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The Society for Range Management, founded in 1948 as the American Society of 
Range Management, is a nonprofit association incorporated under the laws of the 
State of Wyoming. It is recognized exempt from Federal income tax, as a scientific 
and educational organization, under the provisions of Section 501(c)(3) of the 
Internal Revenue Code, and also is classed as a public foundation as described in 
Section 509(a)(2) of the Code. The name of the Society was changed in 1971 by 
amendment of the Articles of Incorporation. 

The objectives for which the corporation is established are: 

—to develop an understanding of range ecosystems and of the principles applica- 

ble to the management of range resources; 

—to assist all who work with range resources to keep abreast of new findings and 

techniques in the science and art of range management; 
—to improve the effectiveness of range management to obtain from range resour- 

ces the products and values necessary for man's welfare; 
—to create a public appreciation of the economic and social benefits to be 

obtained from the range environment; 
—to promote professional development of its members. 

Membership in the Society for Range Management is open to anyone engaged in 
or interested in any aspect of the study, management, or use of rangelands. Please 

contact the Executive Secretary for details. 

Rangelands serves as a forum for the presentation and discussion of facts, ideas, 

and philosophies pertaining to the study, management, and use of rangelands and 

their several resources. Accordingly, all material published herein is signed and 

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, manus- 

cripts 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." 

- 
THE TRAIL ROSS 
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California Rangelands in Histor- 
ical Perspective 

L.T. Burcham 

California's rangeland was the first of her natural resour- 
ces to be put to beneficial use. Long before the discovery of 
gold brought this state to worldwide attention, before crops 
planted by the colonists began to yield dependable harvests, 
the forage of its rangelands was providing for subsistance 
needs and beginning to form the basis of a reliable economy. 

Livestock ranching was the first industry of California. It 
began on May 14, 1979—two hundred and twelve years 
ago—when the first Spanish colonists arrived in California 
(T.H. Hittell 1885). This small band of soldiersand missionar- 
ies from Mexico brought about 200 head of cattle, and nearly 
as many horses, as foundation stock for herds in the colony. 
Nourished by excellent forage of the California rangeland, 
the livestock thrived, providing the hardy pioneers with many 
necessities of life. The settlers also brought some crop and 
garden plants and agricultural implements. Grain, fruit, and 
vegetables supplemented products of the rangelands, con- 
tributing measurably to the welfare and permanence of the 
new settlement. 

This first mission and settlement soon were followed by 
others. The ranching and agricultural enterprises so mod- 
estly begun were extended until gold was discovered in 1848. 
Ranching and agriculture have continued to increase in 
extent and importance. Today both are still dominant occu- 
pations in California. 

For 250 years after Cortés landed in Mexico in 1519, the 
Spaniards moved northward and westward in North Amer- 
ica. Colonization of California was the final step in this long 
period of expansion in the land they called New Spain. The 
expedition to begin a colony in California, in 1769, consisted 
of three units. The first—three ships—transported most of 
the colonists and their heavy equipment. The other two, 
leaving about a month apart, traveled by land from Lower 
California, bringing the horses and cattle that were the fou n- 
dation stock of domestic animals for the new settlement. 

It was customary for each mission to be started with foun- 
dation stock contributed by the older establishments; and 
each, in turn, then furnished livestock for still other missions. 

This article is based on the author's slide presentation at the 1980 SAM 
annual meeting in San Diego, California. The author is an ecologist and 
geographer, Sacramento, California. 
Editor's Note: The list of References Cited is long. However, since the article is 
of historical significance to rangelands the long list was justified forthose who 
want to pursue the subject further. There are 36 references cited, some more 
than onetime, but each was noted only once in the text because if all were left 
in they would distract the reader and make the article hard to read, 

However, the supply of animals in Lower California was very 
limited and there was no time to bring from Sonora, Mexico, 
the mules, horses, and cattle that were needed for the new 
colony. So, Captain Fernando Rivera, the leader of the first 
division of the land expedition, was instructed togo from one 
to another of the Lower California missions, taking as much 
livestock from each as could be spared (PalOu 1926). Start- 
ing with the royal presidio and mission Loreto, which con- 
tributed a considerable number of horses and mules, Rivera 
visited each mission in turn. When the livestock was 
assembled at Santa Maria, the northernmost mission in 
Lower California, he had 140 mules for saddle and pack 
stock, 46 horses, and two jennies. The Mission of San Fran- 
cisco de Borja contributed 200 head of cattle, most of them 
cows with calves. Except four head that were killed and 
"jerked" for food along the way, all these cattlesubsequently 
went to San Diego. 

