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that the withdrawal of land for Nellis be “indefinite,” with reviews every five years,
rather than requiring full reauthorization every 20 years.

Meanwhile, the U.S. Navy began operating a similar training program at its
Fallon Naval Air Station. The station was in caretaker status from 1946 until 1953.
On reopening, three bombing and gunnery ranges were withdrawn from publie land:
Brave 16, Bravo 17 and Bravo 19. Unlike the Air Force at Nellis, Fallon never held
a single, large land withdrawal. ‘

As the Navy sought to improve and increase the challenge of its training
program, with faster, more maneuverable aircraft, it expanded ifs air space. To do
this, in requested sites on land managed by the BLM in central Nevade for its
electronic “threat emitters” and other training equipment.

Leo McCuddin was brought to Nevada as an infant, and grew up in Fallon. He
joined the Navy, where he rose in the officer corps to serve as an admiral during the
Korean War. McCuddin became the closest thing Nevada has ever had to a home-
grown admiral, Home from Vietnam’s Tonkin Gulf in the 1970s, he visited Gov.
Mike O’Callaghan in Carson City. During that visit, Adm. McCuddin predicted
Fallon would become the Navy’'s major Western air facility.

Adm. McCuddin based that prediction on two facts. First, Alameda (then the
top facility in the West) was often fogged in. Alameda’s importance had always been
its proximity to the coast. With modern aircraft such prozimity was no longer
critical.

Secondly, training at Alameda occurs over water. The new mission for carrier-
based aireraft was over land. The Navy initiated electronic warfare training at
Fallon in 1967. In 1895 the “Top Gun” program was brought to Fallon from
Miramar, north of San Diego. Fallon quickly became the nation’s premier training
ground for Naval aviators.

The close of the Cold War brought changes to the training methods, but not to
theintensity. The Navy continues to require that every pilot undergo the high-stress
training available at Fallon,

In the process, the program created controversy over use of land and air in
central Nevada. The BLM manages land. It has no jurisdiction over aircraft above
that land. The issue became one of what BLM could or should permit the Navy to
do on public land. This new facet of controversy over use of the public domain was
one of many public land issues that were addressed in the closing years of the
twentieth century. Resolution came when Capt. David “Roy” Rogers recognized the
need to work with land users and managers in implementing the training program.

An offshoot of the Cold War was a race to land manned spacecraft on the moon.
It was to create a turning point for attitudes toward the nation’s public domain.
Americans were treated to photographs of earth, floating like a big biue marble in
a black sea of space. Environmentalism became a rapidly growing movement.
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Congress was soon called upon to get involved. The Wilderness Act (1964)
included Jand managed by the USFS, but not that of the BLM. The idea of settin
agide special areas was expanded four years later with passage of the Wild and Scenig
Rivers Act.

A commission (the fourth in the nation's history) was created to study the public
lands. Its findings were published in “One Third of the Nation’s Land,” in 1969
During the course of its work, Nevada requested an additional grant of g miliioﬁ
acres of land. The request fell on deaf ears.

That same year the protection concept was brought a long leap forward with
engctment of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 1969). NEPA re-
quires documentation of the potential environmental impacts of major federal
actlgns as a decision-making document prior to the action. A comprehensive
Environmental Impact Statement relative to a major action can take years to
prepare.

Thfe Wild, Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act (WHE&R, 1971} was not s0 much
an elnwronmental act as an emotional one, It is another Nevada act, resulting from
a drive begun by Reno’s Velma “Wild Horse Annie” Johnston.

It provided that unclaimed horses on the public land were protected by federal
law. All game and non-game wildlife is managed by the state, while the federal
government has responsibility for wildlife habitat. In the case of wild horses, the
government (BLM) is mandated with management of the animals. BLM can ga’f:her
excess h(')r.ses, but can not sell them. Authority to destroy excess horses has never
been politically acceptable. The only disposal of excess horses could be to “ware-
house” them, or to find persons willing to adopt and maintain them.

imple}nentation through the years has been highly controversial. Allocation of
Con'lgressmnally appropriated federal funds for wild horse management by the
natuma! headquarters of the BLM has never been adequate to the needs of the
agency in Nlevada. In 1999, for example, with responsibility for 60 percent of the
wild horses in the nation, Nevada BLM received 17 percent of the money available
{o t;he. agency for WH&B management. The program has fostered frustration in the
BLMin }?Ievgda and even more frustration among horse advocates and range users

