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Rangelands serves as a forum for the presentation and discussion of 
facts, ideas, and philosophies pertaining to rangelands and their re- 
sources, uses, study, management and practices. Accordingly, all 
material published herein reflects the individual views of the authors and 
is not necessarily an official position of the Society. Manuscripts from any 
source nonmembers as well as members are welcome and will be given 
every consideration by the editors. Rangelands is the nontechnical 
counterpart of the Journal of Range Management; therefore, manu- 
scripts and news items submitted for publication in Rangelands should 
be of a nontechnical nature and germane to the broad field of range 
management. Editorial comment by an individual is always welcome and 
subject to acceptance by the editor, will be published as a "Viewpoint." 
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The activities of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM, U.S. 
Department of Interior) are complex and have expanded greatly 
since its creation in 1946. The agency still administers the 
activities of the old General Land Office and Grazing Service, 
agencies which were combined to form the BLM and it must 
increasingly consider many other activities as multiple use 
policies develop. At present, one step in the agency planning 
process is the inclusion in management plans of social and 
economic information about local populations. 

In 1976 I contracted with the BLM Nevada State Office to 
prepare a report describing the people of one BLM District. The 
report would describe: "The extant cultural groups and their 
relationships to and dependence upon attributes and manage- 
ment of national Resource Lands (federally owned lands) in 
Humboldt and Pershing Counties in northwestern Nevada. 
These relationships will be affective and emotional rather than 
instrumental and economic." The subsequent report was 
summarized and published October 1976 in the Socio-Economic 
Profile, Winnemucca District, Winnemucca, Nevada. 

In researching as a cultural anthropologist, the aim is to learn 
about the living groups of people of an area and to describe the 
culture or lifestyle of a community. Anthropology, one of the 
social sciences, includes archeology—long a part of federal 
agency activities. Anthropology, however, is seldom part of the 
training received by the staff of an agency like the BLM whose 
first priority is, and should be, to train staff in the physical 
sciences rather than social sciences. 

BLM activities in Nevada are complicated perhaps by the fact 
that the state has a total of 86% of its land area controlled by the 
federal government—the largest share of any state outside of 

The author is a consulting anthropologist, Box 3601, Reno, Nevada 89505. 
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The PEOPLE 
of a Nevada 
Grazing District 

Ruth M. Houghton 

Alaska. Furthermore, BLM is the largest of the federal agencies 
in the state and administers 68% of the land in the state. It is 

unlikely that local or state government could take over adminis- 
tration of these lands, but discussion continues about local 
control because many people object to the distant and 
impersonal federal administration they associate with BLM. 

The state has approximately 650,000 people, with less than 
10% living in rural areas. Most people live in the two metropolitan 
centers, Reno and Las Vegas. Although urban residents often 
refer to the rural areas as the 'cow counties," these rural 
populations continue to be important in the state's political and 
economic affairs. The mining and ranching/farming communities 
were the first population centers of Nevada and today represent 
a greater stability and more continuous occupation in contrast to 
the rapidly changing urban areas of the state. There are personal 
ties between people and families that form important networks of 
communication, and often families have several generations of 
residence in a community. Not all these rural residents are BLM 
clients, but they are all directly affected by BLM activities 
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because change in social or economic conditions of one family 
affects other families in such an inter-twined community. 

The Winnemucca District in northern Nevada, with a popula- 
tion of 10,000 people, is one of six BLM Districts in the state. 

Several thousand people live in small and large towns within the 

District, and people living in the District are scattered over many 
square miles. Inhabitants of the District use three major cate- 

gories to describe the groups of people living there: (1) the length 
of time a person has lived locally and how long his family and 
other relatives have lived there; (2) ethnic identity; and (3) the 

specific location, such as a valley or town, with which a group of 

people identifies itself. 

ime is particularly important because long-term residence 
means a person and his family care about the local area and 
believe it is a good place to live. So important is this means of 
classification that BLM employees who come for QnIy a few years 
and then are transferred to other locations find it difficult to 
become accepted and established in the local community 
structure. 

Ethnic identity groups include the Basques, descended from 

sheep herders and now prominent in local ranching and town 

businesses; American Indians, mostly Paiutes, who live on 
Indian Reservation land and remain culturally distinct because of 
their language and social and religious activities; and other 
smaller ethnic groups including the recently increasing Mexican- 

Americans, who are important as farm and ranch workers for the 

region. 
The third category of classification is location, and each town 

or valley of the District is considered unique. People associated 
with a location have become familiar with the landscape through 
long residence and believe themselves better able than new- 
comers to understand the area. 

Values that dominate here include an emphasis on face-to- 

face, personal interaction in any contact between people. 
Individuality and self-reliance are admired. When people are 

personally acquainted, they find it is easier to communicate 
because shared interests, and differences, are known. The 

people of urban areas of Nevada, whose more impersonal, and 

day-to-day activities are transacted through the defined role of a 
job rather than a personality, are not admired here. 

Comments by people interviewed help reflect the character of 
the rural population. A recently arrived resident said, 1 have 

never seen so many independent, strong-willed people in my life 

as around here. They all say, 'Don't interfere with me'." As a 

rancher said, "We are frontiersmen, pioneers; especially the 
ones that have chosen to come in here. Some of us are born to 

stay and just accept this life and see it as a challenge we can 
meet." Another ranch family's views were presented by a 
woman: "We will fight to survive. We like this life. People are 

already gone if they can't take it." She continued and talked 
about a topic many people—ranchers and others—raised in their 
interviews: "For most ranchers this BLM thing is the toughest 
thing we have had for years." 

The increasing BLM controls and multiple use demands by 
other groups have forced ranch operators to face a variety of 

changes that are coming or have already arrived. Economic, 

climatic, and political forces are causing public land use policy to 

change to meet these forces. 
Because the BLM is a federal agency, it has a difficult time 

communicating with some of its clients here who prefer to 

operate in a personal rather than impersonal sphere. A news- 

paper editor said: "How can you talk to a bureau?" and 

expressed the frustration of many. The agency requires public 
comment and contributions as part of its planning program, so it 
is particularly vulnerable to any misunderstandings that come 
between its staff and local community residents. This was 
illustrated in something that happened. I was having a meal with 
a ranch family who live farther from town than most residents of 
the District. The only road passed near the house and we could 
see clearly any vehicle that might pass. A BLM truck came by 
with two men in it. The truck did not slow down and the men in the 
truck did not even look in our direction or wave to acknowledge 
we were there. The family and two employees present were very 
unhappy about this event. In later talks with various local and 
state staff many pointed out that it was difficult for them to talk to 

people who were angry at the BLM since they, as employees 
were part of the BLM. Sentiments expressed by local people 
criticized the agency: "The BLM is out to put ranchers out of 
business. We should have BLM get out of here; that is not 

personal as there are some nice guys here, but we need local 
control." 

ater one BLM staff member asked, "How can we learn to 
meet people?" Because the agency recognized that such 

questions reveal a great need on the part of its employees, some 

training sessions were organized in several district offices— 

"people management" is often an important factor in resource 

management. 
The purpose of my report was to describe the people of the 

District, their social groupings, and their values. It was prepared 
after conducting interviews with 50 residents of the District with 

which I was familiar because of having conducted research 
about the Indian population here since 1965. It had not been 

anticipated that the BLM research would lead into discussion of 

management and training, but this became an important part of 
the research because people repeatedly commented on 

problems of communication between the BLM staff and local 
residents in this and other Districts of the state. 

Another unexpected aspect was the people were very pleased 
to be interviewed: "I am glad someone is asking me what I think; 
it is a good idea." A few were suspicious about the usefulness of 
a study: "This study must be a smokescreen. How can it actually 
be of use?" "Why do they want another study? Why don't they 
just talk to me themselves?" It is believed that the research 

actually helped the cause of improved public relations because it 
established some contact with many people not involved directly 
with the BLM, and it demonstrated to them, the people, that the 

agency was making an effort to recognize and learn more about 
the local population. 

As a consequence of the research, more staff orientation and 

training that would inform employees about each local District 
have been recommended to the agency. Even someone skilled 
in getting to know people and/or acquainted with many other 
rural communities cannot know the local situations and 

variations that exist in one particular area. Further, it has been 

suggested that a supplement be prepared for the BLM Planning 
System Manual in which local Nevada District history and 
circumstances be described to better orient staff to the region. It 
is likely that such a document would be useful in other states as 
well. 

Some readers may be interested in the volume titled, Nevada 

Lifestye and Lands, published by the University of Nevada, 
Reno, Bureau of Governmental Research, which is made up of 
statements that came out of a state-wide conference held in 
1976 on public lands in Nevada. For those interested, the book 

may be obtained from the University. 
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Iberlin Brothers Fight Low Profits and 
Predators as Sheep Market Rises 

Kenneth G. Slocum 

Editor's Note: This is about Basques who work and play. It is a condensed 
version of an article that appeared in the April 14, 1 978, issue of the Wall 
Street Journal. The original was written by Kenneth G. Slocum, staff 
reporter of the Wall Street Journal, and was condensed by John A. 
Hafterson, chairman of the SAM l&E Committee. 

SHEEP RANCHER SIMON IBERLIN STANDS near a curiously 
shaped rock formation where the rugged Big Horn Mountains 
drop oft into rolling brown hills and sagebrushed canyons. 
Sweeping a tanned hand across the treeless horizon, he says, 
"We Basques own everything for 50 miles. The sheep has been 
good to us and is getting better." 

Mr. Iberlin's optimistic observation points up both a current 
economic trend and a colorful chapter of Western history. The 
economic lot of sheepmen is considerably improved, although 
sheep raisers still are plagued with predators, labor scarcity, and 
low profit margins. But sheep ranching in Johnson County in 
northern Wyoming is more than just an ailing industry on the 
mend. It represents survival of a centuries-old way of life for one 
of America's least-known groups of immigrants, the Basques. 
And it presents an unusual melding of untouched European 
tradition with Western savvy and Yankee entrepreneurship. 

Sheepmen generally have ample cause for optimism. Freshly 
shorn wool is bringing 72 cents a pound up from 19 cents a 
pound, 7 years ago, and, according to government sources, 
could reach a record 80 cents to 85 cents in the next few years. 
Because of the diminished supplies, choice slaughter lambs on 
the San Angelo, Texas, market sell for about $72 a hundred 
weight today, up from $56 three months ago and $24 in 1971. 

"Pricewise, we're in the best shape in 20 years," says William 
Bonde, president of the National Woolgrowers Association. "And 
there's a real scramble for breeding stock as people move back 
into the sheep business." Six-year-old breeder ewes, which 2 
years ago would have brought $18 each, went recently for more 
than $50 each. 

In no place is there more happiness over the sharp economic 
upturn than in Johnson County. And none are happier than 
Simon Iberlin, 55, and his brother John, 48, whose ranch typifies 
the improvement of the industry as well as the painful problems 
still facing all U.S. sheepmen. 

Simon and John Iberlin grew up on a sheep ranch. Their 
father emigrated in 1905 from the Basque Country in the 
Pyrenees, the mountainous area straddling the border of Spain 
and France. At the age of 27, he walked oft the boat in New York 
with only his clothes and railroad fare to Wyoming. After 10 
years, he had enough money to buy a few sheep and some 
equipment. When he died 25 years ago, he left his wife and 
children 10,000 acres of land and 4,000 sheep. 

Simon and John Iberlin picked up the mantle and, through 
dawn-to-dark work and frugal habits, they expanded the ranch- 
ing operation to include 7,000 sheep, 500 head of cattle and 

30,000 acres of deeded land. They lease another 20,000 areas. 
Their property all told is worth about $2.5 million. 

AND YET THE IBERLINS AREN'T WEALTHY MEN. Even in 
their best year, 1972, they netted only $46,600, or less than a2% 
return on their investment. In 1976, the sheep operation showed 
a net profit of $39,000. Even these small profits would have been 
lower without a federal program of incentives for sheep ranchers. 
Under the complex program each rancher is paid a certain 
percentage of what he receives for his wool. Last year Washing- 
ton paid ranchers only 9%, but recently the payments were 
increased. 

The brothers are regarded locally as topnotch sheep ranchers 
and shrewd businessmen. Indeed, while most U.S. sheep 
ranchers have had year after years of losses, the Iberlins can 
count on one hand the years that they have lost money since they 
went into partnership some 25 years ago. 

Simon Iberlin explains their success simply, "We do every- 
thing ourselves and do without." In 1963, for instance, when all 
the ranchers here used sheepherders to handle and guard their 
sheep herds, the Iberlin brothers were the first in the county to 
switch to the concept of fenced pastures. Most county sheep 
ranchers have since switched to fencing because of the scarcity 
and rising wage costs of herders. The Iberlin's foresight resulted 
in considerable financial savings. 

Also, unlike most U.S sheep ranchers, the Iberlins use no 
permanent outside labor. The peak work periods come in the 
spring and the fall. At these times, the two brothers and John 
Iberlin's three grown sons are joined by Simon Iberlin's wife, 
Dollie, and John Iberlin's wife, Maggie. 

The two brothers want to make sure that their ranch remains 
an Iberlin family business. Because Simon Iberlin's children 
aren't interested in ranching, he is in the process of selling his 
share of the sheep and equipment, but not the land, to John 
Iberlin's three sons. 

BUT WHOEVER SUCCEEDS THE TWO BROTHERS will have 
to deal with a perennial threat to Western sheep ranchers: 
coyotes. The fences haven't helped the problem. One family of 
coyotes that moved in last spring killed 200 lambs before the 
Iberlins detected it. "Our two biggest enemies are the coyote and 
the federal government, and there isn't much we can do about 
the government," says one sheep rancher. 

Indeed, a large part of successful sheep ranching in Wyoming 
is dependent on doing something about the coyote. Thus Simon 
Iberlin became chairman of the Johnson County Predator Con- 
trol Board, which runs one of the toughest, if not the toughest, 
predator control programs in Wyoming. 

Using a $50,000 annual budget, provided mostly by local 
sheep ranchers, the board has two full-time trappers, a part-time 
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pilot, and a $20,000 Piper Super Cub bought specifically for 
coyote hunting. 

The aircraft has more than justified itself already. In the past 
year, it has accounted for 285 coyote kills, while trappers, using 
steel traps, game calls, and rifles, have accounted for another 
100. 

But predators aren't sheep ranchers' only problem with nature. 
Like farmers and livestock men everywhere, the Iberlins are 
vulnerable to the weather. They're still recovering from the 
Easter weekend of 1973 when a heavy blizzard pushed by 
1 00-mile-an-hour winds howled down across northern Wyoming. 

When the storm abated, the scene was grim. Flocks of sheep 
had suffocated under several feet of snow. Many of these that 
were dug out alive were badly chilled and later died of pneumon- 
ia. When the snows melted and the carcasses were counted, the 
Iberlins had lost 2,500 ewes, 90 head of cattle and 140 calves. 

With the severe loss in breeding stock, the sheep and cattle 
operation lost money in 1973, 1974, and 1975, recording a 

The following was presented by Maxwell 1. Lieurance, Associate State 
Director, Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico at the annual 
meeting of the New Mexico Section of the Society for Range Manage- ment at Albuquerque, New Mexico on December 3, 1976. 

In a word, the grazing outlook on public lands, managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management is good! 

There are many in the livestock industry today who will 
disagree with me, but from where I sit, the picture for long-term 
stability of livestock grazing on public lands has never been 
better. With the intensity of interest in these lands being dis- 
played today, it sometimes seems that there is a concentrated 
effort by environmental and conservation groups to eliminate 
domestic grazing, and there certainly are some who do feel this 
way. By and large, however, responsible representatives from 
these and other public land user groups recognize the multiple 
use considerations that have to be made, and we know that 
livestock grazing can be a very important tool in improving the 
quality of vegetative cover. 

Let me explain why I say the outlook is good. In order to do this 
you have to take a historical look at what has happened to these 
lands, and what we started with. In the 50-year period following 
the turn of the century in 1800, the United States acquired 1.4 

Editor's Note: On June 4, 1978, Mr. Lieurance assumed responsibility for 
range management in the Washington, D.C. office of the Bureau of Land 
Management. Prior to his coming to New Mexico he engineered the Vale 
Rangeland Rehabilitation Program in Oregon— known as fine example of 
intensive management system. 

battering $33,000 deficit in the latest year. Even with the 
improved market outlook in 1977, which served the Iberlins well, 
they were hurt again by last spring's snows which killed 600 ewes 
and 30 rams. 

But the hardships fail to dampen the Basques' irrespressible 
devotion to dancing, wine and song. 

Once the work is done, the life style here becomes anything 
but Spartan and is marked by a penchant for marathon parties. 

And there has been plenty of that around Johnson County 
since the Basques arrived at the turn of the century. The local 
Basques used to throw mountainside parties on a large openair 
concrete dance floor built into the side of the mountain. But 
people in Buffalo, Wyoming, county seat of Johnson County, 
today prefer smaller gatherings, such as neighborhood and block 
parties. 

But it still takes little to motivate Basques to gather. The arrival 
of a newsman here on a recent Sunday triggered a Basque party 
the following night. • 

billion acres in the West by purchase or treaty. This land 

acquisition period ended with the purchase of Alaska in 1867, 
making a total of 1 .8 billion acres. This was the original "public 
domain" and it covered three-fourths of the continental United 
States and all of Alaska. These lands were then used to 
"subsidize" the settlement of the West. Literally thousands of 
laws were passed to provide the transfer to private ownership. 
Land was cheap. In addition to the laws permitting individual 
ownership, of which the most memorable was the "Homestead 
Act," there were: 

• grants to the railroads; • grants to the builders of wagon roads and military roads; • grants to the States as they were added to the Union; • beginning with Yellowstone Park in 1872, the National 
Parks and Monuments were set aside; • following the turn of the century in 1900, the National 
Forests began to be carved out of the public domain; • then came the Wildlife Refuges; • and on and on the "public domain dwindled." 

Along with this movement came the tremendous build-up of 
domestic livestock on the open ranges of the West, which 
peaked out late in the century. Grazing was uncontrolled and 
much of the real damage to the range resource occurred then. 
The contemporary ranching industry as well as the Bureau of 
Land Management fell heir to what was left after everyone else 
got their "Cut" of the public domain. Today, there remain about 

Grazing Outlook on Public Lands 
Managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management 

Maxwell T. Lieurance 
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150 million acres in the western states, exclusive of Alaska. 
In 1934 the Taylor Grazing Act was passed to "provide orderly 

administration" of livestock use and conservation of what we 
now call public lands. While no really good figures are available, 
Senate Document No. 199 "The Western Range," which was 
published in 1936, showed the following: 

1% Improving 
6% Stable 

93% Declining 
It was reported that 84% of the public domain had lost more 

than half of its forage value, and the entire area had been 
depleted an average of 67%. Subsequent administration and 
management have slowed the rate of decline, but have not 
reversed it, except on the approximately 25 million acres or 16% 
under intensive management, and in some localized areas. 
Present studies show about 17% in satisfactory or better condi- 
tion, but 83% or about 135 million acres are producing less than 
their potential. An encouraging point is that on the 25+ million 
acres that are under intensive grazing management (areas with 
successful allotment management plans), the declining trend in 
range condition has all but been halted. We show: 

54% Improving 
42% Static 

Following the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act, real manage- 
ment came about slowly. Even though this act has some multiple 
use features, the implication was there that the public domain 
would ultimately be disposed of. It was not a clear mandate for 
long-term federal management. The early years of adminis- 
tration were devoted largely to the determination of individual 
range qualifications for grazing use on the public lands and what 
we called the "adjudication" process. This process required, 
among other things, adjusting grazing use to the allowable or 
proper grazing capacity of the range. 

Since this quite frequently resulted in a reduction in grazing 
qualifications, we experienced a stormy period during the 1950's 
and early 1960's while adjudication was carried out. The live- 

stock industry was concerned about tenure in their continued use 
of these lands. The Bureau's position was that there can be no 
long-term stability if the ranges are overstocked and range 
condition continues to decline. It was obvious, also, that reducing 
livestock numbers alone was not the answer. There had to be a 
systematic plan of management considering both the needs of 
the resource and the needs of the livestock. This needs to be a 
very carefully developed program and it requires close co- 
operation between the livestock owner and the land manager. 
We need to foster an atmosphere of mutual trust. We are in a 
rather stormy environmental period right now, but I really believe 
that, in the end, we are going to find that it has all been to the 
good. 