The colonists led by Captain Rivera arrived at San Diego 
on May 14, 1769, with mostofthelivestock.Wearelookingat 
these events in historic perspective, so it is appropriate to 
pause and note that this herd of cattle was moved 300 miles 
through mostly desert and semidesert country, nearly a 
hundred years before cattle drives had been invented by the 
Texans. Those Spanish pioneerscouldgetthingsdonewhen 
they wanted to! 

L. T. Burcham 

Tapestry "Spanish missionaries and California Indians ", Serra 
Museum, San Diego, California. 
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One of the ships arrived at San Diego on April 11. The 
second arrived on May 29. This one had been blown all the 
way to Panama by a storm and had lost all but two of her 
sailors to scurvy. The third ship was never heard from. The 
second land party, with Don Gaspar de Portolá, commander 
of the expedition, arrived on July 1, 6 weeks after Rivera. A 
few days later Portolá formally designated San Diego as a 
royal presidio of Spain. 

Early Records of CalIfornia's Rangelands 
The first explorers and settlers in California were hardy, 

practical men with much experience in traveling and living in 
remote places under frontier conditions. They rode horses 
and mules, depending upon these animals for their personal 
safety and transportation of their effects. Their mounts had 
to be fed—and they did not carry hay and grain with them! 
They were forced to give close attention to the land, espe- 
cially to the forage it produced. Furthermore, they were 
interested in settling the country—in finding homes. Having 
a shrewd ability to evaluate the country for these purposes, 
they sought lands that would yield a livelihood from grazing 
and farming. They immediately recognized that the grass- 
lands and woodlands of the coastal regions—the part of 
California with which they became acquainted—were highly 
fertile, constituting excellent ranching and farming country. 

After founding the settlement at San Diego, Portolá con- 
tinued north to Monterey, where another settlement was to 
be begun. This expedition left San Diego on July 14, 1769, 
traveled overland to Monterey and San Francisco Bay, and 
returned on January 24, 1770—a jou rney of 6 months and 10 

days. Three members kept diaries that have been translated 
into English and published. They were Miguel Costansô, the 
military engineer—one of the best educated, most compe- 
tent persons in the New World at that time: Father Juan 
Crespi, the missionary priest; and Commander Portolá (Bol- 
ton 1927; Costansó 1770; Portolá 1909). These diaries are 
replete with comments about the forage, availability of water, 
and suitability of the land for grazing and farming. 

Costansô described the place where the expedition 
camped on July 15,1769—near Del Mar, somel5miles north 
of San Diego: "A very picturesque and attractive valley," he 
wrote. "In parts. .. more than two thousand yards wide; it is 
entirely covered with pasture, with some groves of trees, and 
has much water collected in pools. . . . All the country 
through which we passed was rich in pasture and not at all 
rough." A few days later Portolá wrote that the expedition"... 
halted in a most inviting valley where there was very much 
pasture and water." On September 8, CostansO wrote: "The 
land was pleasant, of good quality, with abundant pasture 
and quite a number of trees." 

During late fall and early winter, before the rains began, 
the saddle and pack stock became quite thin, for the forage 
had dried and bleached, and they had been traveling stead- 
ily. But on January 4, 1770, Father Crespi wrote that the 
country was again covered with beautiful green grass, 
affording excellent pasture for their animals. 

Many other travelers and residents in California from 1769 
into the early 1850's commented about the excellent range 
and the suitability of the land for ranching and agriculture. In 
many cases they spoke in the most glowing terms. Informa- 
tion from these sources, from people who saw the country at 
the time, is valuable for gaining a general impression of the 
nature and extent of its rangelands in their pristine condition. 
These records are supplemented to some extent by reports 

of early botanical collections and explorations during this 
period. But mostly they are relatively brief statements, with 
but little quantitative information, and arewidelyscattered in 
the literature. The precise nature of the plant cover—its 
botanical composition, floristic characteristics, grazing 
capacity, and other features that would be of supreme inter- 
est to the range scientist—must remain a matter for conjec- 
ture and speculation. 

Since it is not possible to reconstruct an exact description 
of the range vegetation as those first settlers saw it, we must 
be content with a very generalized picture pieced together 
from bits of information left by those who did see it, supple- 
mented with inferences from recent ecological studies of 
plant distribution and succession. 

Two plant communities, or vegetation types, constituted 
the major forage resource of California. They were the grass- 
land, or California prairie, and the oak woodland (also called 
"woodland-grass"). They occupied more than 30 million 
acres when settlement began. Today what remains of these 
two plant communities usually is referred to as the "annual 
grassland ecosystem." With a total area of some 15 to 16 
million acres at this time and producing from 3 to 3½ million 
animal months of forageannually, these lands still constitute 
the major area of range forage production in the state. 