Continuing on an environmental course, Congress passed the Threatened anci
Endangered Species Act (T&E, 1971). Setting in motion a results-oriented program
it affects the way in which people can use public land. ’

.In a keystone act, Congress then gave the BLM a charter. The Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, 1976) not only recognized the agency, it
expanded the duties assigned to it. FLPMA repealed hundreds of old land laws m;st
notably the various homestead acts. It required an inventory of public 1a1’1d re-
sources and ordered a public land planning program. It also included the public

-domain in the wilderness study program.
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The new programs brought new employees, young professmgals arxflgl I::lc:ile;ﬁ:
that were not in range management. As tl:le employees beg: o put the
dz%vmaetfthorities in action, a wide spectrum of public land users began
e s
Pressul‘gzz Congress adopted the Rangeland Improvement Act. It waslan 1qit1:;clle\;£;
o lil favoreg;lr by traditional range users. They were no longer a ortie AI(I;: their
o torost 1 blic land matters, Leading toward that act, the U.5, Gene?"a ount
%n;egf%cl: (p('l}lAO} the watchdog arm of Congress, observed that new interes
in .
bem‘%ﬁ?ﬁiéﬁtfj&%ﬁ:&mhed a predominant and still exlistix’s,g use (n;i gler éar;fti?ir
1ivestocky(cattle, sheep, goats and domestic horse) gramlr}g, thzlandg foﬁ ried.
e e e = tonsods, wilotness areas, and sceni prosorve
i . their value as water : ,
mlg ?}‘131. va!;l}?,rg;i:f:\t‘gonal, historical, and cultural resources.”1? dations for
o FL?’E{E included provisions for studies that would‘iead to recovrsflment ; 1;:1;;&01
w wilderness areas. It brought much tighter regulation of lands unfc:ier ereG control
gt? the BLM. It threatened to restrict energy development. Rural Western

want federal lands closed to off-road vehicles.

The Sagebrush Rebellion

i th end of the Fish Creek
L » Montero is a rancher on the extreme sou .
igénfagzr;ci};ywestem Humboldt County. A road palfses bet\ﬁrrf;&;n }gisv ngmnfaezin;gtllﬁz
i j taint this way: e
outbuildings. He summed up one major comp ; government o s
i they were going to
d to stop in for coffee, and take us along when , o0 lo °
r:ggelc;ndsgve use, Now they drive right through, aljsd we don’t kl;f\: ;ki ;t ;sre; Si’lgg
conservationist, an archaeclogist, a wilderness specialist . . . or wha v
n our range.”’ . - _
out %li‘fgz:ness studies were particularly disturbing. Miners and pr?spec(;tfir:el;;eci
they would be excluded from designated wilderness lands. Ranchers feare
i 1ld be eliminated. . .
grag;‘ilé i?s:ﬂt was predictable. It was dubbed the “Sagebrush Re‘peﬂmg. ’:‘Eeaz?ttgg
ery was “give us back our land.” The goal was to have the public land, a
13
d by BLM, turned over {o the state. - N )
Iam;{g}saengtgrickgnd of the Sierra Club referred to it in writing as thel. &}%age?;t;}sl};
Rebellion.” ¥nvironmentalists were in the uncomfortable position Olf ‘igmg n e
metropoli.tan areas that wanted water and energy from fLheE rué”a est,
criticizing rural residents for wanting unsupervised use of the land.
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A new Nevada law was enacted during the 1979 legislative session, which stated
the state's claim to the unappropriated public land within her boundaries. Although
the courts later ruled the Sagebrush Rebellion law without foree, it remains in the
Nevada Revised Statutes.!* Two decades after its passage, the issue remains too
politically sensitive for any legislator to attempt a repeal. It is still in effect, but it
is not enforced.

The desire of a state to have ownership of all the public domain within its
boundaries dates back to the early days of union. In 1820, Hlinois and other
then-Western states made the first such pitch to Congress.