Since the mid-1960's, BLM has been operating under a 
comprehensive multiple-use planning system. We begin with an 
inventory of all of the known resources, and through the planning 
system process, weigh the various demands on the resources 
and make the management decisions on how or if these de- 
mands will be met. Quite often these demands are competing 
and we must decide to what extent the various interests can be 
accommodated. This process is conducted with input by the 
concerned public, who have an opportunity to be heard. With the 
variety of interest in public lands today, not everyone can get 
everything they would like. Public lands have been grazed by 
domestic livestock in a relatively stable situation in the 42 years 
since the Taylor Grazing Act provided the base for the beginning 
of management of these lands. On October 21, 1976, the 
President signed into law the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976. This Act provides, finally, a clear mandate for 
retention in Federal ownership and management. Grazing by 
domestic livestock is very much a part of this Act and is one of the 
uses that will be provided for. I will not say that all the problems 
are solved, because they are not. Undoubtedly, adjustments will 
have to be made when they are necessary to protect the 
resource. But, as long as livestock grazing is conducted in a 
professional manner and we observe the basic principles of good 
range management and good livestock management, in my 
opinion, the future looks good on public lands. • 

Employment Service 
Area Range Specialist, Texas Agricultural Extension Service, to conduct educational 

programs in the Edwards Plateau of Texas with headquarters at San Angelo. PhD in 
range management is required, as well as 2 years experience in Extension teaching and 
the ability and desire to work with people. Contact Dr. Delbert Black, Personnel Officer, 
Texas Agricultural Extension Service, RM. 104K, System Building, Texas A&M Uni- 
versity, College Station, Texas 77843. 

Area Range Specialist, Agricultural Extension Service, to conduct educational 
programs in the Trans-Pecos area of Texas with headquarters at Fort Stockton. PhD in 
range management is required, as well as 2 years experience in Extension teaching and 
the ability and desire to work with people. Contact Dr. Delbert Black, Personnel Officer, Texas Agricultural Extension Service, AM. 104K, System Building, Texas A&M Uni- 
versity, College Station, Texas 77843. 

Enforcement personnel for EPA Regional office in Denver needed to assist with 
inspections related to the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and Toxic 
Substances Control Act. Applicant must be a full-time employee of an institution of higher 
learning, state government, local government, or Indian tribal governing body. Requires commitment of 1 to 2 years, with residency in Denver or Grand Junction, Cob. Contact: 
Robert Harding, Chief, Field Operations, Toxic Substances Branch, EPA. (303) 837- 
3926. 



Editor's Note: This article provides a good discussion about range 
condition ratings. Hopefully, it will encourage agencies and others to use 
range condition terminology that means the same thing to everybody. 

The concept of range condition (and trend) is perhaps the most 
important one in range management. The idea that the present 
status of rangeland in relation to its potential could be evaluated 
and used to indicate effectiveness of management and potential 
for improvement goes back to about the turn of the century. While 
the concept has been widely accepted, used, and discussed, it is 
apparent that considerable confusion still exists relative to 
exactly what is being measured and why. This article examines 
the reasons for some of this confusion and suggests changes to 
reduce this confusion. 

Classification of range sites is fundamental to the concept of 
range condition. Obviously, if condition is to be rated relative to 
potential, the potential must be defined. Range sites (or roughly 
equivalent terms, such as habitat type or land units) have been 
characterized somewhat differently by various individuals or 
agencies. However, the main concept is of a kind of land which 
has potential to produce a certain kind or amount of vegetation, 
which has certain other intrinsic characteristics, such as suscep- 
tibility to erosion, and which responds to management in a 
distinctive way. The primary factors distinguishing one site from 
another are soil, topography, and climate; thus range sites can 
be recognized irrespective of present use or vegetative cover. 

Hacker (1973) pointed out that there are two basic approaches 
to rating range condition on a site. One he referred to as 
ecologically based and the other as productivity based. In the 
first, condition is rated relative to the observed or inferred climax 
or pristine vegetation for the site. This rating usually involves 
comparison of present vegetation (and sometimes soil char- 
acteristics) with reference areas presumed to exhibit climax or 
near-climax conditions. 'Ecological condition" is not affected by 
the intended use of the range. The assumption is usually made 
that climax vegetation will provide adequate soil protection. In the 
United States, the "climax" approach proposed by Dyksterhuis 
(1949) and presently used by the Soil Conservation Service and 
others is an example of this approach. 

The productivity-based approach rates range condition 
according to present productivity in relation to the potential for a 
particular use. In this approach, every actual or proposed use of 
the site has a different condition rating. For example, a site 
producing near its potential in terms of forage for cattle would be 
rated excellent for cattle grazing, but might be considered only 
fair for grazing of sheep or deer. Condition ratings do not imply 

The author is associate professor, School of Renewable Natural Resources, 
University of Arizona, Tucson. This article is based on a paper presented by the 
author at the First International Rangeland congress, August 1978, in Denver, 
Colorado. 

site stability since condition may vary from poor to excellent on 
the same site, depending on the use considered. This approach 
has been generally referred to as the site-potential" approach in 
the United States (Humphrey 1949). 

In practice these two approaches have often been confused. 
For example, the Soil Conservation Service has claimed to use 
the climax approach. But, in fact, for many years their classifi- 
cation of the status of plant species in relation to climax vege- 
tation (the decreaser, increaser, invader concept of Dyksterhuis, 
1949) was definitely biased toward livestock use, especially 
cattle. On most range sites almost all perennial grasses were 
considered climax species (decreasers or increasers) and al- 
most all unpalatable shrubs were considered invaders. Recently, 
in response to pressure for other uses and as a result of 
ecological research, the Soil Conservation Service has come 
closer to the strictly ecological approach. Although the Forest 
Service has never adequately recognized site ditlerences and, 
consequently, has confused site potential with range condition, it 
too has followed the same general pattern as the Soil Conser- 
vation Service. As a result, it is now common for range managers 
to distinguish between "ecological condition" and condition for 
specific uses such as cattle grazing, watershed protection, or 
wildlife habitat. In my opinion this is a step in the right direction. 

Strict adherence to the climax approach creates some prob- 
lems in the concept of range condition. First is the problem of 
recognition that condition based on climax is not always mean- 
ingful in management terms. It is generally recognized that the 
climax or near-climax condition is not necessarily best for a given 
use. Thus, a manager's objective may be to manage the range to 
maintain "good" or "fair" condition rather than "excellent." This 
may be biologically sound, but it is undersirable from a manage- 
ment standpoint. The utility of condition ratings in pointing out to 
the manager where management needs to be improved is 
reduced, since a condition of "fair" may be desirable on one site 
but indicate a need for improved management on another. Also, 
in these days of public scrutiny of resource management, 
deliberately managing for "fair" condition rather than "excellent" 
may have serious consequences for range users. The layman 
may assume that any rating below "excellent" indicates poor 
stewardship of the land. Psychologically, it would be better to aim 
for excellence. Perhaps this problem could be at least partially 
solved by dropping the descriptive terms and using a numerical 
rating. 

A second problem is related to the difficulty of defining what 
is the "climax" for any given site. It has been well documented in 
in the American Southwest that much rangeland which was 
formerly grassland has been invaded by mesquite, juniper, 
creosote bush, small pines, and other woody species since about 
1900. The causes of this invasion have been laid to climatic 
change, exclusion of fire, and/or overgrazing. Whatever the 
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Areas shown in these three photos all represent loamy upland 
range sites at the Santa Rita Experimental Range. All three have 
similar soils and rainfall. 

This study plot has been excluded from grazing since 1916. The 
vegetation does not represent "original" conditions because brush and 
cactus have increased. Present range condition rates only fair by SCS 
standards because, even though the grasses are mostly "climax" 
species, brush and cactus are mostly considered invaders on the site. 
Yet, there is little to suggest that condition will improve without man's 
intervention. Soil protection and site stability are obviously not too good 
because of the amount of bare soil and sheet erosion. Forage pro- 
duction for livestock is low but habitat for deer, javelina and quail is 
relatively good. 

reason, the plant communities have changed and there is little 
evidence that natural succession will bring them back to their 
pristine state unless the environmental conditions of that pristine 
state (i.e., burning, climatic patterns) are also restored. Should 
range condition be measured relative to that pristine grassland or 
to the new climax dominated by woody plants? 

A third problem is that the ecological concept, as used in the 
United States, does not accommodate exotic species because 
they are not considered part of the climax vegetation. Therefore, 
most seeded stands cannot be rated as to range condition since 
most of them are composed of exotic species. Similarly, the 
presence of alien species in native plant communities may lower 
the condition rating even though they are naturalized and 
contribute materially to forage production or other values. 

A fourth difficulty is related to the problem of rating condition as 
a departure from climax where the climax is forest or woodland 
rather than grassland or shrubland. Forage production may 
decline to a very low level as the forest or woodland climax is 
approached. In a sense this situation is not different from the 
admission that 'excellent" condition ecologically is not 
necessarily "excellent" from the range forage standpoint. In this 
case it is so contrary to our usual concept of range condition that 
the Soil Conservation Service has abandoned the ecologically 
based rating of range condition of "grazeable woodlands" or 
forest clearings in favor of a rating of forage quantity and quality, 
a site potential approach. (This approach is outlined in its 1976 
National Range Handbook.) Such areas are not even considered 
rangeland. It is not clear why the addition of a tree overstory 
should result in a complete change in the approach to condition 
or just where or why the line between rangeland, grazeable 
woodland or forest should be drawn. The basic purpose of range 
condition and trend assessment is to evaluate the effects of 
management on site stability and habitat desirability. Fulfilling 
this purpose seems as important on grazed forest or woodland 
as on grassland or shrubland. 

The most basic concept in management of renewable 
natural resources is that of sustained yield, which implies that 

potential site productivity will not be impaired by man's actions. 
There may be a wide range of possible uses for a site, but 
degradation of the site will reduce the number and/or value of the 
uses possible, thus reducing future options for management. 
Any measurement of range condition, then, must at least estab- 
lish whether the 'ite is deteriorating or not as a result of past and 
current management. Site deterioration would be most likely 
reflected in accelerated soil erosion. 

The assumption implicit in ecologically based range condition 
is that the climax vegetation will provide site stability. But, if it is 
assumed that we can manage for something less than climax, 

This area has been invaded by mesquite, other shrubs and also 
Lehmann 's love grass, an exotic species, which makes up about half of 
the perennial grass composition. Since both mesquite and Lehmann's 
love grass are considered invaders by the SCS, this site also rates low 
fair to poor in range condition. However, forage production for livestock 
is higher than in Photo I and there is little or no evidence of erosion. 

This exclosure was also fenced in about 1916. Invasion of mesquite 
has been minimal, but Lehmann's lovegrass, which was introduced on 
the Santa Rita 20 years after the exclosure was fenced, has spread 
naturally into the area both inside and outside the exclosure. It now 
composes about 90% of the plant composition outside the exclosure and 
about 70% inside. Range condition based on "climax" is low fair to poor 
inside and ver,' poor outside, yet forage production for livestock is much 
better than on either of the locations above. Soil protection is excellent. 
Habitat for most game animals is inferior to the other two locations. 
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e.g., "fair" condition, then we are also assuming either that 
climax vegetation is not a necessary condition for site stability or 
that a measure of stability can be sacrificed. However, it is not 
evident whether site deterioration begins with poor condition, 
fair, good, or even the slightest departure from climax. The 
degree of departure from climax at which site deterioration 
becomes significant may vary from one site to another. In other 
words, on one site soil stability may decline with a slight 
departure from climax while on another the soil may remain 
stable even if all of the vegetation is removed. Therefore, a rating 
of site condition is needed which would be primarily based on soil 
characteristics and independent of the type, amount, or sucess- 
ional status of the plant species on it. This rating would simply 
indicate if site condition is satisfactory or unsatisfactory relative 
to the potential stability for the site. A rating of unsatisfactory 
would indicate that management must be changed to bring the 
site back to a relatively stable condition. If site condition is 
satisfactory and trend is not down, then present management is 
adequate from a site protection standpoint. 

If site condition and trend are satisfactory (i.e., the site is not 
deteriorating) the decision as to whether the present character- 
istics of the vegetation are desirable or undesirable depends on 
the planned use of the site. "Condition" in this case would follow 
the site-potential approach in that the present utility of vegetation 
for each use would be judged a high, medium, or low in relation to 
the best possible condition for that particular use on that site. The 
characteristics of the site, including climate, determine the 
potential for a particular use including the possibility of modifi- 
cation of the site by irrigation, fertilization, introduction of new 
species, etc. The goal of management would be determined by 
the capability of the site for various uses and the mix of uses 
which would give the highest return economically, esthetically, 
etc. The need for changes in management strategy would be 

determined by how nearly the present situation approaches the 
potential for the uses desired, both individually and collectively. 
For example, if the decision was to maximize livestock forage 
then the goal would be to achieve high condition, i.e., near the 
site potential, for that purpose. However, if the management goal 
is to maximize timber production, then the forage condition 
expected is low to medium. In this case "low" does not represent 
an undesirable condition but a rational management decision. 

To summarize, I propose that the concept of range condition 
as it is generally used is inadequate and should be modified. 
Each range site has a number of possible uses and potential 
values for each use. Management should not permanently 
reduce the number of possible uses or the potential value of 
each. A measure of site condition, based primarily on soil 
characteristics, should be developed to indicate the success of 
management in maintaining the site and should indicate whether 
present condition is satisfactory or unsatisfactory. A rating 
should also be made for each possible use of interest to the 
manager as to how nearly the present vegetation approximates 
the most useful type of potential vegetative cover for that 
particular use. This rating could be expressed simply as a 
percentage or as a descriptive modifer such as high, medium, or 
low. If the term "range condition" can be retained without 
confusion it should refer to site condition, not the use rating, since 
site condition is closer to the concept of "the state of range 
health." 
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Rangeland 
Plant Physiology 
edited by Ronald A. Sosebee 

* 290 pages * illustrated * soft coverperfect bound 

* extensive bibliographies * $12.00 postpaid 

Of particular interest to all who study, manage, or simply admire 
plant life, the book is a valuable college text supplement and a 
reference source for range managers and technicians. Each 
chapter, authored by one or more authorities in the field, examines 
in considerable depth one aspect of plant physiology. Chapters 
include: 

70 Years Ago 

My father sold a draft of grassfaf steers in Chicago 
weighing 1,331 pounds for $5.45 cwt. He also advertised 
"Coal for $3 a ton. baled hay for $11 perton, and in cold 
storage beef, pork, eggs, & buffer for sale!" 

We've come a long way on GRASS. 

8th ANNUAL SALE 

May 14th 1 p.m. at ranch 

40 Yearling & 20 Two-year-old Bulls 
39 years performance records 

Hybrid vigor with a Line One Newford 

Semen available from superior bulls. 

HUGHES NEWFORD CO. 

Stanford, Montana 59479 
Curt & Tommy Hughes John & Betty Sampsel 

I. Gas Exchange and Photosynthetic Pathways in Range Plants; II 
Carbohydrate Translocation in Range Plants; Ill. Distribution and 
Utilization of Carbohydrate Reserves in Range Plants; IV. Water 
Relations of Range Plants; V. Salinity Effects on Range Plants; VI. 
Seed Physiology; VII. Plant Growth Regulators; VIII. Mineral 
Cycling in Rangeland Ecosystems; IX. Developmental Mor- 
phology and Management Implications. 

Society for Range Management 
2760 West Fifth Ave. 
Denver, Colorado 80204 
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Rest-Rotation Grazing vs Season-long Grazing 
on Naval Oil Shale Reserve Allotment in Colorado 

Lee E. Hughes 

Grazing management on lands managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management is currently going through dramatic changes 
in the type of grazing management to be implemented on public 
lands. This means that the grazing of livestock will be managed 
according to the needs of forage. This type of change in grazing 
concepts will be partially accomplished through deferred or 
rest-rotation grazing. 

This article will show the results of rest-rotation grazing as 
compared to season-long grazing on three Naval Oil Shale 
Allotments in western Colorado. These allotments are located 6 
miles northwest of Rifle, Cob., and cover about 25,000 acres. 
They are administered by the Glenwood Springs Resource Area 
of the BLM's Grand Junction District. These allotments lie 
adjacent to each other, have the same climate and the same 
vegetation-soil communities. They were historically used in 
common and historically received the same grazing treatment. 

History of the Allotments 

In the late 1800's and early 1900's, up to 24,000 head of cattle 
grazed this area, known as the Roan Plateau. (Later, part of this 
area became the Naval Oil Shale Reserves.) Oldtimers make the 
statement that 'cow tails stuck out over the edge of the plateau 
like pins out of a pin cushion." 

In 1935, the Department of the Navy and the Department of the 
Interior's Grazing Service (later to become the Bureau of Land 

Management [BLM]) signed an agreement to allow the Grazing 
Service to manage the surface resources of this area. 

What followed in grazing management on the Roan Plateau 
area was typical of other public lands in the West. First grazing 
privileges were assigned to certain base properties of bona fide 
ranchers there already. Only these ranchers were allowed to 
graze their cattle on the Naval Oil Shale Reserves. In the late 
1950's the BLM completed range surveys on the Reserves with 
the decision either to reduce livestock numbers further by an 
average of 60%, or to establish a rest-rotation system of grazing 
with no cut in cattle numbers. The Reserves would be split into 
three allotments—The JQS, The East Fork, and The dough- 
Alber Allotments. 

Both the reduction and the rest-rotation grazing system were a 
major change and very threatening to the ranchers; however, 
after a court test the changes took place in 1966. The ranchers of 
the JQS and East Fork agreed to go with the rest-rotation system 
with no cattle cuts and most of them worked very closely with the 
BLM to make the system accomplish the objectives. The ranch- 
ers in the Cbough-Alber allotment decided to take a reduction in 
livestock numbers and continue their operations as before: cattle 

The author is natural resource specialist, Bureau of Land Management, St. 
George, Utah. He was formerly BLM Range Conservationist at Glenwood Springs, 
Cob. 

Editor's Note: Two photo albums have been put together showing study photos 
taken in 1960, in 1973 and again in 1977. One od these albums is on display at the 
SRM headquarters in Denver, while the other is at the Glenwood Springs BLM 
Resource Area office. 

operations took a 43% cut in numbers, while sheep were cut 
61%. 

Environment of the Allotments 

The allotments are located on a rolling and dissected plateau 
and vary from 7,500 to 9,200 feet above sea level. The precipita- 
tion averages 18 to 25 inches a year and nearly every gulch has 
water the year around. Temperatures in summer range between 
38 and 710 Fahrenheit. 

The vegetation is typical of Montane Coniferous Forest. Tab- 
ulation of the vegetative types is shown below: 

Conifer—4% 
Mountain shrub—32% 
Aspen—38% 
Sagebrush—i 6% 
Grass—i 0% 

Prior to 1966, all three allotments had the following problems: 
1) All creek and wash bottoms were cattle concentration areas 
and were left absolutely devoid of vegetation; not even annuals 
existed. 
2) Soil was eroding in the wash bottoms. 
3) Ridge tops were lightly used due to poor livestock distribution. 

Grazing Systems 
The grazing season on the Reserves is from June 16 through 

October 31. 
The JQS Allotment has a three-pasture rest-rotation grazing 

system. About 960 cattle graze two pastures each year while the 
third is resting. One pasture is grazed during early summer and 
the other is grazed after the grass reaches seed shatter stage. In 
addition, permit is granted for grazing of 854 sheep, which is not 
used due to high cost of herders and other problems; however, 
cattle are not allowed to be used instead of sheep. 

The East Fork Allotment has a four-pasture rest-rotation 
grazing system. About 623 cattle graze three pastures each 
year. One pasture is grazed during early summer, another, after 
the grasses flower, and another, after the grasses reach the seed 
shatter stage. The fourth pasture is rested. 

The rest-rotation grazing systems have been closely followed 
with only minor trespasses of cattle in the rested pastures. The 
systems have not been broken by the ranchers wanting to turn 
out early for reasons of drought, late spring, or for other reasons. 
In most instances, utilization of the forage has not exceeded 66% 
a year on the average. Cattle and sheep are not allowed onto the 
early pastures until the grasses are deemed ready, from 6 to 8 
inches of new growth. 