When settlement began, the plant cover of these two com- 
munities was predominantly herbaceous, producing a high 
volume of palatable, nutritious feed. Most of these lands 
were, as CostansO wrote, ". . . not at all rough so that 
grazing animals could range over them with ready access to 
the forage. The mild climate made it possible for livestock to 
graze on open ranges throughout the year. 

The prairie and oak woodlands were contiguous or inter- 
mingled throughout most of their extent, closely related f lo- 
ristically, and by some scientists have been considered to 
constitute a single plant community (Clements and Shelford 
1939; Jepson 1925). Botanical composition was infinitely 

Woodland-grass (Savannah) plant community. The California 
prairie and the oak woodlands were contiguous or intermingled 
throughout most of their extent, and closely related floristically. 
Foothill woodland, often called "woodland-grass," Madera County. 
Blue oak (Quercus douglasii) is the characteristic tree here, impart- 
ing the woodland aspect. Photo May 1949. (Central California.) 
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varied, but the essential character of the plant cover was 
indicated by afew distinctive components. Perennial bunch- 
grasses, chiefly needlegrass (Stipa spp.), originally domi- 
nated both the grasslands themselves and the herbaceous 
cover of the woodlands (Beetle 1947; Clements 1934; Weaver 
and Clements 1938). Purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) and 
nodding needlegrass (S. cernua) far overshadowed all the 
others in abundance. Foothill and large needlegrass (S. lep- 
ida and coronata) were important dominants in woodlands 
surrounding the valleys, especially in coastal regions south 
of San Francisco (Clements 1920). Wild-ryes (Elymus spp.), 
Junegrass (Koeleria cristata), melic grasses (Melica spp.), 
and other perennials were associated with the needle- 
grasses. These perennials were liberally interspersed with 
annual grasses, illustrated by foxtail and six-weeks fescues 
(Festuca megalura and F. octoflora), prairiethree-awn(Aris- 
tida oligantha), and lovegrass (Era grostis orcuttiana). 

In the cooler, moister climate of the Northern Coast 
Ranges, oatgrasses (Dan thonia spp.), perennial fescues 
(Festuca spp.), hairgrasses (Deschampsia spp.), and bent- 
grasses (Agrostis spp.) largely replaced the needlegrasses 
and their associates as dominants of thecoastal prairies. The 
major species here were supplemented by erect perennials 
and a few sod-forming grasses as well as by a liberal sprin- 
kling of native annuals. 

Associated with the grasses throughout these plant com- 
munities were seasonal societies of broad-leaved herbs, or 
forbs, having very colorful flowers. When in full bloom these 
forb societies were a most conspicuous element of the floral 
cover, giving the landscape a characteristic aspect, espe- 
cially in spring and certain periods of summer, when they 
appear to be the dominant vegetation. 

An early Californian described such a scene as he saw it 
more than a hundred years ago: 

The open spaces among the foot-hills, and more especially 
the prairies that skirt them, bloom in spring time with fields of 
wild flowers of every hue—all exceedingly brilliant and grace- 
ful. . . Sometimes a single variety will occupy several acres, to be 
followed by another patch equally extensive, covered by a dif- 
ferent kind (Cronise 1868). 

Many of the forbs were perennials; but great masses of 

annuals—several hundred species embracing more than 50 
genera—were even more typical. Less conspicuous, per- 
haps, but more important to the stockman, were the many 
forbs that added variety to the forage and increased its nutri- 
tional value. Outstanding in this respect were native 
legumes—a great number of clovers(Trifolium spp.), lupines 
(Lupinus spp.), and other genera. 

Herbaceous vegetation of the other plant communities 
reflected the principal characteristics of the prairies and oak 
woodlands. In most cases domir,ants were different species 
of the same genera, or of closely related genera. In the 
forest, coniferous woodland, and shrub communities, signif- 
icant amounts of forage were provided by browse from a 
great variety of shrubby plants, in addition to feed available 
from herbaceous species. 

EstImates and Early Grazing Capacities 
Because ot the abundance of species, seasonal distribu- 

tion and growth habits, and the nutritive value of many of 
these plants when cured on the stem, the forage was admira- 
bly adapted to production of range livestock. There is no 
available information to make a dependable estimate of the 
grazing capacity of California's pristine ranges. Any estimate 
made must be based upon a number of assumptions, some of 
them quite tenuous. The result can be considered only an 
indication of the order of magnitude of the grazing capacity 
for any given plant community, and of the relative grazing 
capacities between communities (Table 1). 