The idea, Hlinois argued, was that the nation had needed to sell the western
lands to pay off the debt incurred by the Revolution. That debt was now paid. “Let
us have the land to sell,” Illinejs argued. That initiated a debate that continued
into the 1830s. The final answer of Congress was an unquatified “no.”

Nevada made its first request for cession of the pubiic domain in the 1870s, It
was not a “rebellion”; the state simply wanted more land to sell, not manage, The'
reguest was ignored in Washington.

Several national commissions had been formed through the years to study the
public domain. The third one, in the 1920s, disbanded without finishing its worl.

After passage of FLPMA the issues were different. It was no longer about selling
the land; now the issue wag how to manage it. Nevada ranchers, miners and off-read
users always considered the land “theirs "' The change brought by FLPMA was more
than disturbing, it was threatening. At that time, many of northern Nevada's urban
residents were related to rural ranch families, These urban folks automatically
Joined the Sagebrush Rebels of 1979,

That year, Edgar I. Rowland retired as BLM’s state director, Edward F. Spang
was appointed to the post. Stepping into the political hothed of Nevada, Spang spent
months meeting one on one with a wide variety of Nevadans all across the state,
Ranchers and miners, of course; also with editors, the Sierra Club leaders, bankers,
off-road users, educators, casine owners and community and business leaders, He
encouraged his managers to do the same, Spang said he wanted “any animosity
toward BLM to be institutional, not against employees as individuals.”

Slowly, other issues took the public interest and the rebellion faded from the
news. “Remember,” Spang cautioned his managers, “the Sagebrush Rebellion is
Jjust under the surface, It can reemerge at any time.”

Spang left Nevada in 1991, The first two state directors who followed him had
little success in building coalitions with Nevada leadership. Once more, tensions
began to build. In 1997 Bob Abbey arrived as State Director, He established an
active program of eommunication, consultatinon and scondieation . 1 C
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managers out to do the same. BLM relations with Nevadans returned to a level of
stability. &

During the 1999 Nevada legislative session, former Battle Mountain mining
attorney Richard Horton convinced Assemblyman Bob Price, chairman of the
Committee on Constitutional Amendments, to introduce a bill te strengthen the
“yehellion” act. Assemblyman Price, a strong populist legislator, heid one hearing
on the bill, and gave it a thorough airing. Passionate pleas were made for enactment;
structured arguments were presented against passage. The bill did not emerge from

committee,

One of the current Nevada land issues is the New Nevada Gold Rush. Modern
techniques madeit profitable to mine ore that contained only fractions of an ounce
of gold to the ton. Huge mines, moving whole hills, began to dot the northern

Nevada landscape.

Addressing the mine plans, involving whole valleys and adjacent hills, reclama-
tion plang and open-pit dewatering programs raised difficult issues. The individual
miner and prospector was pushed to one side as international corporations opened
mega-mines. Local economies boomed and then suffered slowdowns as goid prices
tumbled.

At the same time, many ranchers were being brought fo their economic knees
early as Americans turned away from beef, causing livestock prices to tumble.

A new philosophical movement began early in the 1990s. In Nevada it was led
by Richard L. Carver, a Nye County Commissioner. In 1993 Carver initiated the
Nevada Plan for Public Land, which proclaims that “Nevada owns ail public lands.”
His argument is that the federal government does not own the publie lands within
the state because the state did not grant title to the U5,

He guotes Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution, under which Congress
has certain powers, including the power “to exercise like Authority over all Places
purchased by the Consent of the Legislature. ., .” Carver’s Nevada Plan argues that
the Federal Government owns only that property acquired with the specific consent
of the Nevada Legislature.

The Nevada Plan was built on a theme of protection of counties’ physical
environment, customs, eulture, and economic stability. The idea was first developed
in Catron County, N.M., and was picked up by many Western counties. It argued
that counties, not the state, should manage the land.

Subsequently, Chief Judge Lloyd D. George of the U.8. District Court in Nevada
reaffirmed the authority of the U.8. Government over national parks, forests, and
other public lands, “The United States owns and has the power . . . to manage and
administer the unappropriated public lands and national forest system tands within

Nye County,” George wrote.
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The wide-open spaces of rural areas, including Nye County, are home to a small
perf':entage of the state’s population. Nevada is among the most urban states in the
nation. More than 82 percent of Nevada’s residents live in urban areas.