The Clough-Alber Allotment has about 135 head of cattle 
grazing on a season-long basis. They usually graze the same 



Results 
At the present time the condition of the range (over all three 

allotments) is rated good. 
The JQS and East allotments, both using the rest-rotation 

grazing system, have had the following occur due to rotating 
cattle and because of allowing forage species ample rest from 
grazing, thus allowing the species to become vigorous and 

reproductive: 
1) Wash and creek bottoms have healed or are healing with a 

good mix of perennial grasses. Grasses that have moved into the 
bare bottoms are mountain brome, columbia needlegrass, blue 
grass, western and intermediate wheatgrasses. However, 
woody streamside vegetation has not returned to provide good 
fishing streams. 

2) Soil erosion has been reduced. 
3) Weaner weights of calves and lambs have increased since 

implementation of rest-rotation grazing. 
4) Cattle utilize the ridge top forage due to smaller use areas 

or pasture units. 
5) Ridges with land treatment continue to be reinvaded slowly 

by brush. 
The Clough-Alber allotment has had the following continue or 

occur under season-long grazing, even though there has been a 
reduction in livestock numbers: 

1) Creek and wash bottoms continue to be devoid of perennial 
grasses. Where healing has occurred, the grass species mix is 

only bluegrass with perennial forbs. 
2) Ridge tops with land treatment have had little reinvasion of 

shrubs due to spring-fall sheep use. 

3) Weaner weights have increased since reduction of live- 
stock numbers. 

Livestock Results 
This information was gathered from ranchers who either kept 

records or remembered what calf and lamb weights were before 
and after the grazing systems were installed: 

75 to 85 pounds 
Calves 

350 to 400 pounds 500 to 600 pounds* 
*About half the ranchers used a 
Charolais Hereford cross. But 
now all the ranchers in this 
allotment run steers. 

East Fork Allotment—four pasture rest-rotation grazing system 
Calves 

Before After 

350 to 380 pounds 390 to 400 pounds 
Lamb information was not available. 

Clough-Alber Allotment—season-long grazing 
Calves 

Before 

350 pounds 390 to 400 pounds 

Lamb information not available here either. 

Conclusion 
Rest-rotation grazing as compared to season-long grazing 

showed some distinct advantages on the Naval Reserve allot- 
ments. 

Vegetation quality and quantity were improved over that of the 
season-long. The exception under season-long use was the 
ridge top (and treatment areas, which maintained good quality 
forage due to spring-fall sheep grazing and light cattle grazing. 

Animal weights increased after rotation grazing was imple- 
mented without livestock number reductions, whereas, under 
season-long grazing, weights increased only after livestock 
numbers had been reduced. 

Rest-rotation grazing, however, did not improve riparian 
vegetation or streamside woody vegetation, such as willows. It 
appears that fencing will have to be done to improve stream-bank 
vegetation and stability. I 
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one area to another. 

First Water Gulch of the JOS allotment as it appeared in 1961 under First Water Gulch as it appeared in 1976 after 10 years of rest rotation 
season-long grazing. grazing. Note grass cover. 

areas, mostly wash bottoms. Two thousand sheep also graze the 
allotment from June 16 to June 30 and again, 1,100 sheep use it 
from September 12 to October 28. The sheep are herded from 

JQS Allotment—three pasture rest-rotation grazing system 

Lambs 
Before 1966 1970-1976 

85 to 95 pounds 

After 
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The BLM Wilderness Review 
Don Shute and Bernard Shanks 

Wilderness area selection and management is currently one of 
the most controversial issues in public land management. The 
many Western ranchers holding BLM grazing permits should 
take an interest in the agency's wilderness review mandated by 
the 1976 Organic Act, as the eventual management changes will 
affect ranchers, the Bureau, and public alike. Today is the best 
time to become involved, while the BLM's wilderness goals and 
criteria are fresh and relatively open to change. Hopefully, a new 
approach can avoid the problems that plague the Forest Ser- 
vice's "RARE" reviews (Roadless Area Review and Evaluation). 

One cannot envy the legal responsibility of government 
agencies to develop specific regulations to implement legislation 
that is both vague and naive. The 1964 Wilderness Act does not 
go far as we would like in specifying what wilderness is and how 
to manage it. No federal agency has translated the language of 
the 1964 act into measurable, debatable terms in either the 
biological or outdoor recreation fields, and progress toward that 
goal is not apparent. A 1978 Forest Service economic study was 
the first agency attempt to consider the tradeoffs between 
roadless area management and timber harvesting. Yet the 
wilderness vs. timber harvesting issue has been a major policy 
question and controversy since the 1950's. 

Wilderness Controversy 
Because the world "wilderness" has such different meanings 

to different groups, the debate among these interest groups 
results in little communication and less compromise. At best it 
provides a smoke screen, allowing the agency to chart a 
temporarily safe escape. The original legislation is not under- 
stood by the public. The situation is made more complex by 
social changes that have occurred since the Wilderness Act 
passed in 1964. For example, demand by urbanites for unde- 
veloped recreation and solitude has grown tremendously, 
encouraging federal identification and protection of remaining 
roadless areas. The recent movement toward limiting federal 
controls, or transferring them to local government (especially in 
some western states), opposes wilderness zoning on federal 
lands as a loss of local development options. 

In the middle of this confusion, ranchers as a group have much 
to gain or lose on this issue. In some areas wilderness could 
protect the grazing resource from destruction by mechanized 
recreation or mineral development, reduce poaching and vandal- 
ism problems associated with motor vehicles, enhance the 
ranchers' image, and in other ways protect the life style that 
ranchers desire. Conversely, wilderness designation could result 
in cutbacks in range improvements, increased recreation, ad- 
verse publicity and new political enemies. Ranchers need first to 
learn the laws of wilderness area selection and management 
before they can decide whether wilderness designation would 
hurt or help their long term interests. In this article we hope to 
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raise the level of debate away from emotion towards substantive 
issues. Let's begin with a brief analysis of the events leading up 
to the present situation. 

Goals of Wilderness Management 

What was the intent of the 1964 Wilderness Act? It correctly 
saw the eventual disappearance of unharvested or unutilized 
land due to pressures of increasing population and economic 
development. Its solution was permanent "rezoning" of selected 
federal lands into nonconsumptive use that left them effectively 
unaltered from presettlement conditions. Why bother to do this? 
The Wilderness Act identifies two major areas of wilderness 
benefit to our society. The first can be classified as social- 
esthetic benefits; namely, the recreation, scenic, and cultural 
effects that wildlands have had in the development of the 
American character in the past and hopefully the future. Vague 
references to these types of benefits constitute much of the 
language of the act, and agency thinking has recognized only this 
concept of wilderness. A second type of social benefit from 
wilderness is mentioned less, but we believe it to be at least as 
important in the long run. These are the objective scientific or 
information values of Iandforms and biological features un- 
affected by man. Research to improve our knowledge of natural 

processes in biology and other fields requires reference areas 
where natural processes are unaffected by human development. 
For example, most rangeland is inventoried and managed by 
some classification of inferred vegetation climax, i.e. SCS range 
site, Forest Service habitat type, etc. To set up, use, and improve 
such a classification, relict areas of presettlement vegetation 
are needed as references. Plant succession and competition 
need to be studied with and without domestic grazing, and 
natural fire behavior has to be observed and studied without fire 
controls. Such activities are part of the reason to set aside a 
system of wilderness areas or natural reserves. To lose forever 
the unique information contained in the few such remaining 
areas is to leave the range management profession poorer in the 
long run. Unfortunately, very few agency people interpreting or 
implementing the act recognize the value of this information 
resource, or use it to evaluate potential areas. 

Why was a federal law passed to establish wilderness status 
when the USFS had in-house procedures for naming wild and 

primitive areas? The BLM Organic Act included a wilderness 
provision although the Bureau managed primitive areas. Part of 
the reason was a trend toward centralized control. Conservation- 
ists preferred the more permanent legal protection of Congress 
over an easily reversed agency decision. However, one compro- 
mise necessary to pass the Wilderness Act requires Con- 
gressional, not just presidential approval for final wilderness 
designation. As a result, for the permanent Congressional pro- 
tection of designated wilderness status, an area must have the 
support of the managing agency and the local populace before 
the bill stands any chance of being approved by Congress and 
the President. Many western wilderness areas have failed to 
pass Congress because of local opposition. Considering the 
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political demand for wilderness, it is likely that alternative forms 
of wilderness protection will emerge to circumvent the Con- 
gressional bottleneck in authorizing areas. 

Grazing in Wilderness Areas 

Many misconceptions exist as to what activities wilderness 
designation allows or excludes. Existing livestock grazing is 

specifically allowed to continue after wilderness designation, 
subject to "reasonable regulations as are deemed necessary by 
the Secretary of Agriculture." Reported grazing cutbacks in 
wilderness areas are not a legal consequence of wilderness 
designation, but decisions of local agency officials who have felt 
that grazing conflicts with (undefined) wilderness values. In 
these decisions, the burden of proof should be on the agency. 
While future fencing developments would be prohibited, large 
utility-type installations can receive a presidential variance, 
which might apply to types of small water projects. Traditional 
motorized air and water transport can continue in/over wilder- 
ness areas, and private inholdings in wilderness areas can be 
driven to. Developed springs and fences can continue to be 
maintained. Mining claims made before December31, 1983, can 
be worked after that date, but claims cannot be filed later. Forest 
and range fires and other emergencies can be handled with 
aircraft or other equipment. In general, wilderness designation 
prohibits construction of further roads or improvements, per- 
manent habitation, and private use of motor vehicles. Wilderness 
designation does not require subsequent compliance with Class 
I air quality standards—this question is decided at the state level. 
In summary, present wilderness laws are not as unsympathetic 
to existing grazing as many ranchers believe. Certain aspects of 
wilderness management, such as the return to natural fire 
frequency, could do much to improve the forage base. 

Conversely, does continued grazing decrease wilderness 
quality? Again, it is useful to separate the psychological and 
scientific values of wilderness areas. While cattle can degrade 
trout habitat in narrow streams, most antigrazing sentiments are 
from urban wilderness users who equate use with damage. Most 
of this potential conflict could be avoided through information and 
education. Grazing can be compatible with the role of wilderness 
areas in biological conservation. Above certain stocking rates, 
domestic grazing has a different selective effect on the plant 
community than the native grazing it replaces or adds to. 

However, restoration of natural fire would do as much or more 
than elimination of grazing to preserve pesettlement vegetation 
still extant. Wilderness areas have an intermediate role in 
biological conservation: Research natural areas and national 
parks are more single-use conservation areas, while multipe-use 
public lands have the least value as scientific reference areas. In 

short, well-managed domestic grazing can be compatible with 
high wilderness quality. 

Trends Affecting the Review 

Due to the increasing demand for solitude and wilderness 
recreation, and the decreasing supply of roadless wildlands, 
federal legislators (representing mostly urban population) have 
been relaxing the standards for wilderness designation. Con- 
servationists have succeeded in rewriting minimum area require- 
ments and the definition of "roadless," for reasons given above 
and also because they felt deserving areas were unjustly ex- 
cluded on arbitrary or deceptive criteria during the first RARE 
review. As mentioned before, this movement for more wilderness 
areas is countered by local opposition to increased restrictions 

on the use of public lands. 

Conservationists objections to RARE I were incorporated in 
more specific Congressional instructions as to how the BLM 
wilderness review was to be conducted. The House-Senate 
conference committee (of the Federal Land Management and 
Policy Act [FLMPA]) defined "road" as one maintained and 
constructed, not just kept open by traffic. This change greatly 
expanded the area eligible for wilderness classification. The 
FLMPA also requires BLM to report to Congress on all areas 
considered for wilderness but rejected, stating why they were 
rejected. This is in marked contrast to the original Wilderness 
Act. The law also requires interim multiple use management to 
avoid damaging the wilderness values of areas being con- 
sidered. 

Revised Procedure 

In March 1978, the draft of the BLM wilderness review 
procedure was made available for public comment. The review 
criteria and process were published in final form in December, 
1978. The review procedure includes three stages—the first, 
called "wilderness inventory," identifies roadless areas suitable 
for study. The Bureau plans to complete this first stage by July, 
1980. All BLM primitive or natural areas are automatically 
considered for study, and as a group are evaluated on a faster 
timetable. The second stage in the process, called "wilder- 
ness study," considers all resources in the area. The study 
results and agency recommendations are reported to the Presi- 
dent as the third and final stage. Recommendations on existing 
BLM primitive and natural areas are scheduled to be reported by 
July of 1980, with final recommendations on all other wilderness 
study areas scheduled by October, 1991. 

While the timetable for the review is clear, the criteria used to 
rate individual areas are not. At the beginning of this article, we 
mentioned the two main concepts defining wilderness in the 
1964 act. Objective, or at least more refined measures need to be 

developed in these areas before a wilderness review fulfills the 

legal intent. For example, we are capable of assessing bio- 

logically whether a landscape is close to presettlement condi- 
tions, ". . . retaining its primaeval character and influence. . . [a 
landscape] which generally appears [to the trained eye] to have 
been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint of 
man's work substantially unnoticeable." A proper evaluation of a 

prospective wilderness area would study references on pre- 
settlement vegetation and animal communities and compare 
present conditions to the inferred presettlement conditions. 
Areas disturbed should be evaluated for potential recovery. BLM 
should apply recent developments in ecological theory to wilder- 
ness evaluation and management. For example, island bio- 
geography concepts, such as size of the area relative to size of 
disturbances, and proximity of other refuges are relevant. 
Potential rare and endangered species should affect evaluation, 
as should other resource values unique to the area (minerals, 
geologic, historical, etc.). Presently, BLM intends to evaluate the 
"naturalness" of areas by a brief visual inspection by outdoor 
recreation planners. The most specific criteria of naturalness in 
the March 1978 draft would exclude an area showing major, 
man-made structural changes in the plant community (i.e. log- 
ging, chaining). In terms of biological conservation, a wilderness 
review should answer the question, "What biological information 
is contained in this area, and how does it compare in value with 
information in any similar areas already protected?" The 
Bureau's present staff are not adequately trained to answer 
these questions. 
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Regarding the social-esthetic purpose of the wilderness act, 
what is a wilderness experience? How is it measured? How is a 
landscape evaluated for supplying the social values of wilder- 
ness? What is carrying capacity (productivity)? How well can this 
landscape be managed for this resource? These are questions a 
wilderness study should address, in addition to the more tra- 
ditional, tangible resources invovled, such as timber, minerals, 
water, etc. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, we can suggest several perspectives to help the 
rancher protect his interests should he become involved in the 
BLM wilderness review. In such an emotional issue, ranchers 
should consider their long-term interests in the light of long-term 
political and economic trends. If ranchers desire a stable, rural 
lifestyle at low population densities, this land-use goal is closer to 
those of traditional wilderness advocates than development 
interests such as mining or tourism and real estate. Thus, in 
areas facing eventual development, an earlier compromise with 
wilderness advocates may give the rancher more or better 
concessions than later zoning struggles in local government. 

In any event, people concerned with public lands need to read 
the appropriate laws and understand their intent. Only then can 
they separate administrative preferences from legal require- 
ments (i.e. the case of grazing cutbacks). It is in the ranchers' 

interest not to express their desires in general philosophical or 
emotional terms, but as specifically as possible to other groups 
who may not understand a rancher's perspective. For example, 
"Inability to develop water improvement A would cost me B 
dollars over the next 10 years", provides a better basis for 
negotiation and compromise than a speech on the unfairness of 
federal land policies. Similarly, all public land users should 
expect and encourage the BLM and other agencies to make 
better progress toward specific, objective criteria for the bio- 

logical, recreational, cultural, and economic aspects of wilder- 
ness review, as discussed before. For any groups unhappy with 
the BLM wilderness plans, their strongest case (through any 
branch of government) is to demonstrate the wilderness 
inventory was deficient for the specific area in question, either by 
insufficient or incorrect information on the area, or by inappro- 
priate review criteria. 

How biologically important is wilderness protection for the area 
in question? How suitable is it for wilderness recreation? What 
would be the economic and social effects of different courses of 
action? Unfortunately, the BLM is presently too unsophisticated 
and under-funded to thoroughly answer all these questions. 
Thus, one role of interest groups or individuals is to gather better 
data relevant to agreed-upon criteria. Considering our lack of 
sophisitication in the topic of wilderness evaluation and manage- 
ment, obtaining better information is not difficult, and it truly 
serves the public interest. 
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Cattle Production 
on a Southern 
Pine- Hardwood Forest 

Ronald E. Thill and Gale L. Wolters 

Range management research in the South has been limited 
primarily to the longleaf-slash pine (Pinus palustris-P. elliottii)- 
bluestem (Andropogon spp.) range type. Little investigation has 
been conducted in the loblolly-shortleaf pine (P. taeda-P. echin- 
ata)-hardwood type, which occupies approximately 70 million 
acres from Virginia to eastern Texas. Although this type is 
managed principally for timber and produces relatively little 
herbage, it is grazed extensively by livestock. In 1966 a study 
was initiated in a loblolly-shortleaf pine-hardwood stand to 
evaluate a management program combining livestock and range 
practices proven successful on longleaf pine-bluestem range. 
These practices included prescribed winter burning, supple- 
mental winter feeding, and regulated seasonal cattle breeding. 

This paper reports on forage production and utilization, cattle 
weights, calf crops, and costs and returns from 1969 to 1976. 

The Study 
The study was conducted on 2,100 acres of National Forest 

land 30 miles north of Alexandria, in central Louisiana. This area 
of level to gently rolling terrain has an elevation of 120 to 200 feet, 
and receives an average rainfall of 54 inches. A 1967 timber 
survey revealed an average of 162 pines and 548 hardwood 
stems per acre, for a combined basal area of approximately 120 

square feet per acre. Understory shrubs and hardwoods provide 
abundant browse. Herbaceous grass forage consists primarily of 
longleaf uniola (Uniola sessiliflora). spike uniola (U. !axa), pani- 
cums (Panicum spp.), and bluestems (Andropogon spp.). 

The area had not been prescribe-burned prior to this investi- 
gation. But since the value of prescribed winter burning has been 
shown in the longleaf-slash pine type (Duvall and Whitaker 
1964), winter burning was initiated in 1967 to determine its 
benefits in loblolly-shortleaf pine-hardwood stands. One-fourth 
of the area was maintained as an unburned check; one-third of 
the remaining area was burned during February and March each 
year on a 3-year rotation. Each designated area was burned 
twice. 

From 1966 to 1969, upland hardwoods on 700 acres were 
reduced to between 5 and 20 square feet of basal area per acre. 

Unrestricted grazing before this study had apparently resulted 
in moderate to heavy utilization of the area. From 1966 to 1968, 
cattle were removed, and in May 1968, the area was stocked 
with 15 two-year-old Brahman crossbred heifers. Beginning 

February 15 through May, 1969, and each year thereafter, the 
heifers were bred to a purebred Charolais bull. Calving occurred 
from November to March. Regulated breeding allowed cows and 
calves to take advantage of higher quality spring forage. 

To alleviate forage nutritional deficiencies, each cow was 
supplemented with approximately 425 pounds of cottonseed 
cake between November 1 and May31, and about 900 pounds of 
bahia grass (PaspaIum notatum) hay between December 1 and 
March 10. Supplement was provided three times a week. 
Steamed bonemeal and salt were provided free-choice year- 
round. 

Findings 

Herbage and browse averaged 118 and 38 lb/acre (oven dry 
weight), respectively. Longleaf and spike uniola produced about 
45% of the herbage. Both grasses are shade tolerant and remain 
green during winter. Panicums, forbs, grasslikes, and bluestems 

STUDY AREA 

Range types of the South (Byrd and Lewis 1976). 

produced most of the remaining herbage. Blueberries (Vacci- 
nium spp.) and greenbriers (Smilax spp.) were the most impor- 
tant browse species. Cattle and wildlife used an average of 58% 
of the herbage and 33% of the browse. 

Prescribe-burned areas produced 175 pounds of herbage and 
45 of browse per acre on hardwood treated areas and 90 pounds 
of herbage and 25 pounds of browse where hardwoods were not 
treated. Unburned areas averaged 190 pounds of herbage and 
35 pounds of browse per acre on hardwood treated areas and 75 
pounds of herbage and 20 pounds of browse per acre where 
hardwoods were not treated. 

Prolific sprouting occurred where hardwoods were top-killed 
by burning, but fuel levels and drying conditions were generally 
not favorable for reducing hardwoods. Burning at other seasons 
or frequencies, or both, may produce more desirable results, but 
additional research is needed to determine these guidelines. 

