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 Members of CICA were once 
again asked to cast their vote this fall 
to determine policy and leadership for 
the organization as it moves into 
2014.   

Colorado Independent 
CattleGrowers Association has al-
ways been directed by the members 
who comprise its ranks.  Rather than 
the “from-the-top-down” approach 
seen in other advocacy groups, the 
guiding principles and leaders of CI-
CA are chosen by voting members, 
each member’s voice receiving equal 
weight and importance.  The six re-
gions in Colorado are all equally rep-
resented on the Board and each Direc-
tor must be elected by his or her re-
spective area.  The membership as a 
whole also elects the President each 
fall.  Wil Bledsoe of Hugo, Colo. has 
the honor of serving as CICA Presi-
dent for the year 2014.  The Board 
selected Lorene Bonds of Durango, 
Colo. as Vice President; Cody Jolly of 
Hugo, Colo. as Secretary; and Janell 
Reid of Ordway, Colo. as Treasurer.   

Aside from the selection of 
officers, this ballot roundup also im-
plemented fresh policy for the organi-

zation as crafted by members and di-
rectors at the Annual Convention this 
past July.  The following resolutions 
were all approved by the members 
and are now officially accepted as CI-
CA policy. 
Marketing and Trade 

Marketing and Trade #1: 

CICA opposes the Trans-Pacific Part-
nership Free Trade Agreement.  
Among other rationale, this opposi-
tion is based on concern for the loss 
of United States sovereignty and the 
potential loss of the U.S. beef markets 
to foreign supply. 

Marketing and Trade #2: 

Where foreign ownership of business-
es and companies critical to U.S. food 
production is counter-productive to 
the well-being of U.S. agriculture pro-
ducers;  

Where foreign ownership of business-
es and companies critical to U.S. food 
production is not in the best interest 
of a consistent, healthy food supply 
for the U.S. consumer; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:  

The Members Have Spoken 

(continued page 4) 
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BULL BY THE HORNS  
National Heritage Areas = Control of Private Property  

by Korry Lewis 

 Once again, private property 
in southeastern Colorado is under 
attack by the environmental groups 
and their partner in crime – the fed-
eral government.  On December 14, 
2000, the Department of the Army 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers signed a memorandum of un-
derstanding with The Nature Con-
servancy (TNC) to acquire private 
land and funding for buffer zones 
around military bases.  Kimmi Lew-
is, Past President of the Colorado 
Independent CattleGrower’s Associ-
ation, discovered this partnership 
after the Army revealed their plan to 
expand the Piñon Canyon Maneuver 
Site near Trinidad, Colorado, by ac-
quiring 6.9 million acres of private 
property.  Now, TNC and several 
other environmental groups are 
working with the National Park Ser-
vice (NPS), an agency within the 
Department of Interior (DOI), to 
seize private property and water 
rights in southeastern Colorado 
through the National Heritage Areas 
(NHAs) Program.  Environmental 
groups and the NPS have partnered 
to create 49 NHAs across the United 
States, and now they have their 
sights set on the sprawling private 
land in southeastern Colorado. 

The Gates Family Founda-
tion recently awarded $390,000 to 
several environmental groups to fund 
environmental efforts in southeastern 
Colorado, including the establish-
ment of a national heritage area.  The 
targeted area includes eight counties:  
Baca, Bent, Crowley, Kiowa, Las 
Animas, Otero, Powers, and Pueb-
lo.  According to a November 25, 
2013, news release in the La Junta 
Tribune Democrat, there are seven 
organizations which plan to use the 
$390,000 grant by the Gates Family 
Foundation to “fund a powerful, co-
ordinated effort to achieve results.”  
The seven Gates Grant partners in-
clude:  the National Park Service, 

The Nature Conservancy, the Piñon 
Canyon Expansion Opposition Coa-
lition, Canyons & Plains of South-
east Colorado, Palmer Land Trust, 
Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory, 
and Rocky Mountain Farmers Un-
ion.    The stated goals of the effort 
are for “cooperative planning to 
drive overall efforts in the region; to 
energize rural communities by a rich 
overlay of tourism and business in-
frastructure; and to promote conser-
vation by private landowners to pre-
serve local control of land and water 
re-

sources, protect future prosperity, 
and create one of the largest protect-
ed landscapes of this kind in the 
country.” 

