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We need to become partners in resource management.
don't answer questions from the publicwith personal opinions and half-truths. A personal opinion given as an answer Thisincludes BLM and permittee cooperation, and explainmay confuse the public and insult a user group, a group ing to hunters and recreationists the subtleties of range
whosecooperation and inputmaybe paramounttosolving a management. Many outdoorsmen don't realize that allotresourceproblem.
Users, management,and researchers need to be more
open about current researchand the needoffurtherstudies.
Oftentimes,graduatestudentscouldprovideneededresearch
iftheywerejust put in contactwith theparticularusOr group
with the problem. Not only would their data help management but it would meet academic requirementsand foster a
better understanding betweenscience and theuser groups.

ment fences are also used forhabitat management.Leaving

agate open orcuttinga fence may causeuncontrolled graz-

ingwhichcan harm an area of criticalwildlifeneeds. Agate
left open in May couldcause a hunterto fail In the fall.
All ofus associatedwithourrangelandsshould remember
that local cooperation provides many more benefits and is
•
much more economical than law suits and lobbyists.

Grazing Lands: An Integrative Common Denominator
John F. Vallentine
Theeffective grazing planner/manager must inventory all
sourcesofavailablegrazing capacity and integratethem into
the best animal production system. Theuse of rangeland is
generally co-mingled with the use of othertypes of grazing
lands; and most range livestock and many big game animals
usemultiplesourcesofgrazing capacity to meettheir annual
grazing capacity requirements (Vallentine 1978).The management interrelationships of native range with othertypes
of grazing lands have too frequently been overlooked,
underestimated,or ignored as inconsequential.
Thetermgrazing lends seemspreferableto pasture asthe
best common denominator of all lands harvesteddirectlyby
thegrazing animal,therebydowngrading the issueofhow to
differentiate betweenrang,landandpasture land (Dyksterhuls 1986). The SRM Range Term Glossary Comm. (1974)
hasdefinedpastur.both as (1)afenced grazingarea and (2)
forage plantsconsumed by grazing animals, neitherdefinition givingany restrictionsasto kind or originof theforage
plants nor as to their cultural enhancement or methods of
grazingmanagement.Thesebroad definitions along withthe
factthat thedictionarydefinition ofthe verb pastur. literally
means "to graze,to eat in grazing" led to the use ofthe noun
pasture as the generic term for all grazing lands, within
which thenoun rang.wasconsideredasone category therein (Vallentine 1978).
Wheeler (1981) opted for a narrowed usage of the term
pastur, to refer to "more or less permanent grass-legume
associationsutilizedby grazing" and not "as intheAmerican
usage,simplyanyareathat isgrazed by animals." This narTheauthor isprofessorofrangescience,BrighamYoungUniversity,Provo,

Utah.

rowed usage was also advanced by the SRM RISC Comm.
(1980) when used in conjunction with "periodicrenovation
and/or cultural treatments" but, strangely enough, added
"not in rotation with crops"!
Barnes (1982) considered pastur. as primarily referring
"toplantcommunities predominantly of introduced species,
whether sown or volunteer" whilesuggesting that grazing
landswould be asafe haven for both rang,andpasture. He
further suggested the forage family ties (i.e., the super
generic) couldbeachievedinthetermgrasslandagriculture,
when described as "theartandscience of cultivating forage
crops, pasture, and rangelands for food and fiber production." (Note: his definition of forag. crops was forage "harvested before being fed toanimals,"i.e. hay,haylage,fodder,
stover, silage green chop, beet pulp, citrus refuse, etc. This
restricted meaning is rapidly becoming the standard usage
ofthis two-word term.)
The principlesof grazing management remain the same
regardlessofkindofgrazing land, i.e.,optimal stocking rate,
optimal season(s) of use, optimal grazing system, optimal
kindor mixof animal species,and optimal grazing distribution;buttheir application may vary considerably depending
upon kind ofgrazing land, managementobjectives, and the
economic implications. Common to the managementof all
grazing landsmust be forage plantconsiderations suchas
plant growth requirements, providing for plant vigor and
reproduction, defoliation and otheranimal impacts,and seasonality and fluctuations in forage production. But equally
high in priorityare animal considerations including animal
performance,animal behavior, nutrient intake levels,forage

