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certain limited powers to address issues of common
concern, such as commerce and defense.

Government is responsible for two things: setting
policy, and enforcing that policy.

We have seen how the federal government ignored
these imposed limits and eventually took over. This
same model is being used to usurp representative
government at every level.
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Representative government is being bypassed by the
creation of unelected, unaccountable, non-transparent
regional planning bodies that serve the interests of
their so-called stakeholders rather than those of the
People. This is done by usurping the policy-making
authority of legitimate government. The politically
correct term for this is governance, as contrasted to
government.
In this paper, these bodies will be referred to as NonGovernment Organizations (NGOs). In the USSR, they
are referred to as soviets, hence the name the United
Soviet Socialist Republic. They may also be called
public-private partnerships (PPPs), the basis of fascism.
Everyone needs to know how this is being done, how
to recognize it, and how to defeat it before it takes
away our voices, property & property rights,
prosperity, independence, and free will.

Governance / Federalism
The question arises as to how to handle problems that
cross jurisdictional boundaries. At the founding of our
country, this was handled by conventions of delegates
at which issues of common concern were discussed
and proposals developed. These proposals then went to
their respective States for approval.
Ultimately, a permanent congress was created for this
purpose. It grew into a national government. Under the
Constitution, this national government was delegated
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The Creation of Non-Government
“Governments”
The justification to create a NGO is to find or create one
or more problems that cross jurisdictional boundaries.
The process is gradual. It begins by finding a crossjurisdictional issue and creating a regional discussion
group to consider it. This group evolves into a
permanent council or association that engages in central
planning. Eventually, this permanent group takes unto
itself the power to make policy decisions.
As a consequence, democratically-elected governments
are stripped of their policy making power, and become
nothing more than shells to enforce the central plans
created by the NGOs. Accountability, transparency, and
representation are lost, and the People ignored in favor
of special interests that typically gain power over, and
financial benefits from, areas they don’t live in, pay
taxes in, or suffer the consequences of.
Things that cross jurisdictional boundaries include
commerce, transportation, plants, animals, and water.
Fraudulently labeled endangered species are perfect for
building NGOs. Salmon, for example, provide the
excuse to take over entire river systems, spotted owls
to take control of entire forests, and
buffalo to take control over private
property, farmlands, communities,
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counties, and even states.
The bigger the problem the bigger the NGO. Justifying
global government requires problems that span
continents. How about air (carbon credits), water
(oceans), and weather (global warming)?
By creating multiple overlapping NGOs, representative
governments are made entirely irrelevant. Such is the
potential in Siskiyou County, for example, where
property and water rights are under attack by owls,
coho salmon, forestry regulations, emerging controls
over groundwater, and much more.

An Entire Parallel Structure
NGOs are being created at all levels. Here are some
examples.

Local
Planning Departments At the local level, city or county
planning departments were instituted to legitimize the
concept of central planning in lieu of private property
rights. Originally, the idea of separating residential
zones from commercial and industrial zones made
sense. Now, however, zoning regulations are so
overreaching that no construction takes place without
government approval.
The planners often don’t live in the areas they are
planning, and as a result have no personal stake in the
outcome. They have increasingly been trained to adopt
certain viewpoints, such as the idea that a building
permit is something of value for which the city can
demand money, easements, forfeiture of property,
subsidized housing, school taxes, and more. Some
California communities, for example, require home
developers to pay upwards of $40,000 in school taxes
to get a home building permit, and that does not
include the cost of the permit, review costs, and
environmental impact reports.

Regional
ABAG The Association of Bay Area Governments is an
example of a regional planning body. Under the guise
of transportation planning and using transportation
funds, it is planning, promoting and funding
government-style stack-and-pack housing along
railroads throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. It
also promotes social justice, (i.e. the redistribution of
wealth) and uses preferred contractors to do the work.
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KRBA The Klamath River Basin Agreement is another
example of seizing regional control. It is a compact
developed by government agencies, certain Indian
tribes, and environmental groups ― but not necessarily
the communities to be impacted ― to seize control of
the Klamath River Basin and all of its natural resources,
an area the size of the state of Maryland that spans nine
counties, four in Oregon and five in California. If it’s socalled stakeholders get the federal charter they seek,
they will gain control over ― and profits from ― lands,
resources and communities they typically do not reside
in. The actual residents and their local governments will
be removed from the decision-making process, and have
no control over the decisions that affect their lives.