Estimates which have been made indicate that modern 
cattle would require from 2 acres per animal unit month on 
California prairie to about 18 acres on the coniferous forest. 
Spanish cattle were considerably smaller than modern-day 
animals, averaging only about 650 pounds live weight when 
mature requiring about 20% less feed than the average steer 
of today (Burcham 1957). Therefore, on the pristine ranges 
these cattle probably required only about 1.6 acres of Cali- 
fornia prairie per animal unit month. This requirement would 
vary on the different plant communities, increasing toa max- 
imum of about 14.5 acres per animal unit month for the 
coniferous forest. 

California prairie (perennial grassland). Associated with the grasses are seasonal societies of forbs having very colorful flowers. When in 
full bloom these forbs may appear to be the dominant vegetation. A seasonal society of California poppy (Eschscholzia cal ifornica) in mixed 
annual- perennial grassland, Bear Valley, Colusa County. Photo May 1960. (Northern Calif.) 
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Table 1. An estimate of grazing capacity of Caiifornia rangeiands in 
pristine condition. 

Range plant 
Grazeable area 

Grazing capacity (acres per 
animal unit month) 

(millions of Modern Spanish 
community acres) livestock livestock 

California prairie 22.3 2.0 1.6 
Oak woodland 8.0 2.2 1.8 
Marsh grass 0.2 2.1 1.7 
Coniferous 

woodland 3.0 3.2 2.6 
Sagebrush 5.5 3.8 3.1 
Coniferous forest 11.0 18.0 14.5 
Chaparral 2.7 15.0 12.0 

Total grazeable 
area 52.7 — — 

The two most important plant communities, the California 
prairie and the oak woodland, together occupied more than 
30 million acres when settlement began, or nearly 82%of the 
total grazing capacity of the rangelands. Total production of 
the California ranges probably was some 15 to 18 million 
animal unit months of forage per year. Grazed under man- 
agement practices adjusted to growth characteristics and 

productive capacity, that plant cover could sustain a live- 
stock industry of impressive magnitude even under yearlong 
grazing. 

Distinctive Features of California Rangelands 
The splendid forage resource of California found by the 

early settlers was different from that of any other range 
region in North America in at least three respects. 

First, climatic conditions under which California range- 
lands evolved are distinctive. Essentially all precipitation 
occurs in winter, as rain. In contrast, grasslands east of the 
Rocky Mountains receive some winter snow, providing a 
definite dormant season for plant growth, but most of their 
precipitation occurs in summer, during the growing season. 

Second, California grasslands—and grassland elements 
of the oak woodlands as well—were distinguished from 
related floral units in the Pacific Northwest, and from grass- 
lands of the Great Plains, by the number and importance of 
annual plants—especially of forbs—in the plant cover, in 
fact, in many situations annual plants must have been domi- 
nant locally. Also, while many genera and a few species 
characteristic of other North American grasslands do occur 
in California, most of its dominant species are found only 
sparingly in other rangelands. Sod-forming grasses, very 
important in eastern grasslands, are virtually absent from 
California. 

Third, ecological characteristics and physiological 
responses of the California flora to climate, to grazing, and 
other disturbances differ from those of other grasslands. 
Plants growing in regions of Mediterranean climate, where 
there is a long summer drought and comparatively high 
winter precipitation with low temperatures, must be ecologi- 
cally adapted to tolerate an extremely great range of habitat 
conditions during every growth cycle. More particularly, 
they must be adapted to great variations in heat and mois- 
ture. They must be able to make good growth during winter 
when temperatures are low and soil moisture is high. Often 
the soil will be at or near the saturation level, with conse- 
quent poor soil aeration. In summer, these same plants must 
survive or evade low soil moisture and high temperatures 
comparable with those of the desert (Burcham 1961, 1975). 

An especially important adaptation to Mediterranean cli- 
mates is the time of year at which growth begins. On Califor- 
nia rangelands growth begins in fall, when days are shorter 
and temperatures lower. Perennial grasses begin growth in 
late August or in September beforefall rainsoccur(Burcham 
1970). This early growth depends on food stored in the root 
during the previous growing season. Annual plants do not 
germinate until after the first effective rains. An effective rain 
is one that amounts to one-half inch or more in a single storm 
(Bently and Talbot 1951). Annuals evade summer drought by 
maturing seed at the beginning of thedry season; perennials, 
by a period of dormancy. 

These characteristics are major elements in explaining 
changes that have occurred in California rangelands since 
grazing by domestic livestock was begun. 

The Early Years: A Precarious Infancy 
The first settlement at San Diego, in 1769, and the mission 

established by the padres a few days later did not insure 
permanent occupation. During the next seven years the pro- 
vince of California passed through a very precarious infancy. 
On several occasions the entire undertaking was almost 
abandoned. 