The population growth caused by mining was important in the affected towns
but statewide it couldn’t hold a candle to the growth of Las Vegas. Following thé
1990 census and reapportionment, of the state, Clark County dominated the state’s
lawmaking body.

Inthe 1999 legislative session, astudy of the cecupation of the citizen lawmakers
revegled a plurality were educators. Four decades earlier, ranchers and their urban
?eiatwes had held the majority position. In 19989 only one active rancher remained
in the Senate (Senator Rhoads), with one retived rancher and one former rancher
turnec% real estate broker in the Assembly. The shift of focus from Nevada’s “Cow
gc:ég(tifs” to urban issues of southern Nevada continues to be a frustration in rural

During the 1980s, led by his friend Paul Laxalt, U.S. Senator from Nevada,
President Ronald Reagan declared himself a “sagebrush rebel,” His Administration,
;;}1: gervzﬁrrg & new cfc.:)?lfept %fl federal “asset management.” It was proposed, as part

is, that areas of the publi i |
of this, tha govemmentali con(; rr;llci);‘:ém, and other federal assets, be gold off in the
When the idea failed to gain public interest and support i i
deveimpgd. Bob‘Burford of Colorado (where he had beeEI; 1eg;21;?§rnf£io?é§12ﬁ$
was national director of the BLM. He proposed a program of “interchange.” The
major federal land agency in an area would become the only land mana, ergMost F
the USFS~ma§aged land in central Nevada would become BLM-managid ‘ °
Eurford’s idea fizzled at the national level, Behind the scene in Nevada‘ Toivabe
Nat:qnal Forest Supervisor Jim Nelson began building support for expansgon of his
domain along the Sierra Front and in Central Nevada, When he had deveicped a
broad balxse of support, he enlisted the congressional delegation and gained passage
of enacting legislation. Management of several hundred thousand acres along tge

Sierra Front, and in East-Central Nevad
T ron, ada, was transferred from the BLM to the

Land Exchanges

Meem}g the land needs of Las Vegas had come to the fore in the new, heavil

urbamz'ed Nevada. At the same time, an ongoing public concern was the in,creasiny
population around Lake Tahoe. California and Nevada had entered into a bi—statg
compact to addrese planning for the region. Representative Jim Santini of Nevada,
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and Representative Phil Burton of California, proposed a means to raise funds to
willing sellers at the lake. .
buy'g‘?llé%i:;;ln-&nt%ni Act of 1979 provided for sale by the BLM o%‘ land in alr; arei
of Las Vegas specified in the law, with most of the proceeds dedicated to Fores
i isition of land at Lake Tahoe.
Serv’;;:lee a;gélglilarlr(: worked well enough, especially as long gsi iarggl trﬁctsf 1\221;16
i ted large blocks ,
ilable in the specified area of Las Vegas. Deveiope_rs wan
?; ill}zatz ;I::bdivispion. Then Guy Inzalaco of Olympic Management Corp. brought
ach to Las Vegas Valley development. o
¢ Be&;riiiz vianted a large block outside the Burton-Santini zone. Inzalaco could{
have asked the BLM to put it up for sale. That would 1'::sw:te1 pui h‘?& at the mercy ¢
s 13 TR op bid,
stem, and the possibility his would not be the bid.
the ’?‘ilid;llgri?; River Ranch along a tributary of the Humboldt River in ]i,lk(? Ct{ugtg
was in the hands of the insurance company that held the mortgage. It inclu G:1 !
rime spawning habitat for the Lahontan cutthroat trout, a t}?reatened sp:ecxgig
Effered great recreational potential. Rodney Harris, BLM district manager in Elko,
ious to take it into federal ownership.
Waslizﬁlaco negotiated a land exchange. The ranch for the Las Veggs lar}d, (;I‘ll;e
exchange was based on the fair market values of both palfceis, a8 determu;e Oy
federal appraisal. When Olympic toak title to 3,500 acres in Las Vegag Valley, H}i
exchange for 40,000 acres in Elko County, the Elko Cpunt.}lr Cemmzsmoner? too.
notice. The erosion of the county tax base was nomm‘al in f‘lollars, but it WElﬁ
unaeceptable to the corimissioners. Inzalaco then orgamzed. a “reverse exchang:
through which federal agencies obtained some desirable land in 1:111‘31. Clark Czus v,
and a number of Elks County ranchers were able to expand their private land hase
ith formerly public land. ' -
" It ?;as bgcgming difficult to keep family ranching an economic suecess. B'eef
prices were not recovering. There were more willing sellers among the ranchmg
community, end arranging exchanges of ranchland for Las Vegas Valley lan
opular with southern Nevada land developers, .
bec;n{:j eix) rfumber of years, BLM had completed small parcel exchangels in the Las
Vegas Valley. Olympic opened the door to large exchanges. 'I‘h.en Hz_arrxett “Burgess
of the Ameriean Land Conservancy (ALC) got everyone’s attention with the Gaiiena
Exchange.” The public in the Reno region was delighted to see the Galena l'an on
Mount Rose taken into USFS management. The public in the Las Vegas region was
alarmed at the speed with which the politically sensitive exchange was occurring,
Awareness was heightened, and the floodgate was open. ' ‘
" Slﬁnpic Development was a hig player; ALC was alarming; Summa Corp., mlgg
Howard Hughes' millions of dollars, came in as a bigger player. Then the Del We