Calf weaning weights averaged 439 pounds at 194 days of 
age, and ranged from 356 to 519 pounds. Calf crops averaged 
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71%, varying from 92% during the first year to 23% during the 
second year. During the last 5 years of the study, calf crops 
averaged 77%, which is similar to previous studies on longleaf 
pine-bluestem range. 

One cow was shot during hunting season, and two cows died 
during or shortly after calving. Two cows were culled from the 
herd because they missed breeding two consecutive seasons. 
Since none of these cows were replaced, the herd averaged 13 
brood cows during tl3é 7 years and was down to 10 the last year. 

November throuh April weight loss by cows averaged 24 
pounds, including losses associated with calving. These losses 
were much lower than a previous study found (Duvall and 
Hansard 1967). However, we provided our cows about four times 
more hay than the earlier researchers gave theirs. Cottonseed 
cake supplements were about the same in both studies. Winter 
supplies of green herbage and high shrub availability may also 
have partially contributed to the differences in weight loss. 

Calves were sold directly off the cows at about 6Y2 months for 
an average of $152.86, with variations between $105.31 and 
$244. Calves generally graded good to choice. Gross returns per 
cow averaged $98.08 for the entire study. Yearly expenditures 
per cow averaged $47.48 for supplemental cottonseed cake 
($27.96), hay ($15.14), salt and bonemeal ($0.55), grazing fees 
($1.20), and bull feed during the breeding season ($2.63). These 
costs varied from about $36 to $64. Most of the cost variation 
occurred in the cottonseed cake, which went from $19 to $40 per 
cow although similar amounts were fed each year. Hay costs 
varied from $13 to $20 per cow. Net returns per cow averaged 
$50.61 and varied from a loss of $5.43 with the 23% calf crop to a 
profit of $116. 

Ninety-two percent of the calves were born between Decem- 
ber and late February. Since all calves were sold at the same 

time, the older ones were heavier and usually brought higher 
returns than younger, lighter calves. Total calf returns could have 
been increased somewhat if younger calves had been sold later 
at heavier weights; however, this might have influenced subse- 
quent calf crops. 

Discussion and Recommendations 

Management can produce large, high quality calves on 
loblolly-shortleaf pine-hardwood sites, but the present livestock 
carrying capacity of this and similar stands is not sufficient to 
sustain profitable livestock operations. The range potentials of 
these sites, however, are not being realized under dense multi- 
layered pine-hardwood stands. For example, herbage and 
browse averaged about 800 and 250 pounds per acre, respec- 
tively, on ungrazed plots within this study area where basal area 
had been reduced to 96 square feet per acre, but prescribed 
winter burning at 3-year intervals was not adequate to control 
hardwoods that sprouted following thinning (Wolters, unpublish- 
ed data). Without subsequent management, herbage and 
browse will be rapidly reduced by development of a dense 
midstory of hardwoods and tall shrubs. 
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Products and Values of Ranges 
in South Dakota 

S.S. Wailer and J.K. Lewis 

The earth's surface is divided into two broad categories: 71% 
water and 29% land. The total land area of the world is about 34 
billion acres with approximately 43% of that, or 14.6 billion acres, 
in rangeland. Not only is range the largest single kind of land on a 
world basis, it also comprises over 45% of the United States. 

Range is characterized by native vegetation (predominantly 
grasses, grass-like plants, forbs or shrubs) suitable for grazing or 
browsing. It includes lands revegetated naturally or artificially to 
provide a forage cover that is managed like native vegetation. 
Range includes natural grasslands, savannahs, shrublands, 
most deserts, tundra, alpine communities, coastal marshes, and 
wet meadows (Range Term Glossary Committee 1974). These 
areas usually possess physical limitations such as low, erratic 
precipitation, rocks, shallow soils, rough topography, poor drain- 
age, and/or cold or extremely warm temperatures making them 
unsuitable for cultivation (Stoddart et al. 1975). Nevertheless, 
range provides a variety of tangible products and intangible 
values of importance to our nation. 

In South Dakota today, about half the total land area is range 
compared with over 95% a century ago. Of this only about 5% of 
the range in South Dakota is federally owned; the rest is privately 
cmned. Originally, native grasslands dominated the region, with 
the True Prairie occurring in the eastern third and Mixed Prairie 
covering the western two-thirds of what is now South Dakota. 
The boundary between these grasslands was a broad ecotone 
except where sharpened by abrupt changes in physiography or 
soil texture. 

Most of the original True Prairie in South Dakota is now 
cropland. Because of nearly level topography resulting from 
glaciation, medium-textured soils, relatively high soil fertility, and 
favorable annual precipitation (20—26 inches), conversion to 
cropland was inevitable. True Prairie vegetation is now largely 
restricted to wetlands and glacial moraines. To the west, the 
vegetation gradually changes to Mixed Prairie. West of the 
Missouri River, which is about half the state, the topography is 
older and more dissected, with lower annual precipitation 
(12—18 inches). Much of this area has remained native grass- 
land. In high range condition on the clayey-textured, gently 
sloping uplands, the vegetation is dominated by western wheat- 
grass and green needlegrass with an understoty of buffalograss 
and blue grama. 

Livestock Grazing 
The largest single economic output derived from range is 

forage for domestic livestock grazing. According to recent 
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estimates of the Forest Service, range grazing for livestock in me 
continental United States is expected to increase from the 1970 
figure of 213 million AUM's (the amount of feed or forage required 
by an animal unit for one month) to about 256 million in 1980. By 
2020, 394 million AUM's of grazing will be needed from range. 
This increased demand will result from changing price relation- 
ships between grain and livestock in which more of the plant 
products suitable for human consumption will be marketed 
directly while livestock will be used to convert inedible plant 
products to needed food and fiber. This expected trend has been 
verified in the past by short cycles in which grain costs increased 
as cattle prices decreased, causing a shift from heavy market- 
ings of grain-fed to more grass-fed slaughter cattle. Ranges of 
the United States will not be able to absorb the projected 
demand, even under proper management, so, increased use of 
crop residues as livestock feed will be required. 

Grazing is a major use of South Dakota's resources. The 
grazing resource comprises approximately 59% of the entire 
state. Excluding introduced pasture and that part of grazed 
federal land which is National Forest, approximately 54% of 
South Dakota is native grassland. Assuming a conservative 
stocking rate of 0.35 AUM/acre, the grazed ranges should 
supply about 9 million AUM's of grazing. Assuming a native hay 
yield of 0.8T/acre, the ranges cut for hay would provide more 
than 3 million AUM's. Thus, the total feed and forage provided by 
South Dakota's range is more than 12 million AUM's. 

Agriculture is the most important industry in South Dakota; and 
range, the largest land resource, supplies most of the forage for 
the livestock industry. Livestock and livestock products con- 
tributed 74% of the 1975 farm income for a total of over $2 billion, 
or over 42% of the state's income. During 1975,37% of all cattle, 
45% of cows and heifers that calved, 69% of all sheep and lambs, 
and 42% of all calves born in the state were in the range area. 
These figures stress the importance and value of ranges in South 
Dakota for livestock grazing. While livestock grazing has been 
and probably will always be the most valuable use of the range in 
this region, other uses and values are also very important. These 
include wildlife, recreation, watershed, minerals, and scientific 
studies. 

Wildlife 
Wildlife is a major product of South Dakota range and brings 

more than $30 million into the state's business sector annually. 
South Dakota range provides habitat for upland game birds 
(sharp-tailed grouse, sage grouse, prairie chicken, and ring- 
necked pheasant), fur-bearing animals (fox, coyote, bobcat, 
raccoon, and white-tailed jackrabbit), and big game animals. In 
1975, the antelope population was estimated to exceed 43,000. 
Almost 45% of the total deer kill (white-tailed and mule) occurred 
on the range in western South Dakota excluding the Black Hills, 
which are predominantly in forest. 

Since South Dakota is one of the last frontiers of abundant 
wildlife populations, a higher demand and increased income 
from wildlife can be expected in the future. This range product, 
much like the aesthetic value of a prairie sunset, is difficult to 
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evaluate or assess. The state's wildlife population provides its 
residents and tourists with a resource that can have no price tag. 
The true value can be realized only when the wildlife is gone— 
and then the price will be too high to pay. 

The sportsman must realize that good wildlife management 
will be practiced on private lands only if the landowner has an 
incentive to do so, usually an economic one. The practice of 
charging hunters a fee to use private range, although relatively 
new, is becoming increasingly popular with western South 
Dakota land owners. Game that was formerly thought to be a 
liability is now considered a potential asset and source of income. 
Antelope, for example, were once a nuisance; they are now 
viewed as another source of income for the ranch operation. 

Recreation and Aesthetic Value 
Recreation is another important use of the range because 

tourism is the second largest industry in the state. In 1970, 5 
million tourists spent an estimated $250 million in the state, 
mostly in the western part where the range is. During the summer 
of 1972, nonresidents spent $93 million. About 78% of the non- 
resident tourists cited the western third of the state as their 
destination, and 75% spent all of their nights there. The initial 
attraction is the scenic beauty of the Black Hills; however, the 
more subtle natural beauty of well-managed ranges and the stark 
grandeur of the badlands attract many repeat visitors. Hunting is 
a very popular recreational activity on range, while stockdams 
provide abundant fishing, yielding bass, bullheads, northern 
pike, walleyed pike, pan fish, and trout. Streams throughout the 
range area contain trout, cathsh, and sauger. The projected 
increase in nonresident use of this area will be 60% by 1990. 

Surveys by the state's Tourism Division indicate that from May 
through September in 1976 a record 7.2 million tourists spent 
$170 million in South Dakota. Out-of-state travelers increased 
15% over 1975, and income from those travelers rose 20%. The 
biggest increase was reported from campgrounds; over 45% of 
all state camping and 53% of all hiking occurred in the western or 
range section of the state. The scenic value of South Dakota's 
range is a conributing factor in attracting out-of-state dollars. 
Furthermore, a well-managed range means a good place to live 
for the rancher and a source of pride for the people of the region. 
Indeed, beauty is its own reward for being. 

Watershed Value 

semiarid ranges do not contribute large amounts of water to 
streamf low, floodwater and sediment following heavy storms 
affect the quantity and quality of the water in the receiving 
streams and lakes. The ranges of the sub-humid region of the 
state, the Black Hills and the True Prairie region, are part of the 
headwaters of rivers. Water production is of paramount im- 
portance on such ranges. South Dakota range provides an 
estimated 2 million acre feet of water per year, contributing 
water for the six rivers that drain the western part of the state as 
well as recharge for its aquifers. 

Mineral Production 
Mineral production in the state includes sand, gravel, lime, 

stone products, and bentonite as well as gold, silver, mica, and 
feldspar. In 1975 mineral production provided over $40 million of 
the state's gross income. This represents income from the entire 
state; however, a substantial amount is derived from range. This 
use will receive much more attention as a result of new energy 
demands, particularly in northwestern South Dakota where 
lignite and oil deposits occur. 

Scientific Importance 
Range provides the germ plasm of native plants required for 

revegetation of disturbed rangeland. Range plants provide 
necessary attributes such as drought resistance, which can be 
used in development of new species and varieties of crop and 
forage plants by plant breeders. Range affords scientists a 
laboratory for research leading to an understanding of the 
complexities of ecosystems. This knowledge can be used not 
only to improve the management of ranges, but also to develop 
the ecological wisdom needed for wise management of man- 
dominated systems such as our croplands and cities. 

Summary 
South Dakota ranges are diverse and complex as are the 

products and benefits they provide. Too often management is 
determined by the product or value which provides the greatest 
economic benefit at a given time. However, the majority of 
products and values, excepting mineral production, are not 
mutually exclusive and generally production of all or most all 
products and values will respond favorably to proper range 
management. Seldom does management for any one use 
exclude another. On public lands management for a diversity of 
tangible products and intangible values is required to meet the 
demands of a diverse society. There is an optimum combination 
of products and values derived from range ecosystems that is 
determined by the nature of the ecosystem and the needs of 
society. Likewise, under private ownership, wise management 
for a diversity of products from the range ecosystem will 
generally result in optimum output of forage for livestock grazing, 
hay, wildlife, water purposes, and recreational and aesthetic 
values in order to maximize net ranch income on a long-term 
basis. If South Dakota is to realize the full potential of the rich 
heritage of its ranges, there must be an increased understanding 
of the complexity, the vast potential, and the extreme importance 
of range to the state's economy today and tomorrow. 
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Virtually all range has some watershed significance. Although 

Western South Dakota range in high condition can simultaneously 
provide a variety of products including higher livestock production, 
improved wildlife habitat, and watershed protection, scenic beauty and 
recreational activities (Photo by Tom Porzarnsky, R.C. SCS). 
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enbreve 
Factores Que Influencian el Consumo de 
Suplementos Minerales 
V.L. DuvalyL.B. Whitaker. 1970. J. Range Manage. 23:347-350 

La suplementaciOn de sal y fOsforo es necesaria para el 
ganado reproductor cuando pastorea un agostadero de bosque 
con pino en (a region central cie Louisiana. Previamente se han 
determinado deficiencias de fôsforo a pesar de Ia suplementa- 
cion con harina de hueso. El presente reporte identifica Opoca del año, intensidad de pastoreo, IactaciOn y Ia suplementaciOn de proteIna como factores asociados con el bajo consumo de sal 
y harina de hueso aun cuando esta es otrecida a libre consumo a 
vacas utilizando un pastizal con basque. Los animales suple- 
mentados diariamente con harinolina consumieron mas sal, 
mientras utilizaban un agostadero sometido a una intensidad 
moderada de pastoreo. Sin embargo, no fueron encontradas 
diferencias entre animates pastoreando unidades sometidas a 
un ligero o intenso pastoreo. Sin considerar Ia intensidad de 
pastoreo, las vacas suplementadas diariamente consumieron Ia 
menor cantidad de sal durante Ia primavera. El consumo vo- 
luntario de suplemento por el grupo bajo alimentación libre tue 
mayor debido al elevado consumo de Ia mezcla de sal y harina 
de hueso, 

El ganado suplementado diariamente consumiO una mayor 
cantidad de harina de hueso bajo a un pastoreo moderado. El 
consumo tue menor cuando estuvieron en pastoreo intensivo. 
Cuando el ganado fue suplementado aRernativamente utilizando 
agostaderos moderadamente pastoreados, el consumo de 
harina de hueso tue mayor a to largo del año. En todas los 
tratamientos, el consumo de minerales fue muy bajo durante 
mediados de marzo hasta mediados de mayo. Se determinO 
también que el pastoreo intensivo forza a los animates a utilizar 
plantas de poca palatabilidad pero con gran cantidad de fOsforo. 
La suplementaciOn de harinolina en dias alternados, estimulO el 
pastoreo y el consumo de minerales, aunque Ia cantidad de sal 
incluida en Ia mezcla mineral excedió sus requerimentos diarios. 
El consumo voluntario de sal se mantuvo elevado durante el 
periodo de suplementacion invernal, lo cual desacredita Ia 
creencia de que el ganado consume ünicamente Ia cantidad 
requerida de sal. (Resumido par Enrique Sanchez, Estudiante 
graduado en NutriciOn de Pastizales. Oklahoma State Univer- 
sity). 

Eftecto de Ia Suplementacion de Proteina y 
Energia Sobre Ia Insidencia del Estro, Porcentaje 
de Concepcion, Crecimiento y Produccion de 
Leche en Vacas Productoras de Came 
J. Bond y J.N. Wittbank. 1970. J. Anim. Sci. 30:438-444 

La capacidad reproductiva y producciOn de leche en vacas 
productoras de cam esta estrechamente asociada al estado 
nutricional de los animales. Asimismo, el anestro y retardo de Ia 
pubertad estan ligados a un piano nutricional deficiente. Los 
objetivos del presente estudio fueron: (1) determinar los etectos 
de varios niveles de suplementacion protéica y energética sobre 
Ia producciOn de leche, peso corporal de Ia vaca y crecimiento 
del becerro, (2) comparar el crecimiento compensatoria vs. 
crecimiento contInuo y (3) provar una dieta convencional vs. una 

dieta alta en concentrados y sus etectos sobre el ciclo estral y 
porcentajes de concepciOn. 

En el primer experimento, Ia cantidad de protelna digestible 
proporcionada fué 0.22 kg, 0.16 kg y 0.07 kg por cada 100 kg de 
peso corporal para vaquillas alimentadas con un nivel alto, 
medio y bajo respectivamente. En el segundo experimento, Ia 
mitad de seis pares de vaquillas gemelas utilizadas recibieron 
una dieta convencional, mientras que Ia otra mitad recibiO 
durante 112 dias, un alimento concentrado para mantenimiento. 
Posteriormente, todos los animates fueron alimentados ad 
libitum durante 84 dias. 

Los niveles de proteina no tuvieron etecto en el peso de los 
becerros al nacer; tampoco se encontraron efectos sobre el ciclo 
estral y porcentaje de concepciOn cuando las vacas fueron 
alimentadas convencionalmente con dietas a base de con- 
centrado o cuando se les otreciO alimento para crecimiento con- 
tinuo y para crecimiento compensatorio. La ganacia de peso 
corporal en vaquillas durante eI periodo de alimentaciOn de 196 
dias fue mayor cuando fueron alimentadas combinando un nivel 
de mantenimiento y después ad libitum, que cuando recibieron 
continuamente una dieta calculada para ganar 0.4 kg diarios. 
(Resumido POT Mohammad R. Chaichi, Estudiante graduado en 
Agronomla, Oklahoma State University). 

Incremento de (a Produccion de Came Roja a 
Partir del Agostadero, Mediante el Mejoramiento 
de las Practicas de Manejo de Pastizales. 
T.W. Box. 1974. J. Range Manage. 27:333-336 

El autor sugiere que Ia demanda por came roja en Estados 
Unidos va a incrementar, pero en una manera diferente de Ia que 
ha sido estabtecida por Ia mayoria de los economistas y gana- 
deros. Esta aumentará primeramente debido a un incremento en 
Ia poblaciôn y no debido a un incremento en Ia demanda per 
capita. Esta demanda par came tendra que ser cubierta a partir 
de una extensiOn de terreno que se ye reducida debido a Ia 
creciente demanda por articulos ajenos a Ia ganaderla, como 
parques publicos, minas, productos forestales, cosechas para 
alimentaciOn humana, producción de lana, etc. El resultado final 
de estos cambios será un terreno limitado disponible para 
producir came, asi como una disminuciOn en Ia engorda de 
ganado en corrales debido a Ia restricciOn del uso de granos. 
Consecuentemente, Ia came roja Ilegara a er un articulo de lujo 
muy costoso. Todos estos factores determinan que los pasti- 
zales deberan de producir mas came con menores recursos. 
Como se puede advertir, Ia ciencia de manejo de agostaderos 
jugará un papel vital en Ia producción mundial durante las 
prOximas dos décadas. 

En los paises desarrollados, un esfuerzo mayor será puesto 
en dos areas; aumentando Ia producciOn de forraje e inten- 
sificando el manejo del ganado. Esto requerirá una aplicaciOn 
cuidadosa de Ia ciencia, asi como del desarrollo de nuevos e 
inovativos sistemas de manejo. Algunas de las formas sugeridas 
para mejorar Ia producciOn del pastizal son el control de plantas 
nocivas, conversiOn del tipo de vegetaciOn, sistemas de pas- 
toreo adecuados, fertilizaciOn del pastizal, mejoramiento del 
manejo de as cuencas hidrolOgicas, alteraciOn de Ia palatabili- 
dad y digestibilidad de plantas no utilizadas en el agostadero, 
integraciOn de los pastizales con las tierras de cultivo, utilizaciOn 
de alimentos suplementarios, prácticas de mejoramiento de 
ganado y desarrollo de nuevas razas de ganado que se adapten 
mejor al consumo de forrajes de baja calidad. (Resumido par 
Orlando Forero, Estudiante graduado en NutriciOn Animal, 
Oklahoma State University). 
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Legislative Log 
Members of the first session of the 96th U. S. Congress completed their revision of committee assign- 

ments in early February. They then worked on internal committee assignments along with daily sessions. 
Of interest to conservationists is the omission of any reference to Natural Resources in the President's State 

of the Union message to Congress and the nation. Some people believe this may mean that another 
environmental message may be sent to Congress this session. 