In 1770 another mission and presidio were established at 
Monterey, some 300 miles to the north. More livestock, 
including the first sheep, and a few more settlers also arrived 
that same year. By 1772, three more missions had been 
added, bringing the total to five. But the fate of California 
continued to hang in the balance because of the small 
number of settlers and the lack of livestock and other sup- 
plies to support them. 

It is difficult to imagine that there ever was a shortage of 
food in California, but that was the case for several years 
after that first settlement was begun. Livestock brought by 
colonists were not adequate for both food and breeding 
stock, and even the most bountiful land cannot be developed 
without man, domestic animals, and tools with which to 
work. At that timethe province lacked everything from a plow 
to a blacksmith's forge; every nail or piece of cloth had to be 
brought from New Spain (Mexico). Most important of all was 
the need for permanent settlers with families. The Spanish 
population was unbelievably small, consisting of soldiers 
and the missionaries—there were no Spanish women in the 
province at all. 

Bringing settlers, supplies, or domestic animals from New 
Spain required a long hazardous voyage by sea, or an 
equally difficult journey through Lower California. Either 
route involved long periods of time, frequent delays, and 
much expense. California's greatest need, if Spanish control 
was to be maintained or the full potential of the province 
developed, was a good land route from the thriving settle- 
ment in northern Sonora to San Gabriel Mission, thence 
northwest to Monterey, and on to San Francisco Bay. 

In late 1773 a third-generation frontier soldier, a seasoned 
desert traveler". . . tough as oak, and silent as the desert from 
which he sprang," was authorized to find such a route from 
Sonora to California (Bolton 1930; Chapman 1916). He was 
Captain Juan Bautista de Anza, commanding officer of the 
Presidio of Tubac in Sonora (north of the present-day Ariz- 
ona border). Anza started from Tubac on January 8, 1774. 
When he reached San Gabriel on March 22, he had marked a 
trail through the deserts and mountains of Arizona and Cali- 
fornia, and found watering places fortravelers. Anza went on 
to Monterey then retraced his route to Sonora, arriving again 
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at Tubac on May 26,1774. After an absence of four and half 
months he had traveled nearly 2,200 miles on horseback! 

Anza was now authorized to lead a party of settlers to 
California as soon as it could be organized. This expedition 
would include families and the livestock and equipment 
needed to put the province of California on a permanent 
basis. 

The settlers started out on September 29, 1775. There were 
30 families—240 people, of whom 115 were children (New- 
ton 1975). They had 695 horses and mules, and 350 head of 
cattle—an impressive total of 1,045 domestic animals (Font, 
1930). 

Like Moses of Biblical times, Anza led his colonists across 
the desert wilderness toward the Promised Land of Califor- 
nia. The settlers, from cities and villages, were mostly the 
lower classes. But once on the trail these same humble, 
unpretentious recruits showed extraordi nary fortitude, 
patience, kindness, and good humor. Fatigue, thirst, an 
occasional threat of Indian attack, cold, rain, and sickness 
marked their slow progress. 

On January 4, 1776, they reached the friendly shelter of 
Mission San Gabriel where they received a jubilant welcome. 
One person had died, and three babies had been born during 
the journey—a net gain of two. About one hundred head of 
livestock had been lostalongtheway, mostofthemwhenthe 
thirsty cattle had stampeded from a dry camp the travelers 
were forced to make at San Gregorio, west of Borrego. From 
San Gabriel the settlers and livestock went on to begin a new 
settlement at San Francisco. 

These families, livestock, and equipment brought by the 
Anza expedition were largely responsible for placing the 
settlements in California on a permanent basis. 

The story of the livestock industry now resumes, with 
cattle ranching as the example. Sheep raising also has been 
an important range industry in California, but it followed 
much of the same pattern as cattle ranching, and has been 
described in detail elsewhere (Wentworth 1948). 

From more than 50 years after the first settlement was 
established at San Diego, the province of Upper California 
was the northern outpost of Spain in the New World. With the 
coming of statehood and the discovery of gold—both in 
1848—nearly every phase of economic and social life under- 
went very rapid changes. As California progressed from a 
frontier settlement of New Spain to the full role of statehood 
that we know today, ranching passed through a number of 
stages of development. We can identify some of the principal 
features of these, and date them approximately, but the time 
periods overlapped to a great extent. 

Ranches of the Missions: 1769-1833 

Spanish missions dominated ranching in California until 
the middle 1830's. By 1823, a chain of 21 missions had been 
located in the coastal region between San Diego and 
Sonoma. They were colonizing agents of the Spanish 
government, not intended to be permanent, nor was there 
any conveyance of land from the crown to the mission. 
Under both Spanish and Mexican governments, missions 
were permitted to occupy and use certain lands for the 
benefit of the Indians, but they could not own them. Once the 
Indians had been Christianized and civilized, mission settle- 
ments were to become towns, and lands occupied by the 
missions were to be divided among the Indians (Engelhardt 
1920; W.W. Robinson 1948). 