Rangelands 10(5), October 1988

quality relative to animal needs, and forage palatabilty/

animal preference.
Table 1, "A Classification of Grazing Lands," has attempted to arrange all grazing lands into broad categories by
blending ecological site factors with intended land use and
management.These proposed categories are based largely
on (1) grazing use longevity, (2) climax orientation of the
vegetation(these increasingfrombottom totopofclassification guide), (3) arability, (4) land capability, and (5) relative
emphasison cultural treatments (theseincreasing fromtop
to bottom). However, an array of kinds of grazing lands
resultsfrom a continuum ofsoil/sitefactors, vegetation/forage stands,and managementimplications. Therefore,boundaries between the group categories are artificiallyabrupt
rather than being naturally gradual and transitional.
Use of the terms wild, tame, artificial, and synthetic, as
applied to pasture has been intentionally avoided in this
classification system.Such artificial tags—looking morelike
misnomers—are unreliable in projecting site adaptation,
longevity, and even usefulness of forage plantspecies; the
development of improved cultivars of both native and introduced speciesseemsto makesuchterms almost redundant.
theuseofoneor
Also, the term Improvdpasture—implying
morecultural practices such as fertilizingor limiting, seeding, irrigatingor draining, or controlor eradication ofundesirable plants—hasnot beenused since such practicescross
over many, if not all, categories of grazing lands, at least to
some extent.
Thatrangelandsmust be managedexclusively by"ecological principles rather than agronomic (i.e., cultural) principles" (Society for Range Management, Board of Directors
1985) seemsto impose unnecessaryconstraints on themanagementof such lands. Do range managershave an exclusive monopoly on the use of ecological principles, or can
fellowagronomists utilizethem also?TheAmericanSociety
ofAgronomy—withdirect interestsin managementofshortertermgrazing lands—hasbeen dulycredited as"dedicatedto
the conservation and wise use of natural resources to producefood, feed, andfibercropswhilemaintainingor improvingthe environment" (Society for RangeManagement,Affiliation Comm. 1986). Love and Eckert (1984) concluded:
"Thereis nointrinsicdifference betweenthe rangelandcrop
and the more Intensively cultivated crops; both types are
managed ecosystems and involve overcoming difficulties
inherent in the interrelationships ofclimate, soil, plants, and
harvesting."
Are dire consequencesinevitable ifculturaltreatmentsare
applied to rangeland under the guise of "range improvements" or if "introduced or domesticated-native forage
plants" be seeded thereon (Dyksterhuis 1986)? Theeffectiveness of some cultural treatments will be limited by site
potential; and highly effective treatments are often futher
limited by cost-benefit considerations. Cultural treatments
should at least be considered as alternatives in the overall
planning process and then accepted and implemented or
rejected after careful evaluation.
Almost hidden in the literature of range managementare
theseastuteobservations:"The philosophythat nativeclimax
vegetation isoptimal may havecontributed totheplateauing
of rangeland productivity and limited productivity to that
level. This doctrinealso has tended to discourage creative
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researchon rangelandsbecauseresearchhas beenfocused
on managementtowards climax, and suggestions that other
concepts and research approaches may be required have
been viewed as heresy" (Vogel, Gorz, and Haskins 1985).
Integrative rather than separatethoughtand action at professional, academic, and grazier levels holdthe promise for
enhancing the productivity of grazing landsand their coordinated management. "Integrated pest management" and
"integrated brush management"should now be joined by
"integrated grazing lands management"under the direction
of "grazing lands managers." Range managers with adequate breadth in thinking,training, and experience should
do well!
Table 1. AClassIficatIonof GrazIngLands
I. Long-termgrazinglands—mostlynon-arablelands,oftenenvironmentally severe, on which the present forage stand Is projected forunlimited continuation: ecological principles provide
the management basis, but grazing manipulation or cultural
inputs may be used to manipulate the forage stand; cultural
treatments may be limited by low site potential and/or costbenefit considerationsbut are not exciuded; fencing and stockwaterdeveiopmentsgiven high priority; grazing management
levelsgenerally varyfrom extensiveto intermediate;primarily of
land capability classes IV through VIII but not limited thereto;
syn. rang.or rang.Iand pasture.

A. Native range—naturalvegetation of predominantly grasses,
grasslike plants, forbs, and shrubs; tree overstory may be
present or absent; climax vegetation or a high seral stage
often the objective; no substantial reseeding in past and

useful, introduced species minimal: minimal maintenance
treatment generally planned;syn. natlv. grazing land.

B. S..dedrang. (nativ.speclas)—full orpartial re-establishment
of local strains ornew cultivars of native species; treatedto

enhance naturalvegetation;minimalmaintenancetreatment
projected; mayinclude interseedingormarginal cropiand or
reclamationsites restoredto long-term grazing.

C. Seed.drang. (introduced sp.cies)—full or partial conver-

sion made to long-lived,adapted, introducedspecies;duration of present stand projected in excessof 40 years; minimum to moderate maintenance treatment projected; may
include interseeding or marginal cropland or reclamation
sites restoredto long-term grazing.