Corp. arrived.
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A two-part exchange proposal was presented to the BLM by Del Webb Corp.
Part one gained Del Webb 2,535 acres in the Las Vegas Valley. In exchange, the
FWS received 3,447 acres and 7,750 acre feet of water rights in Churchill County,
and 28 acres with 18 acre feet of water at Moapa; the Forest Service received 1,880
acres near Carsen City, 71 acres at Lake Tahoe, and 88 acres of the 140 acre
Thunderbird Lodge at Lake Tahoe. In part two, Del Webb received 2,000 acres in
Las Vegas Valley and the Forest Service gained the remaining 52 acres of the
Thunderbird Lodge estate.

Exchanges continued to involve controversy. A particular point for criticism was
the value-for-value issue, The value of land in Las Vegas Valley increased overnight
when public land became private. Accusations, and formal protests, were lodged.
They alleged that the United States did not get full value for its land. It became very
personal, Formal inquiry found no reason for further legal action regarding any of
the allegations,

The land received by the proponents in exchanges was not necessarily contigu-
ous to an established part of a southern Nevada community. State Senator Dina
Titus was particularly critical of “leapfrog growth,” and the attendant impact on
infrastructure,

Culminating years of planning work, which had involved full public involve-
ment, the BLM had determined that none of the BLM-managed land in the Las
Vegas Valley needed to be retained in federal ownership. A variation on the
Burton-Santini theme developed. A variety of interests working together—Nevada
developers, city and county officials, and representatives of the environmental
community—created draft federal legislation. In October, 1998, the Southern
Nevada Public Land Management Act (SNPLMA) became Public Law 105-263.

SNPLMA provides for disposal of the remaining 27,000 acres of public domain
in Las Vegas Valley. BLM has determined it will sell most of the land at pubtic
auction. The bulk of the proceeds are available in a special account for federal
acquisition of environmentally sensitive land, and other uses in Southern N evada.

Federal agencies began a laborious process of defining that term. Rural county
officers began worrying about how the definition would affect their tax base,
Ranchers feared “environmentally sensitive” and “water” were synonymous to

federal agencies.

The sale idea gained interest far outside Las Vegas Valley. Nevada towns had
long complained they are “land locked” by federal land. Now there was a way to
encourage the BLM to sell land around them,

State Senator Dean Rhoads, the lone rancher remaining in the State Legisla-
ture, had long been a critic of the BLM. He was one of the prime movers in the
Sagebrush Rebellion. In the years that followed, Sen. Rhoads came to the conclusion
that the state could not afford to manage the BLM lands. It was a message that
State Senator Cliff Young, in 1999 a State Supreme Court Justice had triad £
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deliver in 1979. Nenetheless, Sen. Rhoads remains a rural interest leader in public
land issues.