Some important facts to un-
derstand upfront about NHAs are 
that they are implemented by envi-
ronmental groups in partnership with 
the NPS, are funded in part by the 
federal government, and are thereaf-
ter under the regulatory authority of 
the NPS.  Since the first NHA was 
established in 1984, NPS has fully 
welcomed its new regulatory author-
ity over private lands.  The National 
Park System Advisory Board 
(NPSAB) issued a report in 2006 
titled, “Charting a Future for Nation-
al Heritage Areas,” which stated that 
NHAs “represent a significant ad-
vance in conservation and historic 
preservation: large-scale, community

-centered initiatives collaborating 
across political jurisdictions to pro-
tect nationally-important landscapes 
and living cultures.”  The NPSAB 
2006 report commented that NHAs 
“reflect the evolution of our nation’s 
thinking about how to best conserve 
revered and valued landscapes and 
cultures and make them available for 
the enjoyment of future generations.”   

It’s apparent from the 2006 
NPSAB report that the focus of NPS 
as the regulatory agency in charge of 
administering NHAs is controlling 
future use of private land.  Many pri-
vate property rights advocates have 
warned Americans about the true 
agenda of NHAs and the many ways 
they jeopardize the rights of private 
landowners.  Joyce Morrison, report-
er for Eco-logic Powerhouse, News-
WithViews.com, and Range Maga-
zine, published a report in 2007 titled 
“National Heritage Areas – Federally 
Controlled Land Use.”  Ms. Morri-
son explained in her report that a 
NHA creates federal zoning for the 
entire land area designated.  She stat-
ed that “[d]esignated areas would be 
under the authority of the National 
Park Service and under the manage-
ment of an unelected management 
group.”  Further, she elucidated that 
a “property owner has no choice to 
be included in a designated Heritage 
Area.  He will not have the oppor-
tunity to vote for those serving on 
the coalition that will develop the 
management plan.  He will not be 
notified he is even living in a herit-
age area.  Once it has been designat-
ed, there are no provisions for prop-
erty owners to opt out.” 

Of the 49 NHAs in the Unit-
ed States, agricultural land is the 
main land use.  This begs the ques-
tion raised by Ms. Morrison in her 
report:  “Why would these farmers 
and landowners want the National 
Park Service, Interior Department, or 
‘coalition partners’ to take inventory 
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and ‘preserve’ the resources on their 
property?”  Ranchers and farmers 
“will not take kindly to having strict 
preservation controls placed on their 
farms where they already practice 
advanced conservation farming 
methods,” stated Ms. Morrison.  
Many Americans have the misunder-
standing that NHAs only affect rec-
ognized historic sights, instead of all 
the land in a designated area.  Feder-
al designations, made by legislation 
passed by Congress and signed by 
the President, give the NPS the au-
thority to promulgate federal regula-
tions affecting all the land within the 
boundaries of a NHA.   

Another misconception 
about NHAs concerns the power 
granted to non-governmental organi-
zations (NGOs) to implement the 
goals of each NHA.  The federal 
statute designating a NHA identifies 
a “local coordinating entity.”  This 
entity is authorized by law to man-
age the federal funding allocated to 
carry out the purposes of the NHA.  
Tom DeWeese, Founder and Presi-
dent of the American Policy Center 
and editor of The DeWeese Report, 
published a report in 2008 titled, 
“National Heritage Areas: Assault 
on Private Property.”  In this report, 
Mr. DeWeese warns Americans 
about the power given to environ-
mental NGOs to carry out their mis-
sions: 