Congress has completed many of the hearings on appropriations for Natural Resource agencies. In 
sending the budgets to Congress the Administration stressed that government spending had to be controlled 
and that inflation must be contained. Most agencies had several reductions on adjustments. Personnel 
ceilings were reduced a few per cent for most agencies. The planned expenditures for natural resources and 
environment of$1 1.5 billion in 1980 compares to $11.2 billion in 1979. The increase of 2.6 percent in a period of 
near double digit inflation represents a substantial reduction in programs. Congress will be evaluating the 
proposed budgets now the hearings are nearly complete. Considerable shifting of priorities is anticipated. 

Many different proposals were considered in the last 
session of congress. Most bills involved 90 to 120 
million acres of federal land for designation as 
National Parks, Forests, Wildlife Refuges, Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and Wilderness. Present bills en- 
compass lands designated in December 1978 by 
Executive order for protection until Congress can 
act. 
S-9 is said to be the same as HR. 39 passed by the 
House in the last session, except for a few technical 

House during the last Congress. 

2,4,5-T Ban: 
On March 1 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

announced that it was making an "emergency suspension" of 
use of 2,4,5-T to control weeds and other vegetation on power 
rights-of-way, in pastures, and to manage forest lands until a full 
review of its impact on human health and its benefits is com- 
pleted. 
Resources Conservation Act (RCA) 

The process to be used in developing the 1980 appraisal 
program and statement of policy, as called for in the Soil and 
Water Act, has been completed. By January 1980 it is planned to 
provide the Congress with an appraisal of the condition of our 
natural resources and a recommended National Soil and Water 
Conservation Program based on this appraisal. The Soil Con- 
servation Service will schedule briefings and distribution of the 
proposed Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning. 
Act of 1974 (RPA) 

Release of a draft report on the proposed 1980 assessment 
was planned for late March. Briefings were scheduled for March 
27. Public comments are being requested until June 8, 1979. 

Special meetings will be held by the Forest Service with any 
interested groups. 
RARE Il-Roadless Area Review and Evaluation 

Hearings began in the Senate on February 6. The purpose of 
the hearings is to dwell on the effect of RARE II on the other 
uses of National Forest Land. Administration witnesses stated 
that their goal was to have a decision on all proposed areas by 
1983 (those areas designated for further planning). 

Status as of March 19,1979 

The House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee on 
Feb. 28 defeated the Udall bill. Conflict involved 
mainly oil and mineral restrictions. 

HR. 2219 appears to be the most likely markup bill 
for the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
which will now proceed to come up with a compro- 
mise bill. There is a conflict in committee juris- 
diction. 

Reorganization 
Vice President Mondale announced a proposed reorganiza- 

tion of Natural Resource agencies at a March 1 press briefing. 
Congress was given a written notice that a plan would be sent to 
them around April 1. 

The new proposed Department of Natural Resources would 
contain all of the present Department of Interior, the Forest 
Service from the Department of Agriculture, and the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in the Department of 
Commerce. It will be proposed as a reorganization plan, rather 
than as legislation. Under this procedure Congress cannot 
amend the proposal and it would automatically go into effect 60 
days after being sent to Congress unless vetoed by a simple 
majority vote of either house. 

There was some surprise that all water functions had been 
removed from the original task force report. The President made 
the decision to eliminate them. Administration spokesmen ex- 
plained this omission as a 'political reality" based on soundings 
on Capitol Hill. 

A hearing has been announced for March 27 by Montana 
Senator John Melchon, Chairman of Subcommittee on Environ- 
ment, Soil Conservation, and Forestry of the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. The purpose ot the 
hearing is to question administration witnesses and a small panel 
of experts. 
Water Projects 

High officials of the Carter Administration began their annual 
round of appearances before Congressional Committees the 
week of February 5. Interior Secretary Andrus, Chief of the Army 
Engineers, Commissioner of Reclamation, and others explained 
the Administration's water policy reform proposals and the Fiscal 
year 1980 budget for water resources development. 

Proposed Bill Description of Bill 

H.R. 39. Rep. 
Udall and 140 Co- 
Sponsors 
S-9 Senator 
Jackson. 

HR. 2219 Rep 
John Murphy 
and John Breaux. 

changes. Senate Hearings are expected on S-9 probably after 
H.R. 2219 is comparable to H.R. 39 as it passed the House action. 
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Term expires 1981: 
(vacancy) 
DEEN E. BOE, Chadron, NE 
GARY DONART, Las Cruces, NM 

Term expires 1982: 
BOB RAGSDALE, College Station, TX 
BEN ROCHE, Pullman, WA 
RODNEY BAUMBERGER, Sturgis, SD 

Executive Secretary: LORENZ F. BREDEMEIER, 2760 West 5th Ave., 
Denver, CO 80204 

l&E Chairperson of each Section: See list of Section officers 

INFORMATION AND EDUCATION AD HOC 
COMMITTEE 

RODNEY BAUMBERGER, Sturgis, SD 
DAN BOSE, Stamford, NE 
F. ROBERT GARTNER, Rapid City, SD 
J.C. SHAVER, Dickinson, ND 
JOHN A. SHRADER, Casper, WY 
TOM SPARKS, Melstone, MT 

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
LORENZ F. BREDEMEIER (Chrpn), 2760 West Fifth Avenue Denver, 

CO 80204, office 303-571-0174 
Term expires 1980: 

MARTIN GONZALEZ, Chihuahua, Chih., Mexico 
ALEX JOHNSTON, Lethbridge, Alta., Canada 
DON GIPE, Portland, OR 

Term expires 1981: 
DON HUSS, Cairo, Egypt 
JOHN NORRIS, Tucson, AZ 
JOE TRLICA, Fort Collins, CO 

Term expires 1982: 
DILLARD GATES, Vienna, VA 
CLARENCE ALMEN, Sherwood, OR 
ROBERT WILLIAMSON, Silver City, NM 

Executive Secretary: LORENZ F. BREDEMEIER, 2760 West 5th 
Avenue, Denver, CO 80204 

MEMBERSHIP COMMITTEE 
RONALD R. PERRIN (Chrpn), P.O. Box 85, Grandview, 1083724, home 

208-834-2615, office 208-834-2299 
Term expires 1980: 
GLEN SECRIST, Boise, ID 
MICHAEL RALPHS, North Fork, NV 

Term expires 1981: 
ROBERT ALEXANDER, Arvada, CO 
WILBERT BLACKBURN, College Station, TX 
TERRY HUETH, Burley, ID 

Term expires 1982: 
DOUG SELLERS, Fairfax, VA 
GARY HULEU, Hays, KS 
DAVE SWANSON, Anchorage, AK 

Executive Secretary: LORENZ F. BREDEMEIER, 2760 West Fifth 
Avenue, Denver, CO 80204 

Membership Chairperson of each Section: See list of Section Officers 

NOMINATING COMMITTEE 
JOHN STANLEY TIXIER (Chrpn), 2355 Camelot Drive, Brookfield, WI 

53005 
HARLAND DIETZ, Ft. Worth, TX 
EDWARD McKINNON, Calgary, Alta, Canada 
ANTONIO GONZALEZ, San Luis Potosi, SLP, Mexico 
KEITH MILLER, Burke, VA 
BRUCE FOSTER, Hondo, TX 
HERB FISSER, Laramie, WY 
PAT McILVAIN, Woodward, OK 
MARK STEVENS, Albuquerque, NM 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 
JOHN BOHNING (Chrpn), P.O. Box 441, Prescott, AZ 86301, home 

602-445-7816, office 602-445-1762 
WILLIAM LAYCOCK, Fort Collins, CO 
JACK MILLER, Missoula, MT 
THOMAS BEDELL, Corvallis, OR 
RICHARD ROSS, Vienna, VA 

President Elect: Harold F. Heady, Berkeley, CA 
Student Conclave Past President: TIM BERRY, College Station, TX 
Executive Secretary: LORENZ F. BREDEMEIER, Denver, CO 
University Student Member: JOHN ABBOTT, Fort Collins, CO 

PLANNING COMMITTEE/SECTION ACTIVITIES SUB- 
COMMITTEE 
FEE BUSBY (Chrpn), Division of Range Mgmt., College of Agric., Univ. 

of Wyoming, Laramie, WY 92071, office 307-766-2263 
AL LOGOSZ, Sandy, UT 
BOB RAGSDALE, College Station, TX 
DON C. EGGERTON, Akron, CO 
CARLTON CAMP, Cottonwood, AZ 
J.C. SHAVER, Dickinson, ND 
PHILLIP SIMS, Woodward, OK 
DOUG SELLERS, Fairfax, VA 
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PRODUCERS AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
JACK ft CUTSHALL (Chrpn), Box 1630, Alexandria, LA 71301, home 

318-640-3503, office 318-448-3421, FTS 497-6611 
Term expires 1980: 

JOHN L. MERRILL. Crowley, TX 
LESTER ANDERSON, Leonard, ND 

Term expires 1981: 
REED HAMILTON, Thedford, NE 
ALAN W. KESSLER, Flagstaff, AZ 
RICHARD V. LOPER, Lander, WY 

Term expires 1982: 
WINTHROP PAUL ROCKEFELLER, Little Rock, AR 

JIM BOB GRUMBLES, Dallas, TX 
Sb GOODLOE, Roswell, NM 

PROFESSIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
JOSEPH L. SCHUSTER (Chrpn), Range Science Dept., Texas A&M 

Univ., College Station, TX 77843, home 713-822-2992, office 713- 
845-6531 

Term expires 1980: 
DON D. DWYER, Davis, CA 
GENE F. PAYNE, Bozeman, MT 
DON PENDLETON, Herndon, VA 
CHARLES McGLOTHLIN, Jemez Springs, NM 

Term expires 1981: 
JAMES HANCOCK, Springfield, VA 
KENNETH GENZ, Reno, NV 

Term expires 1982: 
ROBERT BARNES, Beltsville, MD 
WILLIAM EVANS, Fairfax, VA 
GEORGE KNOLL, Phoenix, AZ 

PUBLICATIONS COMMITTEE 
JEFF POWELL (Chrpn), RR 4, Box 174, Stillwater, OK 74074, home 405- 

372-6267, office 405-624-6411 
SYLVESTER SMOLIAK (Co-Chrpn), Research Sta., Canada Agri- 

culture, Lethbridge, Alta, Canada, home 403-328-4708, office 403- 
327-4561 

Term expires 1980: 
LARRY DAVIS, Des Moines, IA 
GERALD GIFFORD, Logan, UT 
JEFF POWELL, Stillwater, OK 

Term expires 1981: 
SYLVESTER SMOLIAK, Fort Collins, CO 
JOHN VALLENTINE, Provo, UT 

Term expires 1982: 
ROBERT HYDE, Fort Collins, CO 
JOHN BUCKHOUSE, Corvallis, OR 
ELBERT H. REID, Fort Collins, CO 

Journal of Range Management 
Editor: REX D. PIEPER, Dept. Animal Science, New Mexico State Univ., 

Las Cruces, NM 88003 
Editorial Board: 
1977-79: 

JAMES 0. KLEMMEDSON, Tucson, AZ 
GEORGE W. SCOTTER, Edmonton, Alta., Canada 
M.J. TRLICA, Fort Collins, CO 
J. ROSS WIGHT, Sidney, MT 

1978-80: 
DONALD A. KLEBENOW, Reno, NV 
JAMES T. NICHOLS, North Platte, NE 

MICHAEL D. PITT, Vancouver, B.C., Canada 
RONALD E. SOSEBEE, Lubbock, TX 

1979-8 1: 

ROD BOVEY, College Station, TX 
NEIL FRISCHKNECHT, Provo, UT 
MARTIN VAVRA, Union, OR 
HAROLD GRELEN, Pineville, LA 

Book Review Editor: 
PAT 0. CURRIE, Livestock and Range Res. Sta., Route 1, Box 3, Miles 

City, MT, 59301, home 406-232-2754, office 406-232-4970 

Ran gelands 
Editor: JOHN DANNY FREEMAN, 316 Whitney St.. Prescott, AZ 86301, 

home 602-445-0565 
Editorial Board 
19 77-79 

CLAUDE C. DILLON, Spokane, WA 
DICK D. HAMILTON, Harmon, OK 
KENDALL JOHNSON, Laramie, WY 
JAMES A. YOUNG, Reno, NV 

19 78-80: 
DEEN E. BOE, Chadron, NE 
WILLIAM J. HARVEY, Lee Vining, CA 
ROBERT W. LODGE, Regina, Sask., Canada 
JOSEPH C. ZACEK, Bozeman, MT 

1979-8 1: 
RICHARD COON, Washtucna, WA 
LUIS CARLOS FIERRO, Chihuahua, Chih., Mexico 
ROY S. MANN, Portland, OR 
LEO B. MERRILL, Sonora, TX 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
GARY WESTMORELAND (Chrpn), 1440 Bretton Drive, Casper, WY 

82601 
Term expires 1980: 

JERRY SCHICKEDANZ, Las Cruces, NM 
SAM HALVERSON, Marietta, GA 
WILLIAM HURST, Los Lunas, NM 

Term expires 1981: 
DALE AVANT, Fredonia, AZ 
W. JAMES CLAWSON, Davis, CA 
JOHN A. SHRADER, Casper, WY 

Term expires 1982: 
D.B. POLK, Belton, TX 
BARRY FLAMM, Washington, D.C. 
REX CLEARY, Standish, CA 

RANGE CONSULTANTS CERTIFICATION PANEL 

DON D. DWYER (Chrpn) 1342 East 1700 North Logan, Utah 84321 

Term expires 1980: 
GARY MATHIS, Stamford, TX 
DAViD G. WILSON, Lakewood, CO 

Term expires 1981: 
E. WILLIAM ANDERSON, Lake Oswego, OR 
PAUL T. TUELLER, Reno, NV 

Term expires 1982: 
C. WAYNE COOK, Fort Collins, CO 
JOSEPH F. PECHANEC, Ogden, UT 

RESEARCH AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
JAMES 0. KLEMMEDSON (Chrpn), School of Renewable Natural Re- 

sources, Univ. of Ariz., Tucson, AZ 85721, home 602-297-2849, office 
602-626-1268 

Term expires 1980: 
C. WAYNE COOK, Fort Collins, CO 
HENRY A. PEARSON, Pineville, LA 
AD. BROWNFIELD, Deming, NM 

Term expires 1981: 
WALTER B. RUMSEY, Lincoln, NE 
JOHN L. MERRILL, Crowley, TX 
PAT 0. CURRIE, Miles City, MT 

Term expires 1982: 
WILLIAM KRUEGER, Corvallis, OR 
LEE SHARP, Moscow, ID 
ROBERT W. HARRIS, Wilsonville, OR 
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STUDENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
DENNIS PHILLIPI (Chrpn), E. 13011 27th, Spokane, WA 99216 
Term expires 1980: 

WARD W. BRADY, Tempe, AZ 
CLEMENCE R. PARKIN, Riverside, WY 

Term expires 1981: 
RICHARD F. MILLER, Corvallis, OR 
J. DANIEL RODGERS, College Station, TX 

Term expires 1982: 
TOMMY WELCH, Vernon, TX 
TOM COLBERT, Denver, CO 

SUMMER MEETING COMMITTEE (1979) 
WILLIAM J. LITTLE, 540 Sunset St., Anthony, ID 83445, home 208- 

624-3017, office, 208-624-3151 
FRANK BEITIA, Caribou Nat'I. Forest, Federal Bldg. P.O. Box 4189, 

Pocatello, ID 83201, home 208-237-2528, office 208-236-6705 

ARIZONA 
President: WALTER E. LOCKHART, At. 1, Box 745, Miami, AZ 85539 
President Elect: E. LAMAR SMITH, School of Renewable Natural Re- 

sources, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721 
Past President: IVAN A. PORTER, 1417 East Fremont Drive, Tempe, AZ 

85282 
Secretary/Treasurer: STUART A. BENGSON, 4320W. Placita de Chris- 

tina, Tucson, AZ 85704 

Membership Committee Chairperson: DAVID A. BRYANT, Range Ex- 
tension Specialist, Univ. of Ariz., School of Renewable Natural Re- 
sources, Tucson, AZ 85721 

Public Affairs and l&E Committee Chairperson: DONALD H. BO- 
LANDER, 1780 Deer Trail, Prescott, AZ 86301 

Newsletter Editor: JONATHAN J. NORRIS, 3031 E. 2nd Street, Tucson, 
AZ 85716 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: ALAN W. KESSLER, P.O. 
Box 700, Flagstaff, AZ 86002 

Nominations Committee Chairpeople: S. CLARK MARTIN, 2143 E. 

Minton Drive, Tempe, AZ 85282, home 602-839-8837, office 602- 
261-4365; WAYNE PRUETT, Sasabe Star Rt., Box 88, Tucson, AZ 
85736; IVAN PORTER, 1417 East Fremont Drive, Tempe, AZ 85282, 
home 602-839-4929, office 602-261-6711 

CALIFORNIA 
President: HARLAN C. DeGARMO, 2828 Chiles Road, Davis, CA 95616, 

home 916-678-3924, office 916-758-2200 x209 
President Elect: WILLIAM H. WEITKAMP, JR., 251 James Way, Arroyo 

Grande, CA 93420 
Past President: MICHAEL C. STROUD, P.O. Box 5005, South San Fran- 

cisco, CA 94080, home 415-728-5609, office 414-877-7608 

Secretary/Treasurer: LISLE R. GREEN, Forest Fire Lab, P.O. Box 5007, 
Riverside, CA 92517 

Membership Committee Chairperson: LEE G. PATTISON, P.O. Box 

1863, Susanville, CA 96130 
Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: W. JAMES CLAWSON, Agron. & 

Range Science Ext., 125 Hunt Hall, U of C, Davis, CA 95616 
Information and Education Committee Chairperson: GLENN W. 