Most of the missions had several ranches, each usually 
devoted to a single class of stock—cattle, horses, or sheep. 
At one time Mission San Luis Rey had 20 different ranches 
scattered over more than 100 square leagues of land. That's 
more than 440,000 acres! Mission San Gabriel had a total of 
17 ranches for raising cattle and horses, and 15 more for 
sheep, goats and pigs. Ultimately, the missions claimed most 
of the land in the coastal areas occupied by the Spaniards, 
about one-sixth of the total area of California, some 17 mil- 
lion acres. At its height probably more than 400,000 head of 
cattle and 300,000 sheep grazed this mission-dominated 
pastoral empire. 

Some of the settlers owned livestock, too; and soldiers 
attached to presidios also acquired cattle, horses, and 
sheep. As their herds became too large forthe presidio lands 
or other pastures held in common, the governors were peti- 
tioned for lands on which to graze privately owned stock. 
The Viceroy in Mexico City authorized Californian governors 

Spanish missions dominated the range livestock industry of Cali- 
fornia from the beginning ofsettlementuntilthemid-1830's. Mission 
Santa Barbara, often called 'Queen of the Missions, "Santa Barbara, 
Calif., was founded December 4, 1786. 

Cattle typical of the mission stock were a mixed breed with long, 
thin bodies; rather large bones that made them appear heavier than 
they actually were; and long, slender, widely-spreading horns. The 
above photo is one of the mission cattle of the small herd being 
maintained at Mission La Purisima, near Lompoc and also near 
Santa Barbara. Photo taken August 15, 1979. 
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to make crown lands available to citizens for grazing. These 
concessions were in effect long-term 'grazing permits" for 
use of public lands, for they did not convey title to the 
settlers. About thirty of these concessions were made during 
the Spanish period, ending in 1822. Nearly all went to vete- 
rans of the army. 

The Mexican Period: 1833-1850 

When Mexico became independent of Spain, in 1822, a 
change began in California ranching. The mission ranches 
gave way to ranches in private ownership. The Mexican 
government began to make grants of land for ranching and 
other purposes, which conveyed full title to the individual. 
Only a few such grants were made before 1833, however, 
because the missions occupied most of the really good land 
in settled portions of the province. Between 1833 and 1836 
the Mexican government secularized the missions, transfer- 
ring control of most of the mission lands from church author- 
ities to the civil government. These lands then became 
available for grants to individual Mexican citizens. The result 
was a great expansion of ranching on privately owned land, 
and a shift in population from the larger settlements to rural 
areas. By 1846, there were more than 500 operating ranches; 
all but about 30 were from former mission lands. 

Fostered at first by the missions, encouraged later by 
governmental inducements, and favored at all times by the 
natural environment, ranching prospered immensely. The 
livestock industry constituted not only the basis of economic 
activity—it penetrated deeply into social life of the province 
as well. Life throughout California was marked by the domi- 
nance of pastoral pursuits, limited contact with the outside 
world, and the leisurely manner of living. 

Ranching in Spanish California was not materially differ- 
ent from the pattern developed in Mexico during the preced- 
ing three centuries. This is in contrast to the situation in 
Texas and the Great Plains, where influence of Anglo- 
Americans resulted in modifications of practices that per- 
meated the cattle industry of those areas to a great extent. 
Typically, California ranches covered large tracts of land, 
were devoted primarily to cattle production, and utilized 
principally the cheap, abundant local labor of missionized 
Indians. Usually, owners could live in town, leaving details of 
operation to an overseer, who was in effect the resident 
manager. 

Animal husbandry practices were very rudimentary, con- 
sisting mainly of branding and marking stock, or cutting 
them out for slaughter. The main concern of the rancher was 
numbers of cattle, not size or rate of gain. In some cases 
herds were moved from one range unit to another as forage 
conditions demanded. Every owner of livestock was required 
to hold one general rodeo (roundup) every yearforcounting 
and marking his animals, but as a matter of conveniencetwo 
usually were held. Many of the social gatherings were a 
direct outgrowth of these rodeos. Horses were used so much 
for working cattle and general transportation that the reluc- 
tance of the vaquero to dismount became legendary—in 
California as elsewhere in the West. 