ñThe funds flowing from 
the Park Service provide a seduc-
tive pork barrel system for private 
advocacy groups to enforce their 
vision of development of the Herit-
age Area. The experience with 
more than twenty-four such Herit-
age Areas now in existence nation-
wide clearly shows such groups 
will convert this money into politi-
cal activism to encourage local 
community and county govern-
ments to pass and enforce strict 
zoning laws. While the tactic 
makes it appear that home rule is 
fully in force, removing blame 
from the federal designation, the 
impact is fully the fault of the Her-

itage Areas designation. The result 
being private property owner's 
rights are diminished and much of 
the local land use brought to a 
standstill.ò  

NPS explains that if Con-
gress passes legislation designating 
a NHA, this law “requires the region 
to assume new responsibilities, in-
cluding the development and imple-
mentation of a management plan, 
and operation under performance 
and accountability standards con-
nected with the receipt of Federal 
funds.”  In another report published 
in 2012, Mr. DeWeese stated that 
NGOs “typically form a compact 
with the Interior Department to de-
termine the guidelines that make up 
the land use management plan and 
the boundaries of the Heritage Area 
itself.”  The NGO and the NPS also 
typically set up a non-elected board 
to oversee policy of the NHA.  Once 
the management plan is approved by 
the NPS, the NGO is given federal 
funds, which is “typically a million 
dollars a year, or more, and told to 
spend that money getting the man-
agement plan enacted at the local 
level,” explains Mr. DeWeese.  Fi-
nally, according to Mr. DeWeese, 
the NGOs carry out this charge by 
calling on local boards and legisla-
tors, explaining that Congress just 

designated a NHA, and stating the 
following: 

ñYou are within the 
boundaries.  We have identified 
these properties as those we deem 
significant.  We have identified 
these businesses that we deem in-
significant and a harm to these 
properties and a harm to the Her-
itage Area.  We donôt have the 
power to make laws but you do.  
And here is some federal money.  
Now use whatever tools, whatever 
laws, whatever regulatory proce-
dures you already have to make 
this management plan come into 
fruition.ò 

 Three other NHAs 
already exist in Colorado:  the Cache 
La Poudre River NHA, the South 
Park NHA, and the Sangre de Cristo 
NHA.   The management plan for 
the Sangre de Cristo NHA, which 
encompasses 3,563 square miles 
covering Alamosa, Conejos, and 
Costilla counties, includes the fol-
lowing statement:  “Nothing in the 
[designation] legislation abridges the 
rights of any public or private prop-
erty owner, as provided in Section 
8001(f).  It also does not alter any 
duly adopted land use regulation or 
approved land use plan, nor author-
ize or imply the reservation or ap-

continued on page 4 



- 4 - 

 

propriation of water or water 
rights.”  While this is a true state-
ment in the fact that the legislation 
itself does not directly impact pri-
vate property rights, the implemen-
tation of the NHA by the NPS and 
NGOs does exactly that.  The feder-
al money appropriated to NGOs 
managing NHAs are used to pres-
sure local officials to adopt land use 
regulations and abridge the rights of 
private landowners.   

The 49 NHAs in the United 
States are being used to implement 
the matching agendas of the NPS 
and the environmental groups.  In 
1994, Representative Bob Smith 
wrote the following letter to Con-
gressman Richard Pombo, warning 
him about a NHA proposed for des-

ignation at that time: 

ñThis legislation will 
threaten private property by au-
thorizing a broad new program of 
federal land use controls, extend-
ing from coast to coast. The man-
agement plan . . . regulates nearly 
every detail of private property 
use, including the color landown-
ers can paint their homes and the 
species of trees they can plant in 
their own yard. Your constituents, 
like mine, will be outraged at this 
gross abuse of government over-
regulation if this bill is enacted. 
Believe me, you do not want to be 
part of a town hall meeting after 
masses of your constituents learn 
the federal government has the 
final say over what they can do on 

their own property.ò 

Environmental NGOs are 
using federal tax dollars to obtain 
control of private property rights.  
Mr. DeWeese summed up the un-
derlying goal of NHAs:  “It’s all 
about control.  Control of the land.  
Control of resources.  Control of 
decision making.  And how does 
that fit with the claim of preserving 
the American culture – which was 
built on the ideals of free enterprise 
and private property?  The fact is, it 
doesn’t.”   