HARRIS, 609 Alice Avenue, Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
Newsletter Editor: WILLIAM J. SUMMERS, 2419 Sandringham Road, 

Sacramento, CA 95826 
Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: NORMAN E. GREEN, Range 

Mgmt. Dept., Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA 95521 
Professional Affairs Committee Chairperson: C. KENNETH PEARSE, 

3498-3G Bahia Blanca, Laguna Hills, CA 92653 
Nominations Committee Chairperson: DICK McCLEERY, 179 Paddon 

Place, Marina, CA 93933 
Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson, NEIL K. McDOUGALD, 

O'Neals, CA 93645 
State Grass Committee: PETER B. SANDS, Rt. 1, Box 2230, Davis, CA 

95616 

COLORADO SECTION 
President: ROBERT HYDE, Dept. of Range Science, Colorado State 

University, Fort Collins, CO 80523, home 303-484-0041, office 303- 
491 -6543 or 303-491-6677 

President Elect: ROSS CAMPBELL, 801 West Pitkin, Pueblo, CO 81004 
Past President: THANE JOHNSON, 9560 West Ernst Drive, Lakewood, 

CO 80226 
Secretary/Treasurer: LARRY RITTENHOUSE, Range Science Dept., 

240 Nat. Res. Bldg., Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO 80523 

Membership Committee Chairperson: GARY DAVIS, P.O. Box 760, 
Monte Vista, CO 81144 

Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: WENDELL HASSELL, 7866 
Marshall Street, Arvada, CO 80003 

Information and Education Committee Chairperson: HARVEY SPROCK, 
4304 W. 9th Street Rd., Greeley, CO 80631 

Newsletter Editor: DON SMITH, 6865 Oak Way, Arvada, CO 80004 
Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: TOM BARTLETT, Dept of 

Range Science, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO 80523 
Professional Affairs Committee Chairperson: PARRY LARSEN, 

Colorado Mountain College West Campus, Glenwood Springs, CO 
81601 

Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: TOM BARTLETT, Dept. of 

Range Science, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO 80523 
Nominations Committee Chairperson: THANE JOHNSON, 9560 West 

Ernst Drive, Lakewood, CO 80226 
Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: LEONARD HORN, V Eleven 

Ranches, Wolcott, CO 81655 

IDAHO SECTION 
President: WILLIAM J. LITTLE, 540 Sunset Street, St. Anthony, ID 

83445, home 208-624-3017, office 208-624-3151 
President Elect: NOV BRACKETT, P.O. Box 403, Twin Falls, ID 83301, 

home 208-733-4823, message service 208-384-2000 
Past President: DENNIS K. FROEMING, 1322 East Jefferson, Boise, ID 

83702, home 208-336-0097, office 208-384-1649, FTS 554-1649 

Secretary: J. RICHARD WARD, U.S. Forest Service, Idaho Falls, ID 
83401 

Treasurer: ABB H. TAYLOR, 11910 West Victory Road, Boise, ID 83706, 
home 208-362-1408, office 208-384-1276, FTS 554-1276 

Membership Committee Chairperson: LINDA HOWELL, 129 West 10th 

Gooding, ID 83330, home 208-934-4592, office 208-934-5606 
Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: JAMES KINGERY, College of 

Forestry, Wildlife, and Range Sciences, Univ. of Idaho, Moscow, ID 
83843 

Newsletter Editor: KEN SANDERS, Range Resources, Univ. of Idaho, 
Moscow, ID 83843, home 208-882-0990, office 208-885-6536 

Student Affairs Committee Chairpeople: DAVE P. TIDWELL, Room 119, 
Statehouse, Boise, ID 83720, home 208-888-3325, office 208-384- 
3688 
KEN SANDERS, Range Resources, Univ. of Idaho, Moscow, ID 

83843, home 208-882-0990, office 208-885-6536 
Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: GLEN SECRIST, 240 Collins 

Road, Boise, ID 83702, home 208-343-8860, office 208-384-1582 
State Grass: JENS JENSEN, 8760 Cranbrook, Boise, ID 83704 

INTERNATIONAL MOUNTAIN SECTION 
President: JACK VANDERVALK, Box 747, Claresholm, Alberta, TOL 

OTO Canada 
President Elect: DARROL HARRISON, 3604 8th Avenue South, Great 

Falls, MT 59405 
Past President: CHUCK HITCH, 282 Ashley Court, Billings, MT 59101 
Secretary/Treasurer: PAUL CONRAD, 127 Dover Drive, Kalispell, MT 

59901 
Membership Committee Chairpeople: WILLIAM McLACHLAN, 46 Salis- 

bury Avenue, St. Albert, Alberta, T8N 0M3 Canada, JOSEPH WIRAK, 
2915 Central Avenue, Great Falls, MT 59401 

Public Affairs/Information and Education Committee Chairpeople: 
SAMUEL KLUMPH, Box 1203, Coaldale, Alberta, TOK OLO, Canada 
THEODORE RUSSELL, 420 Benton Street, Missoula, MT 59801 
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Newsletter Editor: ALEX JOHNSTON, Agriculture Station, Lethbridge, 
Alberta T1J 4B1 Canadahome 403-327-3191, office 403-327-4561 

Youth Committee Chairpeople: ROBERT ROSS, 306 East Story, Boze- 
man MT 59715, home 406-586-5010. MAC FORBES, 11139-50th 
Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta, T6H OJ1 Canada 

KANSAS—OKLAHOMA SECTION 
President: ARNOLD G. MENDENHALL, Box 99, Meade, KS 67864 
President Eject: ERNEST C. SNOOK, 1623 East Frontier Drive, Still- 

water, OK 74074 
Past President: JAMES B. McCAMPBELL, 1717 Cambridge, Norman, 

OK 73069, home 405-364-4669, office 405-321-7766 

Secretary/Treasurer: ROBERT A. NICHOLSON, Biological Science 

Dept., Ft. Hays Kansas State College, Hays, KS 67601 

Membership Committee Chairperson: ERNEST C. SNOOK, 1623 East 
Frontier Drive, Stiliwater, OK 74074 

Newsletter Editor: ROBERT A. NICHOLSON, Biological Science Dept., 
Ft. Hays Kansas State College, Hays, KS 67601 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: KEVIN WRIGHT, Route 1, Box 
808, Collinsville, OK 74021 

MEXICO SECTION 
President: ING. LUIS CARLOS FIERRO, Rancho Experimental La 

Campana, INIP-SARH, Apartado Postal 682, Chihuahua, Chih., 
Mexico 

President Elect ING. DONALD JOHNSON, Universidad de Sonora, 
Toledanos 15, Col. Villa Satelite, Hermosillo, Son., Mexico 

Secretary/Treasurer: ING. MARTHA H. MARTIN, Rancho Experimental 
La Campana, INIP-SARH, Apartado Postal 682, Chihuahua, Chih. 
Mexico 

Newsletter Editor: DR. MARTIN H. GONZALEZ, Apdo. Postal 682, 
Chihuahua, Chih, Mexico 

Student Affairs Committee: ING. HECTOR M. GARZA, Univ. Aut. 
Agraria Antonio Narro, Buenavista, Saltillo, Coah., Mexico 

Membership Committee: ING. ALFONSO SANCHEZ MUNOZ, Centro 
Experimental Pecuario Vaquerias - CIPEJ, Apdo. Postal No. 1, 
Ojuelos, Jal., Mexico 

NATIONAL CAPITAL SECTION 
President RICHARD N. ROSS, 631 Marshall Road SW, Vienna, VA 

22180, home 703-281-4013, office 703-235-8139 
President Elect RONALD J. YOUNGER, 5037 Cliffhaven Drive, Annan- 

dale, VA 22003, home 703-978-5532, office 202-343-6011 
Past President: DONALD PENDLETON, 1518 Sadlers Wells Drive, 

Herndon, VA 22070 
Secretary/Treasurer: DAVID LITTLE, 13100 Memory Lane, Fairfax, VA 

22030 
Activities and Program: THOMAS N. SHIFLET, 8105 Smithfield Ave., 

Springfield, VA 22152 
Membership Committee Chairperson: JOSEPH A. GIBSON, 4205 

Middle Ridge Dr., Fairfax, VA 22030 
Information and Education Committee Chairperson: CHARLES B. RUM- 

BURG, 8809 Cromwell Dr., Springfield, VA 22151 
Newsletter Editor: DAVID LITTLE, 13100 Memory Lane, Fairfax, VA 

22030 
Professional Affairs Committee Chairperson: DONALD PENDLETON, 

1518 Sadlers Wells Drive, Herndon, VA 22070 

NEBRASKA SECTION 
President: PAUL M. SEEVERS, 6345 Fairfax Avenue, Lincoln, NE 68505 
President Elect JAMES T. NICHOLS, Univ. of Nebraska, No. Platte 

Station, No. Platte, NE 69101 
Past President: LEONARD THYE, 1209 W. 5th, OgaIlala, NE 69153 
Secretary/Treasurer: JAMES STUBBENDIECK, 349 Keim Hall-East 

Campus, Univ. of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE 68583, home 402-483-5759, 
office 402-472-1519 

Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: WALTER B. RUMSEY, 2031 
Broadmoore Drive, Lincoln, NE 68506 

Information and Education Committee Chairperson: M.K. (Mac) 
McCARTY, 362 Plant Sciences, Univ. of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE 68503 

Newsletter Editor: PATRICK E. REECE, Star Route 40-A7, Gering, NE 
69341 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: JAMES STUBS ENDIECK, 349 
Keim Hall-East Campus, Univ. of Nebraska, Lincoln, NE 68583, home 
402-483-5759, office 402-472-1519 

Honor Award Committee Chairperson: DAVE HAMILTON, Reed Hamil- 
ton Ranch Inc., Thedford, NE 69166 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: SID E. SALZMAN, Ainsworth, 
NE 69210 

NEVADA SECTION 
President CHARLIE FISHER, 3659 Greenacre Drive, Jacks Valley, 

Carson City, NV 89701 
President Elect JOHN L. McLAIN, 340 North Minnesota, Carson City, 

NV 89701 
Past President DONALD A. KLEBENOW, Renewable Resources 

Center, Univ of Nevada, Reno, NV 89512 

Secretary/Treasurer: MIKE KILPATRICK, Renewable Resource Center, 
1000 Valley Road, Reno, NV 89512 

Membership Committee Chairperson: JOHN FISHER, 418 Smithridge 
Park, Reno, NV 89502 

Public Affairs Committee Chairperson/Information and Education 
Committee Chairperson/Newletter Editor: JOHN HAFTERSON, 805 
Northside Drive, Elko, NV 89801 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: DAVE CHAMBERLAIN, 2005 
Jeanne Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Professional Affairs Committee Chairperson: BRAD HINES, P.O. Box 
1343, Winnemucca, NV 89445 

Research Affairs Committee Chairperson: JIM DOUGHTY, P.O. Box 
4850, Reno, NV 89505 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: LEE GRISWOLD, Box 653, 
Carlin, NV 89822 

NEW MEXICO SECTION 
President: PAUL GORDON, Box 2376, Ruidoso, NM 88345, home 505- 

257-5172, office 505-257-4095 
President Elect GARY DONART, Dept of Animal, Range, and Wildlife 

Sciences, NMSU, Las Cruces, NM 88001 
Past President: WALTER G. LINDLEY, Rt. 8, Box 180A, Silver City, NM 

88061 
Secretary/Treasurer: MARK STEVENS 1716 Indiana NE, Albuquerque, 

NM 87110 
Membership Committee Chairperson: SE. WOLTERING, RR 1 Box 

2555, La Luz, NM 88337 
Public Affairs Committee Chairperson/Information and Education Com- 

mittee Chairperson: BILL HURST, 1600 West Bosque Loop, Bosque 
Farms, NM 87068 

Newsletter Editor: JOHN BALDWIN, Box 1879, Silver City, NM 88061 
Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: RELDON BECK, Dept of Animal 

& Range Science, P.O. Box 3-I, NMSU, Las Cruces, NM 88003 

NORTHCENTRAL SECTION: 
President JOHN VOIGT, Botany Dept. Southern Illinois Univ., Carbon- 

dale, IL 62901 
President Elect: 
Past President ALLAN M. HALE, 1150 West 8th Street, Cincinnati, OH 

45023 

Secretary/Treasurer: ROGER 0. LANDERS, Dept. of Botany & Plant 
Pathology, Iowa State Univ., Ames, IA 50011 

In formation and Education Committee Chairperson: ALLAN M. HALE, 
1150 West 8th Street, Cincinnati, OH 45023 

Newsletter Editor: LAWRENCE E. FOOTE, 6890 35th Street North, 
Oakdale, MN 55109 
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NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS SECTION 
President JOHN TAYLOR, Dept. of Range Science, Montana State Uni- 

versity, Bozeman, MT 59715 
President Elect SYLVESTER SMOLIAK, Research Station, Agric. 

Canada, Lethbridge, Alberta TIJ 4B1, Canada, home 403-328-4708, 
office 403-327-4561 

Past President WILLIAM JOHNSON, Box 39, Sentinel Butte, ND 58654 
Secretary/Treasurer: LARRY WHITE, Northern Gt. Plains Res. Center, 

P.O. Box 1109, Sidney, MT 59270 

Membership Committee Chairperson: JAMES L. KRAMER, Box 1458, 
Bismarck, ND 58501 

Newsletter Editor: SYLVESTER SMOLIAK, Research Station, Agric. 
Canada, Lethbridge, Alberta T1J 4B1 Canada, home 403-328-4708, 
office 403-327-4561 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: THOMAS SPARKS, Box 74, 
Melstone, MT 59054 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: WILLIE MILLIRON, Rt. 6, 
Glendive, MT 59330 

PACIFIC NORTHWEST SECTION 
President CHAD BACON, 768 South Liberty, Burns, OR 97720 
President Elect DENNIS PHILLIPI, E. 13011 27th Spokane, WA 99216 
Past President: THOMAS E. BEDELL, Rangeland Resources, OSU, 

Corvallis, OR 97331, home 503-929-5598, office 503-754-3341 
Secretary: KEITH WADMAN, 288 South Egan, Burns, OR 97720 
Treasurer: GUY A. KONNERSMAN, 19807 So. Ferguson Road, Oregon 

City, OR 97045 
Membership Committee Chairperson: LAWRENCE P. LILLEY, SCS, 

226 Hickory Avenue, Albany, OR 97321 
Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: MARVIN R. KASCHKE, 617 

South I Street, Lakeview, OR 97630 
In formation and Education Committee Chairperson: BEN ROCHE, JR., 

Dept of Forestry and Range Mgmt. Washington State Univ., Pullman, 
WA 99163 

Newsletter Editor: MICHAEL D. PITT, Dept of Plant Science, Univ. of 
B.C., Vancouver, B.C. V6T 1 W5 Canada 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: DENNIS PHILLIPPI, E. 13011 
27th, Spokane, WA 99216 

Pmfessional Affairs Committee Chairperson: JOHN C. BUCKHOUSE, 
Rangeland Resources Program, OSU, Corvallis, OR 97331, home 
503-752-4347, office 503-754-3341 

Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: CLARENCE E. ALMEN, Rt. 3, 
Box295-B, Sherwood, OR97140, home5o3-625-5063, FTS423-3817 

Nominations Committee Chairperson: THOMAS E. BEDELL, Rangeland 
Resources, OSU, Corvallis, OR 97331, home 503-929-5598, office 
503-754-3341 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: CHARLES M. COLTON, Rt. 

1, Box 259, Baker, OR 97814 
Research Affairs Committee Chairperson: GEORGE A. GARRISON, 

5600 Sw Rockwood Ct., Beaverton, OR 97005 

SOUTH DAKOTA SECTION 
President: MARK TRASK, Elm Springs, SD 57736, home 605-798-2335 
President Elect: DAVE STEFFIN, Box 61, White River, SD 57579 

Past President JAMES JOHNSON 801 E. San Francisco Street, 

Rapid City, SD 57701 
Secretary/Treasurer: DAVE HEWLETT, 801 E. San Francisco Street, 

Rapid City, SD 57701 

Membership Committee Chairperson: ROD BAUMBERGER, Box 206 D, 
Pineview Star Route, Sturgis, SD 57785 

In formation and Education Committee Chairperson: DAVE ENGLE, 
Animal Science Dept., South Dakota State Univ., Brookings, SD 57007 

Newsletter Editor: F. ROBERT GARTNER, 801 San Francisco Street, 

Rapid City, SD 57701 
Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: BARB PIERSON, SCS, Wall, 

SD 57790 MARK ERK, Custer National Forest, Custer, SD 57730 
Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: ED ANDERSON, First National 

Bank of the Black Hills, Rapid City, SD 57701 

Nominations Committee Chairperson: JIM JOHNSON, 801 San Fran- 
cisco Street, Rapid City, SD 57701 

SOUTHERN SECTION 
President J. WAYNE WEAVER, 3003 E. Trafficway, Suite 100, Spring- 

field, MO 65802, home 417-887-6607, office 417-831-5206, FTS 754- 
2745 

President Elect: WILLIAM H. MOORE, School of For., Res. & Cons., 
Univ. of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32601 

Past President GEORGE E. PROBASCO, 1-26 Agriculture Bldg., Univ. 
of Missouri, Columbia, MO 65201 

Secretary/Treasurer: HENRY PEARSON, 2500 Shreveport Highway, 
Pineville, LA 71360 

Membership Committee Chairperson: WILLIAM H. MOORE, School of 
For., Res. & Cons., Univ. of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32601 

Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: LINDA CAMPBELL, P.O. Box 
965, Palmetto, FL 33561 

Newsletter Editor: LEWIS YARLETT, 808 NW 39th Drive, Gainesville, 
FL 32605 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: BOB KARR, P.O. Drawer FD, 
MSU, Mississippi State, MS 39762 

Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: CARL HOLT, 569 Simone Way, 
Stone Mountain, GA 30087 

Nominations Committee Chairperson: GEORGE PROBASCO, 1-26 

Agric. Bldg., UMC Columbia, MO 65201 
Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: MARSHALL MacGREGOR, 

Circle F Ranch, P.O. Box 681 Richland, MO 65556 

TEXAS SECTION 
President J. DANIEL RODGERS, 1409 Austin, College Station, TX 

77840 
President Elect: RHETT H. JOHNSON. Rt. 1, Box A206P, Belton, TX 

76513 
Past President WAYNE T. HAMILTON, 3512 Spring Lane, Bryan, TX 

77801 
Secretary/Treasurer: FRED E. SMEINS, Dept. of Range Science, Texas 

A&M Univ., College Station, TX 77843 
Information and Education Committee Chairperson: C. WAYNE 

HANSELKA, Texas A&M Res. & Extension Center, P.O. Box 10608, 
Corpus Christi, TX 78410 

Membership Committee Chairperson: GEORGE W. LOVE, 1120 Lincoln 
Street, Alice, TX 78332 

Newsletter Editor: C. WAYNE HANSELKA, Texas A&M Res. & Ext. 

Center, P.O. Box 10608, Corpus Christi, TX 78410 
Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: BRUCE T. FOSTER, Tarpley 

Route, Box 24, Hondo, TX 78861 
Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: BOBBY J. RAGSDALE, Range 

Science Dept., Texas A&M Univ., College Station, TX 77843, home 

713-822-4371, office 713-845-2755 

UTAH SECTION 
President LAMAR MONROE, Scipio, UT 84656 
President Elect ALROY S. LOGOSZ, 8196 Portal Way, Sandy, UT 

84070, home 801-524-5431, office 801 -943-6939 
Past President: REED C. CHRISTENSEN, Rt. 1, Box 83-A, Helper, UT 

84526 
Secretary/Treasurer: REED E. GARDNER, P.O. Box 265, Fillmore, UT 

84631 
Membership Committee Chairperson: DOUGLAS P. REID, 42 East Hill- 

crest Dr., Price, UT 84501 
Newsletter Editor: BOBBY J. GRAVES, 962 North 100 East, Price, UT 

84501 
Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: CARL THURGOOD, 435 East 

300 North, Richfield, UT 84701 
Nominations Committee Chairperson: REED C. CHRISTENSEN, Rt. 1., 

Box 83-A, Helper, UT 84526 
Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: VERN WILSON, Box 4, Mid- 

way, UT 84049 
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WYOMING SECTION 
President: RICHARD H. HART, USDA, ARS HPGRS, Rt. 1, Box 698; 

Cheyenne, WY 82001 

Past President: MACK WHITE, P.O. Box 187, Newcastle, WY 82701, 
home 307-746-4901, office 307-746-2528 

Secretary/Treasurer: JOHN SHRADER P.O. Box 2754, Casper, WY 
82602, after 7/79 contact Bertha Gillam, Bighorn National Forest, 
P.O. Box 2046, Sheridan, WY 82801 

Membership Committee Chairperson: DICK WALLIS, Meadowlark 
Farms, Graham Prof. Bldg., AMAX Suite, 205 South Ross Avenue, 
Gillette, WY 82716 

Public Affairs Committee Chairperson: DICK LOPER, P.O. Box 1202, 
Lander, WY 82520 

In formation and Education Committee Chairperson: MARILYN 
SAMUEL, High Plains Grassland Res. Sta,, Rt. 1, Box 698, Cheyenne, 
WY 82001 

Newsletter Editor: DAVE FORCE, 3169 Bluff Place, Cheyenne, WY 
WY 82001 

Student Affairs Committee Chairperson: ROBERT TWING, Rt. 1, Box 
217, Buffalo. WY 82834 

Scholarship Committee Chairperson: CALVIN LUNDBERG, Range 
Mgmt. Div., P.O. Box 3354, University Station, Laramie, WY 82071 

Honor Awards Committee Chairperson: MACK WHITE, P.O. Box 817, 
Newcastle, WY 82701, home 307-746-4901, office 307-746-2528 

Nominations Committee Chairperson: JIMMY R. BELL, Box 257, Wor- 
land, WY 82401 

Producer Affairs Committee Chairperson: S. WESLEY HYATT, P.O. 
Box 49, Hyattsville, WY 82428 

Research Affairs Committee Chairperson: CHAD McBURNEY, 907 
Carison Str., Cheyenne, WY 82001 

Membership in the Society for Range Management... 
Dues 

Students 
$14.50 

13.50 
14.50 
14.50 
14.50 
13.50 
14.50 
13.50 
15.50 
15.50 
14.50 
15.50 
17.50 
14.00 
15.50 
14.50 
13.50 
16.50 
14.50 
14.50 

Emeritus 
$20.00 
20.00 
19.00 
19.00 
19.00 
20.00 
19.00 
19.00 
20.00 
20.00 
19.00 
20.00 
22.00 
20.00 
20.00 
20.00 
19.00 
21.00 
19.00 
19.00 

155.00 

Individual 
Sustaining 
$42.00 

41.00 
40.00 
40.00 
40.00 
41.00 
40.00 
40.00 
41.00 
41.00 
40.uu 
41.00 
43.00 
41.00 
41.00 
41.00 
39.00 
42.00 
40.00 
40.00 

• is open to those engaged in or interested in the study, 
management, or use of range ecosystems and the 
intelligent use of all range resources • includes research scientists, ranchers, governmental 
agency administrators and technical personnel. 
teachers, students, and people from the business 
community • provides members with two publications—one ori- 
ented to research (Journal of Range Management) 
and the other oriented to practical resource manage- 
ment (Ran gelands) • offers opportunities for face-to-face exchange of 
ideas at local, national, and international meetings 
of the Society. 