Statewide
MOAs The Memorandum of Agreement currently being
submitted to counties throughout California is an
example of statewide NGOs.
The CSAC (California State Association of Counties)
and the RCRC (Regional Council of Rural Counties)
are two existing NGOs. On July 23, 2012 they
approved the language of the MOA developed by the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) (enclosed).
Under the agreement, two NGOs are working with
federal agents to consolidate natural resource planning
into a new, third, super-NGO that serves the interests
of the federal government.
All California counties are targeted, especially those
that are rich in farm land, water, timber, gold, silver,
and other natural resources.
Each participating county will be represented by a
single person, through whom all future federal
government communications will go instead of through
the county commissioners, sheriffs, fire departments,
and other elected officials.
A U.S. Forest Service agent and a Bureau of Land
Management agent will be assigned to work with that
one person, forming a triad of which the majority twothirds will be government agents.
It is the perfect setup for federal takeover while
maintaining the appearance of representative
participation, however tenuous.
It is up to each county’s governing
body (typically the county Board of
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Supervisors) to accept or decline. By accepting the
MOA, a county’s supervisors will be selling out their
county and their constituents by subordinating their
constitutional and legal right to participate in planning
on an equal or even superior footing to the federal
government through a process called coordination, to
accepting whatever the federal government dictates in
a process called cooperation.

Multi-State
Federal Reserve System An example of a multi-state
non-government organization is the self-named Federal
Reserve System, a cabal of privately-owned banks that
control economic policy. Rather than follow State
lines, it divided the country into twelve regions. Thus,
the economic interests of Arizona, Idaho, Nevada,
Oregon, Utah, and Washington are subordinated to
policies established by the 12 Federal Reserve District
in San Francisco, California.
Federal Court System Although the federal courts are
government entities, not NGOs, it is worth mentioning
the federal court system also ignores State sovereignty
by aggregating multiple States into eleven circuit
courts. Once again, the interests of the rural states
Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and
Washington are denied equal representation by being
subordinated to the 9th Circuit court in Sacramento,
California.
FEMA The Federal Emergency Management Agency is
divided into ten regions.

National

NAFTA The North American Free Trade Agreement is
an example of how this is incrementally being brought
about. NAFTA is not just about trade. It was about
sovereignty. The agreement lowered the commercial,
economic, and immigration barriers to entry into the
United States as a first toward political integration.
Efforts have been underway for some time to expand
the region by adding Central and South America
nations to the original U.S.-Canada-Mexico coalition.

Breach of Fiduciary Duty
By participating in the creation of NGOs, elected
representatives may be civilly liable to their constituents
for breach of fiduciary duty. Representatives are elected
to serve their constituents. That is the definition of an
agency relationship. Agents owe their absolutely loyalty
to their clients, as any Realtor or broker can tell you.
Agents cannot legally exceed the authority granted to
them, delegate it to others, or put their interests above
those of their clients.
Representatives do not have the authority to delegate
their powers to NGOs. Such action effectively destroys
the rights of the People to representation and
democratic government.
Breach of fiduciary duty creates serious civil liabilities
that can involve huge damages and awards.

Take Action
At a national level, the federal government is itself an
example of how a discussion group amongst sovereign
nations, called States, grew into an all-powerful
supreme government.

Global
United Nations The United Nations is a prime example
of a worldwide NGO that is transforming itself into a
supreme world government that is not democratic, not
elected, and totally unaccountable to the People, which
now appears to have been the true objective all along.
It has developed its own infrastructure, financing,
military, and world court.
There is a plan to build a regional layer below the
United Nations by aggregating all nations into seven
regional governments. These include the African
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Union, Americas Union, Asia Union, European Union,
and Union of South American Nations. The near
economic-collapse of the European Union is testament
to the destructive nature of these unions.

Here are a few suggestions on how to defend your
Constitutional rights.
1. Create an organization chart of all the government
entities and NGOs that make decisions affecting your
county. You may be very surprised at the number of
NGOs that are already affecting your lives.
2. Challenge the jurisdiction of all existing NGOs.
Demand copies of all documents that allegedly give
them the powers they have.
3. Find out how the NGOs are financed. Oftentimes, it
is from federal and state government grants rather
than county taxes. In these cases, the
NGO personnel chase government
money and mandates to keep their
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jobs, irrespective of the impacts on the community.
That is an inherent conflict of interest.
4. Educate your County Supervisors about this topic
and ask for their support.
5. Ask your County Supervisors to explain their role in
creating these NGOs. Use Freedom of Information
(FOIA) requests as necessary. Study the bylaws that
define and limit the powers of your representatives.
6. Keep on the alert for any new NGOs being created.

