures using WorkPlan, a tool used
to estimate and plan fiscal year workloads by program. To estimate the expenditures from its General
Management and other cost pools, the agency attributed a portion of the grazing line item equal to the
amount of funds allocated to the pools and attributed a share of the watershed and vegetation line item
equal to the allocated portion (11 percent) of funds in the pools.

In fiscal year 2004, the agencies generally included the same activities in
reporting their expenditures. Both BLM and the Forest Service included
managing grazing permits and leases, monitoring resource conditions on
grazing allotments, conducting environmental assessments for allotments,
and managing grazing fees as direct expenditures. Both agencies included
expenditures that specifically related to grazing management, rather than
broader range management expenditures, because grazing activities are
distinct from more general rangeland management activities. According to
agency officials, many range management activities need to be conducted
whether or not grazing occurs. For example, monitoring rangeland
conditions through vegetation surveys supports work that the agencies
conduct to manage noxious weeds. While some noxious weeds may occur
on federal lands as aresult of livestock grazing, some can be transported by
other means. Although both agencies spent funds on land management
planning to support their specific grazing plans and activities, neither
agency included land management planning expenditures. According to
BLM and Forest Service officials, land management planning and
environmental impact statements are important enough to be a separate
direct expenditure from grazing and would continue to occur if the
agencies no longer permitted or leased grazing activities on their lands.
Furthermore, according to agency officials, land management planning
encompasses all activities—including livestock grazing—conducted by
BLM, at the field office level on public lands, or by the Forest Service, at the
national forest level for all national forest system lands. Even if grazing
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activities were not conducted, other range management activities, such as
oil and gas leasing and off-road vehicle use, would still need to be planned
and studied.

For indirect grazing activities in fiscal year 2004, BLM spent almost $18.7
million, and the Forest Service spent an estimated $13.3 million. Indirect
activities are those that cannot be specifically attributed to grazing because
they also benefit other resource programs. These include activities such as
administrative activities, infrastructure, or technical support.'* One method
of allocating indirect expenditures is to pool the activities and allocate the
related expenditures across all the programs that use the activities. BLM
allocated its indirect expenditures using its cost-management system. The
system allocated expenditures for such activities as management, state
office expenditures, and BLM office expenditures in fiscal year 2004.
Because the Forest Service does not have a cost-accounting system, it
allocates its budget according to potential indirect expenditures. The
Forest Service has six cost pools, into which it allocates a percent of each
of its budget line items for the fiscal year to be used to cover indirect
expenditures during the year."’

BLM and the Forest Service also spent $14.6 million on range improvement
activities in fiscal year 2004. These funds are revenues from grazing fees
charged in 2003 and deposited as receipts in the agencies’ range
improvement accounts. The agencies use the funds to pay for direct and
indirect activities related to range improvement projects that include
constructing fences, developing water sources such as tanks or
impoundments, and seeding to improve vegetation and forage amounts.
The expenditure of funds on these assets represents an investment in

10MB defines those costs that can be considered indirect. We applied these definitions to
the expenditures supplied by the agencies. OMB, Managerial Cost Accounting Concepts
and Standards for the Federal Government: Statement of Federal Financial Accounting
Standards Number 4 (Washington, D.C.: July 31, 1995).

""The six cost pools are General Management, Public Communications, Ongoing Business
Services, Common Services, Office of Worker’s Compensation, and Unemployment
Compensation Insurance. The General Management pool and some of the activities in the
Common Services pool are considered direct or support rather than indirect costs. These
are included in the estimate of direct expenditures.
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infrastructure assets that are the property of the United States.'® Under
federal financial management standards, both BLM and the Forest Service
are working to identify the value of these assets, which is currently
unknown.

The Remaining Eight
Federal Agencies Spent at
Least $3.4 Million on
Grazing Programs in Fiscal
Year 2004, but They Do Not
Track All Expenditures

In fiscal year 2004, the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Reclamation, DOE, and the DOD services spent at least $3.4
million on their grazing programs, as shown in table 4. Because it arranges
with BLM to manage its grazing program, DOE incurs only incidental
expenditures related to grazing. Because the agencies use grazing as a tool
to support other management goals, they do not specifically track grazing,
and hence do not track direct or indirect grazing expenditures. For this
reason, the expenditures are the best estimates of individuals who manage
the grazing programs.

8In proposed regulations, BLM would allow cooperators (ranchers and others), subject to
valid existing rights, to share title with the United States to permanent structural range
improvements, such as fences, wells, and pipelines, where authorization is granted after
February 6, 2004, in proportion to their contributions to the development and construction
costs.
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Table 4: Estimated Expenditures by the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Reclamation, DOE, and DOD on Grazing Activities, Fiscal Year 2004

Number of parks, refuges,

Estimated

Agency projects, and installations expenditures®
Interior

National Park Service 31 parks $410,000
Reclamation 36 projects 91,000
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 94 refuges 1,099,000°
Subtotal 161 $1,600,000
DOE 1 site 1,500
DOD

Air Force 12 installations 377,000
Army 20 installations 717,000
Corps 64 projects 672,000
Navy 8 installations 39,000
Subtotal 104 $1,805,000
Total 266 $3,406,000

Source: Agencies (data); GAO (analysis).
Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding.

#Not all offices provided an estimate.

®This total does not include $9,000 of expenses at Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge in Alaska for

operations approved for nonfederal use for grazing of reindeer; no fees are charged.

The field managers for these eight agencies identified the following
activities associated with grazing on federal lands: fence installation and
repair, cattle troughs, cattle guard installation, fertilizer, personnel,
security, monitoring and inspections, control of invasive species and
noxious weeds, and managing grazing leases. Generally, the estimates are
low because they do not include all expenditures—including indirect

expenditures—and several offices did not provide estimates.
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Other Agencies Have
Grazing-Related Activities
and Expenditures of at
Least $8.4 Million, but Some
Do Not Know Their
Expenditures for Grazing on
Federal Lands

In addition to the 10 federal agencies’ expenditures, other federal agencies
estimated that they spent $8.4 million on activities that are related to
grazing on federal lands. Agencies that have grazing-related activities
include the following:

several USDA agencies that provide research, insurance, resource
management, and other agricultural services to farmers and ranchers on
both federal and private lands;

Justice, the Interior’s Office of the Solicitor, and USDA’s Office of
General Counsel, which perform legal services for BLM and the Forest
Service;

the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which
consult with agencies on threatened and endangered species;

the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), which provides research on
resource conditions on rangelands; and

the Environmental Protection Agency, which provides grants to improve
watersheds that may include areas with resources degraded by grazing.

The agencies estimated, when possible, the share of their fiscal year 2004
expenditures for grazing-related activities on federal lands, as shown in
table 5.
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Table 5: Expenditures for Grazing-Related Activities by Other Agencies on Federal Lands, Fiscal Year 2004

Agency

Activity

Expenditures

Agricultural services

USDA

Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service

Wildlife Services conducts control projects (hunting and trapping)
for nuisance species and predators. Plant Protection and
Quarantine conducts insect control on western lands in particular
and has a Mormon cricket and grasshopper program that targets
treatments in infested areas to prevent outbreaks.

$5,183,000