Dues vary according to type of membership and 
geographical section. For application forms and ad- 
ditional information, contact the: 

Executive Secretary 
Sociely for Range Management 
2760 West Fifth Avenue 
Denver, Colorado 80204 
(303) 571-0174 

Section Regular 
ARIZONA $28.00 
CALIFORNIA 28.00 
COLORADO 27.00 
IDAHO 27.00 
KANSAS-OKLAHOMA 28.00 
NEBRASKA 28.00 
NEVADA 27.00 
NEW MEXICO 27.00 
NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS 28.00 
INTERNATIONAL MOUNTAIN .... 28.00 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST 27.00 
SOUTH DAKOTA 29.00 
SOUTHERN 30.00 
TEXAS 28.00 
UTAH 28.00 
WYOMING 28.00 
NATIONAL CAPITAL 26.00 
MEXICO 29.00 
NORTHCENTRAL 27.00 
UNSECTIONED 27.00 
Life Membership 375.00 

Effective w/payment 011979 Dues 

A limited supply is available of: 

PROCEEDINGS 
First International Rangeland Congress 
August 14-18, 1979 Denver, Colorado USA 
U edited by Donald N. Hyder 

• 742 pages • more than 200 papers • authors from 39 countries • illustrations • author and general indexes • hardcover • price: $60.00 (U.S.) postpaid* 
Effective May 1, 1979 

Sections include Plenary Papers—Man and the Biosphere Program—Sociological and Political Aspects of 
Rangeland Resources Management—Range Economics and Management Planning—Basic Range 
Ecology and Rangeland Ecosystems— Rangeland Soils— Rangeland Plants— Rangeland Animals— In- 
ventory and Evaluation of Range Resources—Rangeland Management Practices and Systems—Range- land Resource Improvement. 
*Books are mailed Library Rate within the United States and Book Rate outside the United States. For more rapid delivery, books will be sent Airmail for an additional $20.00 (U.S.) Make checks payable to: Society for Range Management. 

Society for Range Management 
2760 West Fifth Avenue 

Denver, Colorado 80204 U.S.A. 
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Speak Out Space 
This isa new section to encourage members to air grievances, elaborate 
on gripes, and express themselves on the good and bad points about 
the Society for Range Management and/or Rangelands. We urge you to 
participate. Use this editorial page or write a letter to the editor. Say 
something, even if it is wrong. 

I have a gripe and have had for several years and that is too 
many refer to our Society and the annual meetings as "national." 
We are an International Society with members in more than 35 
countries throughout the world. Even if more than one-half the 
members live in the United States of America, that is no reason to 
say national when we should say international. We have had 
several Canadians on the Board of Directors and one year the 
president was from Mexico. We citizens of the USA—let's stop 
showing our ugly side to members living in other countries. 

Two years ago president Thad Box and I had a small vendetta 
going against this 'national" business. We made progress, but 
the job is not yet done. For instance, the hostess who met met at 
the Ramada Inn at the recent meeting in Casper, Wyoming, had 
a "Welcome NSRM" buttom prominently displayed—meaning 
National Society for Range Management. I soon had her straight- 
ened out, in a nice way of course, and it was gratifying that before 
the end of the meeting most of the Ramada Inn personnel had 
crossed out the "N—Danny Freeman, Prescott Ariz. 

Just after the annual meeting, the biggest ever in the history of 
SRM, might be a good time to take stock. 

With more than 1,200 attendants we have come into the "Big 
Time" among conventions and can command respectful consi- 
deration by the convention-hungry cities, Chambers of 
Commerce, and hotels around the country. Many of them will bid 
for our attention and send salesmen to ply the Secretary and 
officers with lunches, dinners, and drinks to gain favorable 
consideration. 

Our system of moving about the country each year should not 
be abandoned, but one wonders whether reliance on a local 
arrangements committee of members gets for the attendees the 
best that could be attained or whether the employment of 
professional convention arrangers isn't now indicated. The latter 
surely would furnish to the membership full information on not 
only the headquarters hotel and one or two others but on all 
accommodations available. The situation in Casper is a case in 
point, where we had information on only three motels, two of 
which were very awkwardly located in relation to the head- 
quarters. 

It can be hoped that this circumstance will be given considera- 
tion by the Directors.—John G. Clouston, Portland, Ore. 

Readers Write 1* 
* 

Congratulations on Vol. 1, No. 1 Rangelands. It is an interest- 
ing and informative magazine, emphasizing the practicality of the 
Society's objectives. And, starting with the front cover, it is an 
improvement over the Ran geman's Journal. 

If the Society wants to expand the membership and support of 
ranchers and other non-technical people I think this is a big step 
in the right direction. It will not detract from—and may even 
enhance—respect for the scientists, administrators, and techni- 
cians, who comprise the majority of the Society's membership.— 
A.P. (Red) Atkins, Guymon, OkIa. 

NMSU Tops Competition 
One hundred-four contestants representing 19 colleges and 

universities from the United States and Mexico competed in the 
1979 International Range Plant Identification Contest held during 
the SRM annual meeting at Casper, Wyoming. New Mexico 
State University won first place in team competition with a score 
of 2,969 points out of a possible 3,000 points. The team was 
coached by Dr. Steve Hatch. 

Texas Tech University, coached by Dr. Russ Pettit, won 
second place honors with a score of 2,913. Team members were 
Brad Wilcox, Charles Boling, Phil Lorenz, Randy Roberts, 
Melissa Maahs, Nancy Dobbs, Diana Webb, and Ken Canon. 
Third place team honors were won by Texas A&M University with 
a score of 2,892. Dr. Marshall Haferkamp coached the Texas 
A&M team composed of Tim Berry, Earl Hinesley, Charlie Brown, 
Bob Ball, Karen Haag, Judy Fairchild, Patricia Dorward, and M. 
Vance Mitchell. The team from Universidad Autoñoma Agraria 
"Antonio Narro" from Saltillo, Coahuila, Mexico won fourth 
place honors. The team, coached by Jesus Valdez-Reyna, 
included J. Santos Sierra T., Ricardo Lopez A., Lucio E. Rod- 
rizuez, Rolando A. Garcia D., Javier 0. Gutierrez, and Jose Luis 
Guerrero. The team had a score of 2,837. 

First place in individual competition was shared by Jennifer 
Sawyers and Russell Ward of New Mexico State University. 
They each scored 993 points out of a possible, 1,000. Bruce 
Weber of New Mexico State University won second place in 
individual competition. Third place was taken by Tim Berry of 
Texas A&M University. Mr. Weber scored 983 points and Mr. 

Berry scored 981 points. 
Other teams participating in the contest were: Brigham Young 

University, Universidad de Chihuahua, California State Univer- 
sity-Chico, Colorado State University, Fort Hays State Univer- 
sity, Humboldt State University, University of Idaho, Montana 
State University, Monterrey Tech, Oklahoma State University, 
Oregon State University, South Dakota State University, Sul 
Ross State University, Utah State University and the University 
of Wyoming. 

All plant team coaches and contestants are to be congratu- 
lated for their efforts in participating in the plant identification 
contest. Each contestant will receive from the Society a certif i- 
cate for participation in the contest. 

* * * 

New Mexico State University Range Plant Identification Team 
sitting left to right: David A. Bearden, Marcus J. Garcia, and 
Donald W. Ellsworth; standing left to right Bruce J. Weber, 
Russell 0. Ward, Stephen L. Hatch (coach), Elaine M. Jeffcoat, 
and Jennifer B. Sawyers. Patrick J. Valerio was absent from the 
picture. 
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BYU, Humboldt State, and Oklahoma 
State Take Display Awards 

Student Chapters of the Society for Range Management at 
Brigham Young, Humboldt State and Oklahoma State Univer- 
sities were presented with checks of $100, $50, and $25 
respectively for their award-winning entries in a display contest 
held at the Annual Meeting in Casper. The BYU Student Chapter 
won first place for the second year in a row. A fourth entry in the 
contest this year was from Texas Tech University. 

This SAM sponsored contest was initiated by the I & E 
Committee at the San Antonio meeting to encourage student 
chapter participation in developing information and education 
materials and displays to aid public awareness of range manage- 
ment and promote SAM objectives. 

The BYU Student Chapter display was an excellent use of 
visual and auditory messages to describe the necessity for 
balanced and intelligent use of rangelands. Mrs. Jeanne Ed- 
wards, Chairman of the SRM Legislative Liaison Subcommittee, 
made arrangements for the BYU Student Chapter display to go 
on exhibit in the U.S. Department of Interior building in Washing- 
ton, D.C. in March. 

Wyoming Winds Blow Record 
Attendance to Casper 

Brian Hulet, Linda Conde, Roy Woodward, and Dan Paupard finalize 
the BYU first place display. 

At 1:35 p.m. on Tuesday of SAM Week (Feb. 12—15, 1979), 
Karen Stevenson and Ed Surbrugg, both students in range 
science at Colorado State University, registered and broke the 
Society's Annual Meeting attendance record. The total regis- 
tration reached 1,225, which included 762 members, 301 
students, and 162 spouses and guests. We are pleased to see 
that about 45 of those registered were our Canadian neighbors. 

General Chairman Kendall Johnson opened the Monday 
Plenary Session to a packed house. 
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Our political speakers, Assistant Secretaiy of the Interior Guy 
R. Martin, U.S. Senator Malcolm Wallop, and U.S. Repre- 
sentative Richard Cheney shared some of their concerns for 
range management. Dean Rhoads of the National Cattlemen's 
Association and the Public Lands Council, along with James 
Klemmedson, SRM Research Affairs Chairman, added 
Balance to the session. The third SRM/Old West film "The 
Maverick" was premiered. Full sessions were standard pro- 
cedure during the Grassland and Tundra Biome sessions as 

N 
well as in most of the technical sessions. The poster session, President Williamson congratulated E. William Anderson, who first used in San Antonio, has matured into the usual variet' of 

received the Frederic G. Renner Award, along with the other 
posters plus video tape and even a movie, 

award recipients. 

Three hundred fifty pounds of American Bison and car- 
toonist/humorist Jerry Pa/en reminded those at the banquet of 
some of our western heritage. As predicted, the weather was 
variable with sunshine, chinook winds, a sprinkle of rain, a half 
inch of snow, and a temperature range of +43 to —8°F. The 
convention tour to the mine and power plant, the ladies cross- 
country ski tour, and the student mine tour all were scheduled 
during the favorable weather. 

The 1979 Annual Meeting Committee would like to thank al/of 

Technical difficulties slowed the start of the proceedings, but 
Dave Smith pitched in to help (?) get the audio audible. 

you who attended for helping us make it a successful meeting. 
Knowing what it takes to put on a meeting, the '79 Committee is 
looking forward to ENJOYING next year's SAM Week at San 
Diego. Good luck 1980 Annual Meeting Committee! 
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The following awards were presented at the Society's 32nd Annual Meeting, February 12-15, in 
Casper, Wyo. The Outstanding Achievement Award is given to those whose careers and pro- 
fessional accomplishments are noteworthy. The Fellow Award is given to those who have made 
unusual contributions to the Society and its programs. The Frederic G. Renner Award is given to 
those whose recent and current contributions are noteworthy. 

Frederic G. Renner 
Award 

E. WILLIAM ANDERSON 
For his previous and continuing contri- 
butions in the profession of range 
management and his effective motivation 
of ranchers and resource workers to 
achieve range conservation on the land. 

Outstanding Achievement Award 
JOHN GORDAN KING 
For his outstanding achievement in the 
profession of range management and his 
cooperative efforts in coordinated plan- 
fling involving many ranchers and 
agencies. Improved range condition and 
integrated benefits to livestock, wildlife, 
and other uses of the resources have 
resulted from sound resource planning 
and intelligent, practical application of 
plan proposals. 

DAVID E. HIJTCHINSON 
For his outstanding achievement in and 
service to the profession of range 
management by his noteworthy accomp- 
lishments as a conservationist with the 
U.S. Soil Conservation Service and as a 
private consultant. His leadership in the 
promotion of designated Natural Areas 
and Rangeland Native Plantings for 
People has resulted in a greater aware- 
ness of native vegetation. 

JEFF POWELL 
For his outstanding achievement in and 
service to the Society and profession of 
range management. His leadership and 
dedicated efforts have contributed sig- 
nificantly to a greater awareness of range 
management and the rangeland re- 
sources of Oklahoma. 

WILLIAM H. STEWART 
For his outstanding achievement in the 
profession of range management and 
motivation of coordinated planning and 
sound, practical resource management. 
As President of the British Columbia 
Cattlemen's Association and by setting a 
good example on his own ranch, he has 
been very effective in obtaining co- 

operation between the ranchers and 
agencies involved in the coordinated 
plans. 
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Fellow Award 
HAROLD H. BISWELL 
In recognition for his long, illustrious 
career in research and teaching; his 
continuous devotion of time and effort and 

significant contributions to Society-wide 
programs and projects; his personal 
dedication and contribution of time and 

effort, which have resulted in consider- 
able range and livestock research; and 
his long-time interest and expertise in fire 

ecology and his many significant publi- 
cations. 

DONALD F. BURZLAFF 
In recognition for his personal donation of 
time and effort to the development of the 
Society and its objectives; his effective 
extension program for many years, which 
resulted in significant contributions to the 
production and management of range- 
lands; and for his dedication to establish- 
ing public awareness of the rangeland 
resources, the importance of the livestock 
industry, and the role of the Society in 
resource management. 

JOHN T. CASSADY 
In recognition for his leadership and 

significant contributions to research 
which have furthered the advancement of 
range and forestry science; his continu- 
ous donation of time and effort toward the 
development and objectives of the 
Society over many years in the United 
States, Kenya, and East Africa; and for his 
effectiveness in promoting good resource 

management. 

ELIZABETH (LIBBY) COLBERT 
In recognition of her devotion and contri- 
bution of time and effort to Society-wide 
programs and projects; her effectiveness 
while working in the Society headquarters 
office with principal responsibility for the 
membership and subscription records 
system, mailing of the Society publi- 
cations, and training of new employees. 

WILBUR F. CURRIER 
In recognition of his contributions to land 
rehabilitation throughout the West; his 
tireless efforts in developing techniques 
to establish plant cover on mining waste 
dumps, roadsides, and extremely harsh 
sites; his ability to work with ranchers, 
government agency personnel, research 
scientists, students, and others in pro- 
moting the science of range manage- 
ment; and his dedication and contri- 
butions to Society-wide objectives and 
development. 

BARRY N. FREEMAN 
In recognition for his personal donation of 
time and effort to the development of the 
Society and its objectives; his effective 
support of youth range activities; his 
dedication to establishing public aware- 
ness of the rangelarid resources, the 
importance of the livestock industry, and 
the role of the Society in resource 
management; and for his efforts as a 

range consultant outside the United 
States. 

V.M. HARRIS 
In recognition for his continuous devo- 
tion of time, effort, and significant contri- 
butions to Society-wide development, 
objectives, programs, and projects; His 
tireless efforts in promoting research; and 
for his effectiveness in establishing public 
recognition of rangeland resources, the 
importance of the livestock industry, and 
the objectives of the Society. 

GARLYN 0. HOFFMAN 
In recognition for his personal donation of 
time and effort to further the objectives of 
the Society; his many years of devotion to 

youth range activities and guidelines; his 
contribution to an effective extension 

program which resulted in increased 

production and improved management of 

rangelands mainly through brush and 
weed control; and for his dedication to 
establish public awareness of the range- 
land resource. 

ALVIN C. HULL, JR. 
In recognition for his long-time devotion 
and significant contributions to Society- 
wide programs, committees, and pro- 
jects; his accomplishments in research, 
which have contributed significantly to the 
advancement of rangeland science in the 
United States and the international field; 
his many significant publications, 
particularly on sagebrush ecology and 

rangeland seeding; and his efforts on the 

Interagency Seeding Equipment Com- 
mittee and the Range Seeding Equip- 
ment Handbook. 

DONALD N. HYDER 
In recognition of his personal devotion of 
time and effort over a long, continuous 
period and his contributions to Society 
programs, committees, and projects; his 
tireless effort in research which has 
contributed significantly to range seeding 
and grazing management; his many 
significant publications on range and 

pasture management; and his research 
on various grazing management systems 
based on the physiological needs of the 

forage species. 



DONALD E. JOHNSON 
In recognition for his outstanding effec- 

tiveness in promoting good range 

management in Mexico; his personal 
donation of time and effort to teaching and 

research which has significantly ad- 

vanced rangeland science and produced 
effective resource professionals over a 

period of years; and for his contributions 

to the development of the Society and its 

objectives in Mexico, thereby improving 
the Society as a viable international 

organization. 

LYMAN G. LINGER 
In recognition for his sound, practical 
advice and significant contributions in 
updating Society objectives and pro- 
grams; his valuable counsel as a rancher 
in the development of Society objectives; 
his liaison between ranchers, other seg- 
ments of the Society membership, and 
other rancher organizations; and his 
effectiveness in promoting good range 
management and sound livestock ranch- 

ing by setting an example with his own 

performance. 

WILLIAM J. LITTLE 
In recognition for his continued devotion 
of time and effort and significant Contri- 

butions to Society programs, committees, 
and projects, particularly on the Section 
level; his range research studies; and his 
effective motivation of ranchers in carry- 
ing out planned grazing systems and 
other range improvement projects in 
coordination with public grazing lands. 

CHARLES H. McKINNON 
In recognition for his long-time devotion, 
sound advice and significant contribu- 
tions to Society-wide programs and 
objectives; his strong leadership and 
effectiveness in establishing public and 
political recognition of the Society Inter- 
nationally; his influence on livestock 
producers in both Canada and the United 
States; and his effectiveness in promoting 
good range management and sound 
livestock ranching by sethng an example 
with his own performance. 

JOHN L. MERRILL 
In recognition for his continuous devotion 
of time and effort and significant contri- 
butions to the Society and its objectives; 
his effective training of young profession- 
als and his influence on ranchers; his 
efforts to create public awareness of 
rangeland resources and the importance 
of the livestock industry; his expertise in 
leadership and motivation of people; and 
his excellent example of a professional 
working range manager. 

CHARLES E. POULTON 
In recognition for his contributions and 
personal devotion of time and effort in 
furthering the development and effective- 
ness of the Society; his effectiveness in 
research and teaching, which has signifi- 
cantly advanced rangeland science and 
produced many proficient resource 
professionals over a period of many 
years; and his expertise in the techniques 
of remote sensing for use in inventory and 
managing rangeland resources. 

LAURENCE E. RIORDAN 
In recognition of his personal donation of 
time and effort over a long, continuous 
period and his significant contribution to 
Society programs, committees, and pro- 
jects; his leadership in rangeland re- 
source management in the Colorado Fish 
and Game Department; his efforts in 
carrying out cooperative grazing studies 
to benefit both wildlife species and 
livestock; and his financial and moral 
support of youth range activities. 

JOHN L. SCHWENDIMAN 
In recognition for his long, continuous 
efforts in plant breeding and selection of 
plant materials; his leadership and signifi- 
cant contributions in the development and 
use of plant materials for critical area 
treatment and range pasture seedings; 
his contributions to the production and 

stability of rangeland resources; and his 
personal donation of time and effort to the 
development of the Society and its 
objectives. 

ARTHUR D. SMITH 
In recognition for his dedication and 
efforts, which have resulted in significant 
range, livestock, and wildlife research and 
effective training of university students 
over a period of many years; his contri- 
bution in co-authoring the most widely 
used range management textbook; the 
effectiveness of his methodology for 
evaluating the impact of big game on 
rangelands; and his contributions to 
range management principles in the 
international field. 
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Procedures for Certification of Range 
Management Consultants 

Preamble 

Certification of Range Management Consultants is a nonprofit 
activity of the Society for Range Management (SRM). A Registry 
of certified consultants is maintained by the SRM. 

Certification as a range management consultant is optional, 
and open to all members of the SRM who meet the minimum 
qualifications. 