Cattle were valued chiefly for their hides and tallow. Espe- 
cially after about 1825 these commodities were purchased in 
great quantity by American sailing vessels from Atlantic sea- 
ports (Dobie, 1939). One estimate is that five million hides 
were exported from California between 1800 and 1848. A 
merchant at Monterey paid $36,000 to one mission in one 
year for its hides, tallow and Indian labor (Beechey 1831). 

Most ranchers were Spanish Californians, but after 1820 a 
few Americans and Europeans began taking up residence in 
California. Many of them became naturalized citizens of 
Mexico to qualify for grants of land and engage in ranching. 
They were prominent in both economic affairs and political 
events of California in later years. 

Early American Ranches: 1850-1865 

Discovery of gold brought rapid changes to California's 
cattle industry. The next 15 years were marked by three 
features: by an unprecedented demand for meat, byupgrad- 
ing native cattle with improved breeds, and by intense specu- 
lation in the ranching industry. 

The Gold Seekers who rushed to California created a pro- 
digious market for meat almost overnight, and right on the 
doorstep of the California rancher. Attention was turned 
from production of hides and tallow to supplying meat for 
miners. Local production alone could not satisfy the 
demand. Cattle from the southern part of the state were sent 
to markets in northern mining districts in drives comparable 
in economic significance and picturesque detail to those that 
moved northward from Texas over the Abilene Trail some 15 
years later. Large herds were driven to California from Mex- 
ico, Texas, and the Middle West. More than 150,000 head of 
cattle were brought to California from the Midwest alone in 
the two years 1852 and 1853 (Cleland 1941). 

Introduction of livestock of improved breeds and upgrad- 
ing the native cattle were among the first enterprises of 
American settlers. Many Gold Rush pioneers brought anim- 
als of better breeds with them; others were brought overland 

during the next few years; some were shipped from eastern 

ports and from Europe. Crossing these animals with Califor- 
nia cattle was so successful that within ten years the native 
Spanish cattle were largely replaced by crossbred stock. 

The demand for meat plus the limited local supply of cattle 
promoted intensive speculation in both land and livestock. 
However, the early 1860's brought a sharp decline in demand 
for beef. Cattle were held on the ranges, awaiting an 
improved market, and their numbers reached a record three 
million head in 1862 (Gordon 1883). Floods in the winter of 
1862 caused major losses of livestock and were followed by 
two years of widespread, intense drought. Between 200,000 
and one million cattle were lost from starvation (J.S. Hittell 
1874; Wickson 1923), and great numbers were slaughtered 
for their hides because there was no feed for them. These 
events permanently curbed cattle production in California 
on a speculative basis, but the bitter lessons of this period 
resulted in the first positive steps being taken toward range 
management and improved animal husbandry. 

Agriculture and Adjustment: 1865-1880 

Crop agriculture made major inroads upon the open range 
between 1865 and 1880. This was a period of adjustment 
between ranching and agriculture. The years from 1860 to 
1870 have been labeled as the "Decade of Wheat" in Califor- 
nia. Great tracts of fertile valley land were diverted from 
grazing to production of crops, especially to growing grain. 
Most of the grain was shipped to Europe in clipper ships 
which sailed from San Francisco to Liverpool by way of the 
Cape of Good Hope. As settlement progressed and empha- 

Mexican citizenship was required only to receive a grant of land; it was not a 
requirement for engaging in any kind of occupation. Many Americans of that 
period engaged in a variety of occupations rather than ranching in california 
without becoming Mexican citizens. 
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sis on farming increased, laws were passed requiring lives- 
tock owners to fence their lands to restrain their stock from 
the property of others. This combination of farming and 
ranching virtually ended cheap, free range in the valleys and 
much foothill country. Consequently, ranchers began to 
shift to the higher foothills, and to the plateau and mountain 
regions of the state, ending the era of the pioneer cattlemen 
in California. By 1880, permanent settlement and changes 
within the industry itself had achieved distribution of lives- 
tock over essentially all the availnble rangelands in the state. 

Modernization: 1880-1950 

For about 70 years—from 1880to 1950—the cattle industry 
was characterized by gradual development and change. 
Basically, this was a period of modernization. Ranching 
operations still were conducted principally on open range, 
but there were changes in methods and the introduction of 
newly developed ideas. The work of land-grant colleges in 
range mangement and animal husbandry played a signifi- 
cant part in these events, especially after World War I. 

In the early part of this period, before 1900, livestock 
numbers fluctuated widely, largely in response to rainfall 
and its consequent effect on forage production, and on 
markets. Cattle numbers varied up and down from about 
650,000 to more than a million a head. Theturn of the century 
was accompanied by several years of favorable rainfall and 
generally good economic conditions. Cattle numbers 
increased to more than 1.6 million by 1910. The period from 
1900 to 1910 was called the "Decade of Advancement of 
Livestock Industries." It was a time of large investments in 
meat-packing industries, and transition from pioneer 
methods and policies to more modern, systematic opera- 
tions in meat processing and related activities. There was, 
also, an increase in the general appreciation of the values of 
well-bred livestock among ranchers. 