In Summary
A parallel, non-democratic structure of interlocking
NGOs is being created at all levels to bypass and
defeat democratic governance. Constitutional
government lies in the balance.
The creation of NGOs relies upon the reduction of the
number of people involved in policy making, even to
the point a single non-elected person can allegedly
commit the whole.
The appearance of representation is critical to the
process, even though the desired outcome is the
elimination of representation. This is accomplished at
some point in the process by seeking the blessing of a
willing county board or other governing body, after
which the locally elected government is no longer
involved.
Far too often, the federal government gets these
blessings from representatives that are serving their
self-interests, rather than those of their constituents.
This is a breach of fiduciary duty. Furthermore, it is
illegal. Representatives cannot end representative
government by assigning their powers to NGOs. Such
actions exceed their authority and are null and void.
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8/119/12/11 Draft

Forest Service Agreement #11-MU-11052000-XXX

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA)
AMONG
CALIFORNIA, USDI BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
US FOREST SERVICE, PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION
AND THE
CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES and
REGIONAL COUNCIL OF RURAL COUNTIES,
REPRESENTING CALIFORNIA COUNTY GOVERNING BODIES
Title:
Definitions.: As used in this MOA, the following terms shall be defined as stated
below:
“CSAC” means California State Association of Counties.
“RCRC” means Regional Council of Rural Counties.
“County” means a county in California that has a national forest or public land
administered by the USDA Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management
within its boundary, and that elects to participate in this MOA.
“USFS” means Region Five, USDA Forest Service, and that part of Region Four
including its National Forests in California.
“BLM” means California, USDI Bureau of Land Management, including its Districts
and Field Offices in California.
Preface:
1.
The USFS and BLM, under the laws of Congress, executive orders, and
federal regulations are responsible for the management of the federal public lands,
national forests and their resources. The USFS and BLM have a responsibility to
sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of these federal public lands and
national forests for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.
2.
CSAC and RCRC represent all of California’s 58 counties, which encompass
large amounts of federally held land. CSAC and RCRC work with federal and state
governments and other stakeholders to improve the ability of county governments to
serve California’s citizens efficiently and effectively.
Statement of Purpose:
The USFS, BLM, and counties share a long partnership in the management of
federal public lands and national forests in California. The purpose of this MOA is to
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help improve interagency relationships by facilitating early and frequent
communication between the defined federal agencies and counties to foster a more
productive partnership that results in positive land management decisions for all
parties.
Specifically, this MOA is intended to establish enhanced mutual communication
between the USFS, BLM, and county governing bodies to assure consistency in
process and outcomes among all parties. This regular, consistent communication is
intended to build positive working relationships; maximize trust;, minimize
misunderstanding and potential conflicts;, and produce actions that result in better
conclusions for California, thereby enhancing community support for those actions.

It is agreed that with the implementation of this MOA;
A. The governing body of each county that chooses to participate in this MOA shall
designate a county contact for the USFS and BLM. This contact can be a
“position” such as “County Planner,” rather than a specific individual. This
agreement is only in effect for counties that choose to participate by officially
designating a county contact.
B. For each participating county, the USFS Regional Forester shall designate a
USFS contact from each forest that contains land within that county. This
contact can be a “position” rather than a specific individual.
C. For each participating county, the BLM State Director shall designate a BLM
contact from each field office that contains land within that county. This contact
can be a “position” rather than a specific individual.
D. After these designations have been finalized, within each county the designees
from each entity shall convene a meeting at the request of either entity to
discuss the MOA, and the process by which it will be implemented in that
county.
E. This MOA is a beginning point and individual counties and federal agencies may
agree to additional processes and norms that will enhance their communications
and understanding of each other’s work and be effective in their particular area.
F. The USFS Regional Forester or BLM State Director and county governing
bodies shall convene to discuss and resolve issues related to overall land
management in California as needed.
I.

THE USFS and BLM SHALL:

A. Include the County in any planning processes to assure that the County’s plans
and policies are considered throughout the process
B. Request the participation of the County in any planning process before public
scoping. The federal managers will mail an updated list of potential projects to
the county designated contact. County participation at this stage provides the
opportunity for county concerns and ideas to be accommodated in the