Continuing Federal Management

Twao points will illustrate the value of federal management, and the cost it involves.
For a few years after Kennecott closed its Ely-Ruth-McGill operation, the BLM
payroil, coming from the federal treasury, was the largest single payroll in the
county. i

Tge multi-million dollar cost of management of the million-plus acre lightning-
caused fires that burned in Nevada in August, 1999, and rangeland rehabiiitation
which foliowed, would have seriousty depleted the state treasury.

During the 1999 legislative session, S8en. Rhoads proposed having Congress
adopt legislation similar to SNPLMA for the balance of Nevada. The various land
use plans of BLM offices in Nevada identified about a million acres asbeing available
for disposal. BLM had not brought them to market because of the cost involved.
Clearance of the land would involve appraisals to establish dollar values, cultural
resource reviews, Threatened and Endangered Species act clearance, and several
other reviews. The agency knew that in many cases in rural Nevada, the cost of
preparing the land for sale would exceed the value.

Sen. Rhoads’ proposal was that the money received from sale would provide
some funding to the agency to bring the land to sale. Half of the proceeds, however,
would be sent to the local government, where the land being sold is located.

In an U.S. Senate committee hearing in July 1999, a Washington official of the
BLM testified that the agency ohjected to sending half of the proceeds from sale of
public lands to the counties. More importantly, he said, if the idea has merit for
Nevada, it has merit for all public land states. The agency favored legislation
sponsored by Senator Pete Domenici of New Mexico. That bill extended the
SNPLMA approach throughout the Western States. The bulk of proceeds under
that bill would be available for federal purchase of envirenmentally sensitive lands.

Once again, Nevada had proposed legislation relative to land management that
could be appiied nationwide.

Native American Concerns

An emerging voice in land management is coming from Native Americans in the
Great Basin. Tribal leaders mainiain a different view of land than American
governments. They see a landscape offering certain amenities—points on Mother
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Earth which are of high religious significance; pinon pine nut harvesting areas; and
other specialized locales. The imaginary political lines of property ownership and
county boundaries have no place in this approach.

The 1992 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
provided for inclusion of traditional cultural properties of Native American tribes
in the National Register of Historic Places. The result has been to require increased
consultation between land managers and Indian tribes in land use planning.

To the frustration of all involved, NHPA is a process-oriented law; concerned
with consultation and procedure, and not with the outcome. Similarly, NEPA is also
process oriented, These are in contrast to the Endangered Species Act, in which the
outcome is more important than the process. How forceful the 1992 amendments
to NHPA become in increasing the power of tribes in public land management
matters will be one more developing issue in Nevada land management.

Consolidating Public Land Assets

By the late 1990s, public polity ealling for consolidation of public land assets, and
preservation of environmentally sensitive locations, was well established. Congress
first stated the policy in 1976, in FLPMA., For Nevada, it was further promoted in
the federal Burton-Santini Act of 1978, and the Southern Nevada Public Land
Management Act of 1998 (SNPLMA).

In return for releasing to private ownership land which is suitable for intensive

de}relfnpment, federal agencies—the BLM, Forest Service, Park Service and Fish and
Wﬂ(‘ihfe Service—will be acquiring management responsibility for formerly private,
environmentally sensitive lands in Nevada. Many, perhaps most, of these areas also
offer scenic and recreational values desired by Nevada's growing population of
urban residents.
' Ancther move in the BLM, at least in Nevada, involves the urban-wild land
interface. BLM traditionally did not address urban land management issues. At the
close of the twentieth century, a transition was occurring in which Jjoint city-county-
state-BLM planning addresses city residents’ concerns about open space. The first
state recognition came with Senate Bill 40 of the 1983 Legislature. This statute
began a process of eoordinating planning for urban growth with federal lapd
managers. It was renewed during the 1999 legislative session.