II. M.dlum-t.m, grazing lands—includes both arabie and nonarable lands; establishment of new forage stands not planned
within 10years but long-termgrazing tenure uncertain; levelsof
cultural treatmenthighlyvarlable,dependinguponsitepotential
and ownership objectives; land capability highly variable but
commonly within intermediateclasses.

A. Transitoryrange/pasture—providesgrazing capacityduring
an interim period of uncertain duration; generally undeveloped, substantially modified fromoriginal vegetation,with
minimal orno past restoration;plant speciescomponentsin
theforage standhighlyvariable; includesgo-backfarmlands,
timber clearings, burn areas in timber lands, semi-waste
sites,sites reclaimed/stabilizedwithgrazing secondary,pine
plantations,andpre-developmentlands;major cultural treatment not anticipated.
B. P•rmanent pasture—grazing given first priority and this to

continue indefinitely; forage stand principally of perennial
grasses and legumes and/or self-seeding annuals; forage
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stands commonly resulting froma priorseeding offromthe
aggressive spreading of forage plants onto formerly cultivated sites or into indigenous stands; medium levels of
treatment and grazing managementgenerally projected,but
major manipulationofforage standinthe future not excluded;
also includesformerly cultivated lands returnedfromcultivation for conservation reasons through forage stand establishment; replacestamepasture.
landonwhich grazing ispresIll. Short-t.rmgrazinglands—arable
ently being realized but under limited duration; high levelsof
development,maintenance, andmanagementprojected; utilizes
mostly introduced forage species, but nativespeciesresponsive
to high management and cultural inputs may be considered;
mostly landcapability classes I throughIV; syn. with cropi.nd

pastur..
A. Crop-rotation pasture—grazingmaintainedfor3to10years
in a predesigned crop rotation cycle; cost-benefit results
must be competitive with cash crops; intensive cultural

treatment provided, including forage stand establishment,
fertilization, pest control (weed,insects, rodents, diseases),
and Irrigation, if necessary; grazing isgiven top priority but
stand may yield harvested forage or seed as a secondary
crop; perennialforage speciesmostly utilized; replacestame
pasture.

B. Annual pasture—plantstandestablishmentfor grazing during a single year, or annual tiliage and reestablishmentis
projected; often used in rotation with cash crops; shortseasongrazing often provided by emergencyor catch-crop
plantings oras adoublecrop when interseededinto or following harvest of the primary crop for fall grazing, winter
cover/grazing,orspring grazing;annualforage plant species
utilized; intensive cultural treatment provided; grazing is
given top prioritybut may yield harvestedforage; syn. temporaryor .m.sencypasture.

C. Cropaft.nnathp.sture—g
razing isasecondaryproductand
carried out after(Or sometimes before) the primary crop is
producedand harvested; incomeissupplementaltothe main
crop, i.e. hay, row crops, small grains, horticultural crops,
etc; consists ofstubble, cropresidues,chaff, lostgrain, weed
and volunteer herbage, excessfoliage yield on small grain
crops, and windrowed or baled forages fed/grazed on site
where produced.
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Doe Harvest Effects
Stephen Demarals and Robert F. Zaiglin
Over-population is a major factor limiting production of
quality white-tailed deer in Texas.Deer population control is
as imperative for production of quality deer as control of
stocking rateis forproduction of quality domestic livestock
products. Texas Parks and Wildlife Department biologists
attributethe long-term decline in South Texasantler size to
inadequatedoe harvest.
The necessity for extensive doe harvest to control deer
population growth is an accepted managementtool among
wildlife biologists. Maintaining deer populations within the
carryingcapacityoftheirrange generally resultsin increased
body weight, antler measurements,and fawn production.
Authors are researchscientist, DepartmentofRangeand WildlifeManagement,TexasTechUniversity,Lubbock79409;anddirector,WildlifeDivisionof
Harrison Interests Ltd., Catarina,Texas78363.
age of Agricultural Sciences. Texas Tech University publication No.

However,the effectof doe harveston subsequentdevelopment and survivalof orphaned fawns has beendebated until
recently due to a lack of researchevidence.
Thispaper addressestwo questions of managementconcern to landowners planning a deer population reduction
program. First, wediscuss the effects ofdam removalbefore
herfawn has beenweaned;specifically the impact on physical development.
Secondly,wediscusstheover-all, long-term effects ofdoe
harveston a deerpopulation several years in thefuture.
Orphaned Fawns
The sooner a deer is harvestedfrom the range, the more
forage will be left for other deer. However, if the positive
effect of more forage is offset by negative effects on the
orphaned fawn, then the neteffect of doe harvestwould not
be beneficial.