2

8/119/12/11 Draft

Forest Service Agreement #11-MU-11052000-XXX

development of the project description prior to public scoping. Such notification
shall be to the designated key county contact, who will advise the key federal
contact regarding desired County participation in such planning activities.
C. Understand that the County General Plans and other adopted policies reflect the
objectives of the Board of Supervisors on behalf of the residents of the county.
D. Meet with the County Board of Supervisors at their its request on an agreed
upon time frame to update and confer with the County on upcoming programs,
projects and other matters of interest.
FE. The federal agencies will e Evaluate written comments from the County
regarding how project proposals affect county plans and other adopted policies,
and where consistent with federal laws, regulations, policies and agencies
objectives, make every effort to work with County officials to achieve mutually
agreeable results, consistent with the identified county plans and other adopted
policies. If the federal manager’s decision is not consistent with identified county
plans and other adopted policies, then the manager will notify the county and
document in writing how they considered county plans, other adopted policies,
and input were considered, and why consistency they could not be achieved
consistency.
II. THE COUNTY SHALL:
A. Participate in requests for involvement at the earliest possible time, preferably
before public scoping and identify concerns, needs and relevant county plans
and other adopted policies in writing.
B. Within the County’s constraints, make available staff support at the federal
managers’ request to enhance the agencies’ interdisciplinary capability as a
partner.
C. Provide written interpretations of germane sections of county plans and other
adopted policies when the County thinks a proposed project is inconsistent.
D. The County will eEndeavor to provide written feedback with sufficient specificity
that the federal managers are able to respond with particularity. Additionally, the
County will attempt to provide alternative approaches to proposed projects.
E. Meet with the federal agencies at their request on an agreed upon time frame..
F. Request the participation of the federal managers in any county planning
process relevant to the federal agencies, and consider written information
received from the BLM or USFS during County land-use and project planning
decisions.
G. Make every effort, consistent with state and county plans, policies, laws,
regulations, and agency goals, to harmonize county land-use planning decisions
with current USFS and BLM plans and regulations regarding lands managed by
USFS and BLM within the county boundaries.
Limitations:
The USFS, BLM, and county governing bodies recognize that this MOA is not
intended to replace presently existing lines of communications or alter existing
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required communications, such as communications made pursuant to state or
federal statutes or regulations, Resource Advisory Committees, federal or county
workgroups, and informal or formal policy meetings between the USFS or BLM, and
CSAC, RCRC, or an individual county.
Nothing in this MOA shall require the USFS, BLM, CSAC, RCRC or an individual
county to violate or ignore any laws, rules, directives, or other legal requirements
imposed by state or federal law.
This MOA is adopted to enhance communication and working relationships between
the USFS, BLM, and counties.
Participation in Similar Activities:
This instrument in no way restricts the agencies or the counties from participating in
similar activities with other public or private agencies, organizations, and individuals.

Establishment of Responsibilities:
This MOA is not intended to, and does not create, any right, benefit, or trust
responsibility, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or equity. The parties
shall manage their respective resources and activities in a separate and mutually
beneficial manner to meet the purposes of this MOA. Nothing in the MOA
authorizes any of the parties to obligate or transfer anything of value.

Effective Date:
This MOA becomes effective upon signature of all parties.
Term of Agreement:

 

This MOA is expected to continue for five years from the date of the last signature,
after which it will be reviewed. If all parties concur, it will automatically be renewed
for an additional five year term.
This agreement is neither a fiscal nor a funds obligation document. Any endeavor
to transfer anything of value involving reimbursement or contribution of funds
between the parties to this agreement will be handled in accordance with applicable
laws, regulations, and procedures including those for Government procurement and
printing. Such endeavors will be outlined in separate documents that shall be made
in writing by representatives of the parties and shall be independently authorized by
appropriate statutory authority. This agreement does not provide such authority.
Specifically, this agreement does not establish authority for noncompetitive award to
the cooperator of any contract or other agreement.
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Termination:
Any of the parties, in writing, may terminate the instrument in whole, or in part, at
any time before the date of expiration.
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACTFreedom of Information Act (FOIA).:

 

Any information furnished to the agencies under this instrument is subject to the
Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552).
MODIFICATIONModification: .

 

Modifications within the scope of the instrument shall be made by mutual consent of
the parties, by the issuance of a written modification, signed and dated by all
parties, prior to any changes being performed.
PARTICIPATION IN SIMILAR ACTIVITIES. This instrument in no way restricts the
agencies or the counties from participating in similar activities with other public or
private agencies, organizations, and individuals.
TERMINATION. Any of the parties, in writing, may terminate the instrument in
whole, or in part, at any time before the date of expiration.
ESTABLISHMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY. This MOA is not intended to, and does
not create, any right, benefit, or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural,
enforceable at law or equity. The parties shall manage their respective resources
and activities in a separate and mutually beneficial manner to meet the purposes of
this MOA. Nothing in the MOA authorizes any of the parties to obligate or transfer
anything of value.
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVES:Authorized Representatives:

 

By signature below, the signatory officially certifies that the individuals listed in this
document as representatives of the signatory areis authorized to act in the
signatory’sir respective areas for matters related to the development of this
agreement.

RANDY MOORE, Regional Forester
U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region

Date

JIM KENNA, State Director
USDI Bureau of Land Management, California State

Date
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Office

PAUL McINTOSH, Executive Director
California State Association of Counties

Date

GREG NORTON, President
Regional Council of Rural Counties

Date

The authority and format of this MOA has been reviewed and approved for
signature.

LYNNE SHOLTY, Grants & Agreements Specialist
U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region

Date
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