CICA encourages you to 
contact your U.S. Congressmen and 
tell them you do not want a NHA in 
southeastern Colorado. 

National Heritage Area (continued from page 3) 

CICA opposes acquisition or prima-
ry ownership by foreign govern-
ments and/or entities of companies 
critical to the U.S. food supply. 

Private Property Rights and Envi-
ronment 

Private Property Rights and Envi-
ronment #1: 

WHEREAS, the United Nations is 
implementing its Agenda 21 sustain-
able development initiatives through 
local government agencies and eco-
nomic development associations, 
and other non-governmental organi-
zations (NGOs); 

WHEREAS, these Agenda 21 initia-
tives include, but are not limited to, 
national heritage areas, wilderness 
designation areas, national scenic by
-ways, scenic landscapes, national 
blueways, and national greenways; 

WHEREAS, these initiatives are dis-
guised as being implemented for the 
purpose of "preservation" and 
"conservation", but are implemented 
for the true purpose of taking away 
private property rights by removing 
landowners' rights to make use and 
enjoyment of their land; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:  
Colorado Independent CattleGrow-

ers Association (CICA) opposes 
Agenda 21 and all of the initiatives 
and programs that are being pushed 
to implement it; 

THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER 
RESOLVED:  CICA vehemently 
opposes any effort by government or 
other organizations, including non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), 
to infringe on private property rights. 

Private Property Rights and Envi-
ronment #2: 

WHEREAS, the National Security 
Agency (NSA) and other state and 
federal agencies are actively moni-
toring and surveying the transactions 
and activities of private, law-
abiding, sovereign citizens of the 
state of Colorado and of the United 
States of America; 

WHEREAS, the surveillance, moni-
toring, and sharing of this infor-
mation constitutes an unlawful 
search under the Fourth Amendment 
of the United States Constitution; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:  
CICA opposes the surveillance, 
monitoring, and sharing of infor-
mation of private, law-abiding, sov-
ereign citizens by all state and feder-
al government agencies. 

Public Safety, Health and Promo-
tion 

Product Safety, Health and Promo-
tion #1: 

CICA opposes the use of growth 
promoting drugs in cattle sixty days 
prior to slaughter. 

Resource Management 

Resource Management #1: 

WHEREAS, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service (FWS) has a program in 
place and the Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife supports the introduction of 
the black footed ferret into the habi-
tat of the black tailed, Gunnison, and 
white tailed prairie dog; 

WHEREAS, the three prairie dog 
species are destructive to forage pro-
duction; 

WHEREAS, the FWS black footed 
ferret reintroduction program is not 
specific as to the effects this pro-
gram will have on the lands where 
the reintroduction occurs or on the 
adjacent lands; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:  
CICA opposes the reintroduction of 
the black footed ferret on public or 
private lands in the United States. 

Election and Resolutions (continued from page 1) 
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IRONS IN THE FIREIRONS IN THE FIREIRONS IN THE FIRE   
 The battle over Country of Origin Labeling 
(COOL) continues to rage on and promises to linger 
into the new year as U.S. meatpackers, lobbyists, and 
advocacy organizations continue to oppose the 
USDA’s mandate requiring any muscle cut to have a 
label of origin.   
 
 The National Cattlemen’s Beef Association 
(NCBA) has been a primary player in the dispute, 
stubbornly opposing any measure that would allow 
consumers the ability to determine where a meat cut 
originated.  Using funds garnered from the Beef 
Checkoff Program, the NCBA has chosen to litigate, 
rallying with opponents of COOL such as U.S. meat-
packers and Mexican and Canadian livestock associa-
tions.  Together they filed an injunction in September 
that would have halted the implementation of COOL 
set to commence November 23, 2013.  The injunction 
was denied by the U.S. District Court in Washington, 
D.C., a decision that was immediately appealed by the 
dissenters.  A decision regarding the appeal is still 
pending. 
 