Purpose 
The general well being and quality of our rangelands depend 

much on the level of professional competence brought to bear on 
their use and management. Range management consultants are 
called on to provide a variety of services associated with 
rangelands and their use. The Society for Range Management 
recognizes a need to identify adequately trained and ethical 
practitioners of the science of range management serving as 
independent, paid consultants, or serving with private or non- 
profit contractors. 

Certification is intended to designate qualified professionals 
whose standard of consultation is in the best interests of the 
public and our environment. 

Definition 
A certified range management consultant is a professional 

who has demonstrated expertise in the art and science of 
applying the principles of ecology to management of the range- 
land resource; has a designated minimum level of educational 
training and experience; is deemed qualified by the SRM to 
render professional consulting services; and charges for ser- 
vices rendered. 

Area of Specialization 
The area of specialization to be certified, within the broad 

definition of range management, is that of grazing and its 
impacts on plants and soils." The intent is to avoid certifying 
ecologists, botanists, agronomists, reclamation experts, land 
administrators, land appraisers, and individuals with other 
specialties closely allied to range management. 

Initial Application 
Application Procedures 

1. Individuals wishing to apply for certification and entry on the 
Register of Certified Range Management Consultants should 
request an Application Form from the Executive Secretaiy, 
Society for Range Management, 2760 West Fifth Avenue, 
Denver, Colorado 80204. 

2. An applicant must submit eight copies of the following 
documents to the Executive Secretary. 

a. Application Form, 
b. Record of Employment and Professional Activities, 
c. List of Publications and Consulting Reports, and 
d. Two relevant publications or reports. 

3. An applicant also must request: 
a. Registrar's certified Transcripts of Academic Training, 

and 
b. Four or more Letters of Recommendation from peers, 

clients, or employers. 

c. Transcripts and Letters should be mailed directly to the 
Executive Secretary, or, if included with the Application, 
should be in original sealed envelopes. 

4. All documents and appropriate fee must be received by the 
Executive Secretary by October 1 to be considered for certifi- 
cation in the following calendar year. 
5. A copy of all documents submitted with an application, and 

documentation of Panel review, will be retained on file by the 
Executive Secretary until Certification has lapsed or been re- 
voked. In the case of applicants who have been denied Certif i- 
cation, the documents will remain on file for one year after the 
date of denial. 

Renewal of Certification 

6. Certification must be renewed annually. Renewal may be 
requested by letter, with payment of appropriate fee, to the 
Executive Secretary on or before December 31 (but see para- 
graph 7). 
7. Every fifth year, a Certified Range Management Consultant 

must submit a renewal fee with an Application Form and an 
update of employment and professional activities (eight copies) 
for review by the Panel. This five-year update of documentation 
must be received by the Executive Secretary by October 1 for 
renewal in the next calendar year. 
8. Failure to renew will automatically cause a lapse in certif i- 

cation. An individual will be reinstated following a lapse of four 
years or less upon payment of all lapsed renewal fees, provided 
that all eligibility requirements are maintained. 

Re-Application 
9. If renewal has lapsed for five years or more, re-application 

for certification will be required. 
10. An individual whose certification has been denied or re- 
voked may reapply after 12 months from the date of final Panel 
action, provided that additional information is available for Panel 
review. 

Fees 

11. Initialapplication: $200 
Annual renewal: $ 25 
Re-application: $100 
(All fees are non-refundable.) 

12. Fees may be revised by recommendation of the Panel 
and/or the Executive Secretary and approval by the Board of 
Directors. 

Eligibility Requirements 
13. An applicant must be a member of the Society for Range 
Management in the year of application or renewal, and must 
have been a member in the four previous years. 
14. An applicant must meet the requirements of the "Standards 
of Conduct for SRM Members Providing Public Service," and the 
"Code of Ethics, Society for Range Management," copies of 
which will be provided with an Application Form. 
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15. An appiicant must meet minimum requirements for aca- 
demic training and professional experience, as follows: 

a. A B.S. degree in range management or its equivalent, 
plus five years of professional experience in range 
management, or 

b. An M.S. degree in range management, plus four years of 
professional experience in range management, or 

c. A Ph.D. degree in range management, plus two years of 
professional experience in range management. 

16. The SAM Certification Panel will evaluate degree require- 
ments by the following criteria: 

a. The Panel will not distinguish among range-management 
degrees presented by different colleges or universities, 
or among range-management degrees presented at 
different times by any one college or university. A degree 
in range management (range science) must be docu- 
mented by a registrar's certified transcript of credits. 

b. Non-range degrees received prior to 1965 will be judged 
by the following combination of academic training and 
employment: 
(1) A minimum of one course each in Plant Taxonomy, 
Plant Ecology, Soil Science Fundamentals, General 
Ruminant Production, Ruminant Nutrition, Principles of 
Range Management, and Range Improvement or Range 
Evaluation, all seven of which must be identifiable on the 
transcript, plus 
(2) Employment as a Range Conservationist, Range 
Scientist, etc. for 10 years or more by any State or 
Federal agency after obtaining a non-range degree. In 
federal employment, this includes any title adopted under 
the occupational series code GS-454. An applicant must 
submit official job descriptions and/or personnel actions 
to validate eligibility under this alternative to a degree in 
range management. 

c. The standard for judging the equivalence of a non- 

range degree received in 1965 or later shall be the follow- 
ing: 
(1) Courses in range science and related resources 

management. These must include at least: 
(a) Eighteen semester hours of range subiects that include 

five of the following subject matter areas: 

Principles of range management 
Range plants (excluding taxonomy) 
Range ecology 
Range resources inventory and analysis 
Range improvement 
Range or ranch operations and planning 

(b) Six semester hours of course work in natural resource 
fields to include at least two of the following: 
Wildlife 
Watershed 
Forestry 
Outdoor Recreation 

(C) Six semester hours in animal science with at least 
one course in animal nutrition and one in production 
or management. 

(d) Six semester hours in soil science or soil-geology. 
(e) Six semester hours in economics to include agricultural 

or resource economics. 

(2) Basic or foundation biology courses. A formal course 
in each of the following subjects (16 semester hours): 
(a) Basic biology (plant and animal) 
(b) Plant physiology 
(c) Plant classification including all applicable angiosperm 

families (Plant systematics including Agrostology will 
not count as a range science course under item (1), (a), 
above). 

(d) Genetics 
(3) Physical sciences (12 semester hours). Courses in 

mathematics and physical science to include at 
least: 

(a) Mathematics to include trigonometry 
(b) Chemistry to include organic or biochemistry 
(C) One course in statistics 

(4) Humanities and Social Science. At least three 
courses in subject areas such as public relations, 
personnel management, psychology, and sociology 
are suggested. 

(5) Communications. Will include at least 9 semester 
hours of communication skills including both oral 
and written communication. 

d. An applicant who does not qualify by the above must 
submit a statement to explain why and how he (she) 
meets the requirement for academic training and pro- 
fessional experience. 

17. The professional experience of the applicant must be di- 
verse, for example, includes at least three distinctly different 
kinds of rangeland resource situations or problems that have 
been dealt with satisfactorily and have been documented by 
letters of recommendation and/or reports and publications. The 
applicant must also demonstrate (1) satisfactory ability to 
observe, collect, evaluate, analyze, and synthesize information 
related to impacts on plant and soil systems, and (2) expertise in 
the art and science of applying the principles of ecology to 
management of the rangeland resources. 

Denial or Revocation of Certification 
18. Certification may be denied or revoked for any of the 
following reasons: 

a. Failure to meet the SRM membership requirement, 
b. Failure to supply all documents requested by the dead- 

line date, 
c. Failure to endorse and comply with the Standards of 

Conduct for SAM Members Providing Public Service, 
and the Code of Ethics of the Society for Range Manage- 
ment, 

d. Failure to meet academic and experience requirements, 
e. Misrepresentation on an application, or transmittal of in- 

correct information regarding academic training, pro- 
fessional experience, employment, or publications, or 

f. Professional incompetence. 

19. The right to deny or revoke certification is vested in the 
Panel. Action to deny or revoke certification requires that the 
Panel transmit a statement of specific charges through the 
Executive Secretary to the applicant and designate a time and 
place (generally at the SRM Annual Meeting) at which the 
individual can appear and/or be represented before the Panel. 
The individual must be informed that a request for appeal to the 
Panel must be made within 60 days after receipt of the letter of 
denial and the hearing of the panel must be made within 120 days 
after receipt of the letter of denial. 

20. Sustained denial or revocation by the Panel at such hearing 
may be appealed to the SRM Board of Directors by filing a formal 
request with the Executive Secretary and the President of SRM. 
The President shall promptly notify the Board of Directors of the 
decision and an appeal hearing will be conducted within six 
months. 

21. Complaints or charges of unethical conduct or incompe- 
tence against a Certified Range Management Consultant must 
be submitted in writing to the Executive Secretary for transmittal 
to the Panel. 

Certification Review Panel 
22. The Certification Review Panel consists of seven members 
appointed by the President and approved by the Board of 
Directors of the SRM. The chairperson shall be appointed by the 
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President. Each member serves a three-year staggered term, 
and can not serve two full terms consecutively. 
23. Each member of the Panel shall meet the eligibility require- 
ments for certification as a range management consultant. 
24. The Panel shall meet in conjunction with the SRM annual 
meeting, and, if necessary, in November to conclude actions for 
the next calendar year. Additional meetings may be called by the 
chairperson. A quorum of five must be present to vote on issues 
and applications before the Panel. 

Upon the recommendation of the Board of Directors, the 
Advisory Council has established an Ad Hoc Committee to 
review the existing Bylaws and prepare an updated revision. The 
Committee is seeking input from all Sections and the member- 
ship at large. For those of you with access to back issues of 
Rangeman's News (the forerunner to Rangeman's Journal), the 
existing Bylaws are printed in the October 1973 (Volume 5, 
Number 5) issue of that publication (beginning on page 7). In 
addition, copies of Bylaws have been sent to all presidents, 
presidents-elect, and past presidents of the Sections. If all else 
fails, you can request a copy from the Denver office. 

The review and revision process is planned as follows: 

(1) The Bylaws Revision Committee will seek Section and member- 
ship suggestions until June 15, 1979. 

(2) The Committee meets in Pocatello, Idaho (in conjunction with 
SRM's summer meeting) on July 15, 1979, to identify major areas of 
concern and to prepare a draft of the proposed revisions for presenta- 
tion to the Advisory Council and subsequently to the Board of 
Directors. 

(3) During the interim between the 1979 summer meeting and the 
1980 Annual Meeting in San Diego, the Committee will prepare a draft 
of the revised Bylaws. 

announced for discussion and action on applications. 

Executive Secretary 
26. The Executive Secretary shall issue certificates to those 
approved by the Panel, shall maintain and publish annually the 
Register of Certified Range Management Consultants, shall 
publish annually the Procedures for Certification of Range 
Management Consultants, and shall reimburse Panel members 
for expenses incurred in certification activities. 

The Committee is a volunteer group of concerned members, 
many of whom have recently been involved in updating the 
Bylaws of their own individual Sections. The Committee seeks 
your suggestions, ideas, and criticisms. Please work on your 
own, with your Section's officers or directly with any member of 
the Bylaws Revision Committee. All comments are to be sub- 
mitted to committee chairman by June 15, 1979. This is your 
opportunity to become intimately involved in the administration 
and organization of your Society Please participate!—Mike 
Stroud, Chairman, Bylaws Revision Committee 

SRM Bylaws Revision Committee: 

Gary Donart 
Department of Range Science 
New Mexico State University 
Las Cruces, NM 88003 

Ivan Porter 
1417 E. Fremont Drive 
Tempe, AZ 85282 

25. Approval for certification shall require five affirmative votes 27. These Procedures may be revised by recommendation of 
of Panel members by secret ballot. Closed sessions may be the Executive Secretary and/or the Certification Panel and 

approval by the Board of Directors. 

SRM Bylaws To Be Updated 

C.E. Hitch 
282 Ashley Court 
Billings, MT 591 01 

(4) Following the 1980 Annual Meeting, the proposed Bylaws will be 
presented to the entire membership to be voted on by referendum 
ballot. 

Dan Rodgers 
1409 Austin 
College Station, TX 77840 

Mike Stroud 
P.O. Box 5005 
South San Francisco, CA 94080 

Jack Taylor 
Range Science 
Montana State University 
Bozeman, MT 59715 

Mack White 
P.O. Box817 
Newcastle, WY 82701 

George Probasco 
1-26 Agricultural Building 
Columbia, MO 65201 

Position Sought 

I am interested in a reclamation position (either research or applied). I have an M.S. 
degree in Range Ecology and Forestry from the University of Montana-Missoula and 7 
years experience in reclamation research in Montana and Wyoming on coal strip 
mines, roadsides, saline soils, and high elevation sites. Also experienced in collection 
and commercial production of native seeds. 

I prefer working in the mountainous or foothill regions of the Rocky Mountain states 
or Pacific Northwest states. 

Contact—Mark E. Majerus, Box 88, Bridger, Montana 59014 
1-406-662-3540 
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The IDAHO SECTION Invites You 
To Attend the SRM Summer Tour, 
July 16 and 17, 1979. 
Convention Hdq.: Ramada Inn, Pocatello, Id. 
Tour Site: Phosphate Mine Reclamation Near Soda Springs, Id. 
Convention Committee Chairman. Frank G. Beitia, Rt. 2, Box 130, Pocatello, Idaho 83201. 
Office (208) 236-6700, Home (208) 237-2528 

High grade phosphate ore is removed by open pit mining. Later, the trench is back-filled and 
mine spoils are reclaimed by replacing topsoil, fertilizing, mulching, and seeding to a variety of 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs. 

Major advances are being made here in the science of mine spoils reclamation as the result of 
cooperative efforts of the mining industry, research (Project SEAM), and others. The tour will cover 
this and other mines nearby. We feel it will be an educational experience for you and your family. 

Agenda 
July 1 6 (Monday) 

8—12 a.m. 
1— 5p.m. 

Ramada Inn, Pocatello 
Registration 
Program of speakers who willdiscuss 
phosphate mining, reclamation meth- 
ods, and research. 

July 1 7 (Tuesday) Tour near Soda Springs 
8a.m. Board busses in front of Ramada Inn. 

(Mine Co. rules do not allow private 
automobiles on tour sites) 

9a.m.— TourMines south of Soda Springs. 
5p.m. Lunch will befurnished 

6—8p.m. Cocktail hour and lamb barbeque at 
the park in Soda Springs. 

8p.m. Board busses and return to Pocatello 

Photo Courtesy US Forest Service 

Maybie Canyon Mine on the Caribou National Forest near Soda Springs. 
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Meetings for the SRM Board of Directors, Advisory Council, and various 
committees are scheduled for Saturday and Sunday, July 14 and 15, preceding 
the tour. 

Mail ROOM RESERVATION form and PREREGISTRATION form (below) to: Dale A. Dunn, 175 

Lincoln Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401. 

Room Reservation Form 
You may make room reservations directly with the motel or we will handle it for you with information 

furnished on this form. If you call in reservations to the Ramada, please state that you are with SRM. 

RAMADA INN E Single, $19.50 LI Twin, $22.50 
The Ramada is on Interstate 86 north of Pocatello. Box 5355, Pocatello, Id. 83201. Phone (208) 
237-0020. Ramada furnishes free limousine service from the airport. 

OTHER MOTELS (Contact direct and ask for rates) 

Oxbow Motor Inn—Located across 1-86 from the Ramada Inn. 

4333 Yellowstone, Pocatello, Id. 83201. Phone (208) 237-3100 

Hilton Inn—East of Pocatello on 1-15. Phone (208) 233-2200 

NAME (Print) 

MAILING ADDRESS __________________________ 

CITY ______________________ STATE __ Ill' 

Names of others occupying room: 

Dates you wish to reserve room for: 

— — — _-_ — — — — — — — —— — — — ——— — — — —— 

Meeting Registration Form 

Regist. Recd. Regist. Recd. No. Item Receipt Memo 
Priorto6/20 after6/20 people cost 

Members Please fill in your name and amount enclosed. 

(except students) $20 $25 $ _________ Pick up at registration desk. 

Spouse&Guests 20 25 
Students (SRM members) 14 16 N ____________________ ______ 
Children 10 thru 18 yrs. 20 25 

ame ___________________ ______ 

Children Under 10 yrs. 5 7 _______ _____ 
TOTAL ENCLOSED Registration: $ 

Member $ 
Registration includes: Bus from Ramada Inn to Soda Springs on July 1 7 (Mining Co. Spouse & Guest ... $ 

rules prevent use of personal vehicles), 3 Refreshment breaks, Lunch July 17, and Student $ 

Barbeque Supper at Soda Springs, July 17. Children l0thru 18 $ 
Children under 10 . $ 

Total Amount $ 

YOUR NAME & ADDRESS _______________________________ 
SRM Registration Committee: 

NAMES OF OTHERS IN YOUR PARTY ________ 
By ________________________- 

Society for Range Management 

tINCLUDE AGES IF 18 OR UNDER) Summer Tour, July 16-17, 1979 



CALL FOR PAPERS 
33rd Annual Meeting, February 11-14, 1980 

San Diego, California 

People Impacts on Rangelands" will be the theme. Come to San Diego and join in the 
program—as a speaker, as a Town Hall panel member, or as part of an actively participating 
audience. The committee for the 1980 Annual Meeting has introduced two innovations aimed at 
stimulating interactions among all attendees at the meeting. 

Town Hall Sessions will involve 4-way interaction among: (I) the Chairman, (2) two Invited 
Speakers who will present short papers, (3) a panel of at least six 'Resource People" who will not 
present papers, and (4) the entire audience. For each session the chairman will develop the 
approach to be followed, will invite the two speakers, and will select the persons to serve as 
resource people—volunteers for resource people are needed from those SRM members 

particularly interested in the Town Hall subjects. The chairman, speakers, and resource people 
will prepare short summaries (less than two double-space pages) of their ideas and main points to 
be discussed. The printed summaries, along with abstracts of technical papers, will be available to 
the audience at the time of registration. We hope this kind of session will stimulate maximum 
SRM membership interest with minimum time devoted to formal presentations. 

Subjects for the Town Hall Sessions will be: (1) Role of people in range/and ecosystems; (2) 
Use of fire on ran gelands; (3) Animal relationships (Livestock/Wildlife/Fisheries) on ran ge/ands; 
and (4) Communications within SRM. 

Technical Sessions will allot 20 minutes, instead of the usual 15, to each speaker's subject. The 
Chairman for each session will make sure that at least 15 minutes will be used for discussion. 
Otherwise, the technical sessions will fit the pattern of previous meetings. 

Volunteer papers accepted for the sessions will be placed into the following subject matter 
areas—others will be added if interest warrants: (I) Ecology [Joint session(s) with Ecological 
Society of America]; (2) Roles of wild and domestic animals in resource management; (3) 
Modeling in range science and management; (4) Range management in practical application; (5) 
Grazing management systems; (6) Range resources and products; (7) Range economics; (8) 
Range Improvements; (9) Range fertilization; (I) Physiology and morphology of range plants; 
(I I) Range science education and extension; and (12) History of range management. 
Deadlines and Procedures for Submitting Papers 
I. By June /5, 1979, submit title of proposed paper(s). On a separate sheet for each paper include 
the title, intended subject matter area, name of the author(s), address of the one person to whom 
correspondence is to be sent, and a brief supporting statement on main points to be covered and 
their significance to the 1980 meeting. 

Individuals volunteering to serve as resource people in Town Hall sessions must submit 
well-prepared statements. 

Authors of volunteer technical papers will be sent instructions for preparing abstracts in a 
standard format. Similar instructions for preparing standardized summaries will be sent to persons 
selected as speakers or resource people in Town Hall sessions. 
2. By September 15, 1979, submit abstracts, or summaries, complete with the title, names of 
author(s), and author affiliations. Authors of volunteer technical paper and persons selected as 
resource people in each Town Hall session will be notified by October 15, 1979, of their 
acceptance and assignment to specific sessions. 

After acceptance of the abstracts of volunteer technical papers, the authors will be sent 
Instructions for presentation of papers. Graphs and photos will be on 2x2 slides—each person 
will be expected to bring his or her personal carousel tray to avoid mixups or loss of slides. 

Program Committee Address—Send all proposed titles, abstracts, or summaries, and all 

correspondence concerning the 1980 SRM meeting program to: Don Hedrick, Chairman, 1980 
SRM Program Committee, School of Natural Resources, Humboldt State University, 
Arcata, California 95521. 
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