As the century closed, Douglas County was taking the program into the next
phase, proposing conservation easements to preserve agricultural lands in Carson
Valley. John Singlaub, manager of the BLM’s Carson City field office, said the

ageney is looking to “accommodate population growth while mainiaining a quality
environment,”
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After the American Revolution, the colonists’ attegapted a CO?fEder?f:;I;nf
tates, The plan envisioned strong states and a nominal gengri . gm;zfle stageé
%‘hroul h the first “four score and seven’ years under_ the Constlxtu }C%n, e St
continﬁed to hold a strong sense of individual sovereignty. Durn}‘g e % ovemi
and the development of western lands that followed, the ph“r?flz . ﬂgiez;:a; Brgment“
i i ” ivi to the stronger “fe
ment in Washington” began giving way
15
con?I?}Il);*e is an ongoing tug and pull between the states and‘the federal fozigngizj
Orne of these two entities is constantly reﬁn%nglxts role with respegci (; o debate:
Oceasionally, a major city will weigh in, i)rmg}:ng a r};:; :}iz?:iggceoamongthem
? i i ave rai \
Recently, some counties with meager resources ised thelr vojce, among 1o
lanee of power between the nation in
e o e o ook o ilibrium, a si i hich may not be achievable.
i i k equilibrium, & situation whic v 7
P ot s millons in wild land beauty than they do
has millions of acres that offer more i £y
in ecND?oari?c pif)ductivity. Ranching will continue, more as g wa?;ioé‘ sze t;ir; &; s‘isi
i i 11, Nevada will be loo
i . Mining will come and go. For the long,,;?u , : g
;zgisgsandlgufism and seeking to lure “clean” industry to ngafée in h-?f; Cé:)ﬁa o
i i -Gardnervi
i inued population growth in the Reno-Carson-Gar dnerv
and‘?;;ﬂljacso{;:gn; Valflel; (and possibly down Interstate 15 to California), the state

i ‘even more urban. ) . )
WIli'I]?}i:Og;Z:Vr:ents over who should manage the public lands, and how, will

continue. There is no single answer.
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Endnotes

. For a comprehensive discussion of national policies up to the year of publication, 1968,

see History of Public Land Law Development, by Paul Gates.

Land is ceded by one sovereign to another by Treaty. A cession includes the right and
title, including the right to govern. The sovereign may then dispose of land through a
patent, conveying land title while retaining the right to govern the land, An individual
owner may then convey that interest in land to another individual through a deed.

. Attempts by Dean Bohmont and others in the late 19705 to determine how and why the

secretary suspended filings under the act fajied to locate the 1964 decumentation,

- An excellent discussion of the Mormon attempt is presented in Utah People in the

Nevada Desert: Homestead and Community on a Twentieth Century Farmers’Frontier,
by Marshall E. Bowen.

- 1872 was also the year Congress first set agide land as a National Parl, protecting

Yellowstone for future generations,

Contrast what happened in Las Vegas with Reno’s history. At the outhreak of World
War II, Reno’s electrical power all came over the Sierra, Only when the Donner Burn
forest fire of the 19503 left the city without power for over a week did the power company
construct a generating facility, Although Stead Army Air Foree Base north of the city
provided a training center, there was no substantial war materisl production in Reno.

- Nevada includes land in the western Great Basin, and the Lower Colorado River

drainage. Most state land grants were sold off hefore extensive land surveys had oceurred

in southern Nevada. Asa result, virtually all State Land Grant sales were in the Great
Basin. :

- The history of Nevada's program of disposai of her Jand grants, which the first governoer,

Henry Blasdel, called a “princely gift,” has not been fully explored. The description here
is necessarily brief and superficial.

. One of the most, challenging efforts a land researcher faces is trustworthy statisties on

acreage and ariounts of land disposed of under various federal and state land disposal
taws. These figures are based on a table in The Taylor Grazing Act in Nevada, February,
1935, Agricultural Extension Service, University of Nevada, and Report to the Legisla-
ture of the Surveyor General of Nevada, 1900, Appendix to the Legislative Report. All
percentages have been rounded off.

For a discussion of the effect tramp sheep herds had in creation of the Forests in Nevada,
see Gulden Fleece in Nevada, by Clel Georgetta. A broader story of the USFS, see U 8,
Forest Service Grazing end Rangelands, A H istory, by Dr. William Rowley,

Mary Ellen Glass discusses the state land office scandal in chapter two of Nevada's
Turbulent '50s; Decade of Political and Economic Change,

U.S. General Accounting Office, Public Rangeland Improvement, 1982,

Veteran Capitol Bureau journalists argue over who first applied the phrase “Sagebrush
Rebellion"in 1978-79. For one discussion of the root canses, see Wilderness Preservation
and the Sogebrush Rebellivns, by William L. Graf. The Legislative Corncal e