 R-Calf USA along with Food & Water Watch, 
the South Dakota Stockgrowers Association, and the 
Western Organization of Resource Councils petitioned 
the Court for permission to defend COOL against the 
suit brought forth by the meatpackers and their confed-
erates.  The four groups were granted their request and 
will be moving forward with their defense of COOL in 
2014. 
 
 Because of the NCBA’s continued involvement 
in the COOL dispute, and because their pocketbook is 
lined with Beef Checkoff dollars, many producers may 
find it necessary to forcibly distance themselves from 
the ranks of COOL dissidents.  Past CICA President 
John Reid took such action this past fall to insure his 
position is accurately represented as the suit unfolds.  
The following is a letter which Reid Cattle Company 
presented to the Court.    
 
“To the Court, 
 
 Reid Cattle Co. and its principles John Reid, 
Janell Reid, George Reid, Nikki Reid, Maggie Reid 
and Shane Reid are members of North American 
Limousin Foundation, American International 
Charolais Association, American Hereford Associ-

ation and Lincoln County Stockmen’s Association. 
These groups are directly or indirectly affiliated 
with the NCBA.   
 We do not support the Plaintiff’s position in 
this case and ask not to be counted among the cat-
tle breeders NCBA represents.   
 We do support the Defendants position and 
choose to be counted as such. 
 
Reid Cattle Co. 
 
John Reid, President” 
 
 CICA members wishing to voice their support 
for COOL (and remove themselves from the ranks of 
the meatpackers and NCBA) are encouraged to use the 
above as a template for their own letters which may be 
sent to the following: 
 
The Court 
U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 
Case No. 13-cv-1033 
333 Constitution Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20001 
 
Plaintiff’s Attorney 
Hogan Lovells, US LLP 
Attn. Catherine Stetson 
555 Thirteenth Street NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
Defendant’s Attorney (USDA) 
Tamra T. Moore 
Federal Programs Branch 
U.S. DOJ, Civil Div. 
20 Massachusetts Avenue NW 
Washington, DC  20530 
 
Stewart and Stewart (USCA, NFU et al.) 
2100 M Street NW 
Washington, DC 20037 
  

Controversy Surrounding COOL Heats Up 



Presidentõs Letter 
 
 
Greetings Neighbors, 
 
I hope this finds everyone in good health and spirits. It is hard to believe that a year ago there 
was never going to be another good day and now today we are looking at the highest priced cat-
tle we have ever seen, or are we? It still takes almost 50 head of weanling steers to buy a new 
pickup. Well, I would like to think the “Cowboy” is in the driver’s seat, but in thinking so, we 
need to be cautious. You may recall that the “Corn Farmers” a year ago were thinking there 
wouldn’t be another bad day, and now we have $4 corn, and break even is $5 for a lot of farm-
ers?? 
 
God willing there will be moisture in 2014 to at least keep attitudes running high, and counter 
act any bad news or events in the industry. If we can beat the “Packers” and NCBA on the im-
plementation argument of COOL and avoid any major health scares, we can maybe prolong the 
“never another bad day” phase we are in, and maybe start a trend of getting more people back 
into production agriculture, or at least stop the dramatic decline of our existing cowboys.  
 
On a state level, we are always fighting issues on property rights, and it seems that the newest 
issue is making a part of Southeast Colorado a “Heritage Area”.  Without going into detail, it 
seems to be something that can’t be good for our members in that area, and may very well be a 
collaboration between The Nature Conservancy and other organizations to limit our rights. It’s 
in an early stage, but please take time to become knowledgeable of the situation.  
 
We as an industry have a lot to be thankful for, and a lot to look forward to. There will always 
be an uphill battle with issues anywhere from private property to marketing of our product, but 
with diligence and a loud voice, we can better the industry, for ourselves, and our neighbors. 
Please voice your concerns with your Senators and Representatives. Be their constituent that’s 
not afraid to stir the pot, and to remind them about the little guy, and get involved with organi-
zations that have objectives in line with yours.  
 
Save an American Cowboy, Eat USA Beef! 
 

Wil Bledsoe  