By 1930, however, cattle numbers had again declined to 
about one-half of the peak figure due to encroachment of 
crop agriculture and the generally poor economic situation 
following World War I. In the early 1930's a very gradual 
increase in the cattle population began, continuing through 
World War II. 

An increase in beef cattle production in agricultural areas 
of the San Joaquin Valley, the South Coastal Region, and 
Imperial Valley, which began in the late 1920's, became 
stronger toward the end of the 1940's. Many farmers found 
they could profitably combine a beef cattle enterprise with 
their farm operations to utilize crop residues and grain stub- 
ble that otherwise would be wasted. This was one factor in 
subsequent development of feedlots in some of these areas. 

Keeping Up with the Times: 1950-1980 

Following World War II some very dramatic changes 
began to occur in the livestock industry in California. 
Between 1950 and 1975, cattle numbers shot upward by 
some 280 percent—to nearly 3.2 million head (U.S. Bureau of 
the Census 1952; California Crop and Livestock Reporting 
Service 1978), but the widespread drought of 1976-77 forced 
ranchers to reduce their herds, bringing a decline to about 
2.6 million by January, 1978. 

During the last century there has been no pronounced 
change in major areas where range cattle are produced in 
California; but there has been a significant shift in the area 
where beef cattle are produced. The most important areas of 
beef cattle production are now in the San Joaquin Valley and 

in Sacramento and Contra Costa counties. Greater use of 
irrigated pastures and crop residues for beef production has 
led to this concentration in the Central Valley. 

Before World War II, beef production was a rather leisurely 
process: two-and three-year-old animals were grown out on 
a foothill ranges or mountain pastures. They went to market 
"grass fat" from the range, or were topped off" for a few 
weeks on barley and hay; sometimes they went to the Mid- 
west to be finished on corn. 

A change in the production process which began in the 
1930's was accelerated into high gear after World War II. 
Millions of people moved to California—a surging, hungry 
wave of humanity reminiscent of the Gold Rush migration of 
a century before. For the second time in history a huge 
market for beef was created on the very doorstep of the 

After World Warll millions of people moved to California—a surg- 
ing wave of humanity reminiscent of the Gold Rush of a century 
before. The greater part of the area now in urban areas, cultivation, 
and other uses originally was prime ran geland. This photo shows 
urban development at the mouth of Big Tujunga Canyon, Los 
Angeles County. Photo take January 24, 1973. 

The California prairie (perennial grassland) was the most exten- 
sive and most productive range plant community when settlement 
began. Purple needle grass (Stipe pulchra) on a prairie remnant on 
the former Rancho Santa Margarita y Flores (now Camp Pendleton 
Marine Corps Base), winter aspect. San Diego County. Photo March 
25, 1955. 
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California rancher. Again it was impossible to supply the 
demand from local production; again beef had to be brought 
in from outside the state—from as far east as central Mon- 
tana, Colorado, and eastern New Mexico. 

"Baby beef"—from animals 12 to 18 months of age— 
gained acceptance, thereby effectively cutting production 
time in half. Large commercial feed lots were developed, 
making it possible to produce beef of high quality and uni- 
form grade. Feeding operations could be programmed to 
produce marketable animals at any time of year, eliminating 
reliance upon seasonal growth of forage. 

Another development of equal importance was the advent 
of supermarkets on the west coast, providing an outlet for 
this beef during the entire year (Pope 1972). The combina- 
tion of feedlot and supermarket had a tremendous effect on 
beef production, all the way from cow to consumer, from the 
range to the dinner table. 

Finally, a vast system of highways was developed, making 
it possible to move live cattle and processed beef by truck to 
any place in California—or in the entire United States, for 
that matter—within a few hours or days. Calves born in 
California in fall may now spend the winter on our annual 
grass ranges, then go to Oregon, Montana, or even Canada 
for summer range. They then return to California for four or 
five months in the feedlot before being trucked to market in 
San Francisco or Los Angeles—to be served at lunch or 
dinner in Chicago, New York, or even Washington, D.C., a 
few days later! 

All these events—many of which have happened off the 
ranch—have had a tremendous impact on livestock ranching 
and on utilization of our rangelands. One measure of their 
effect is that beef consumption has nearly doubled since the 
early 1950's and now amounts to about 115 pounds per 
person per year. 

Change on the Range: Some Effects of Two Centuries of Use 

Changes of many kinds have occurred during the last two 
centuries, greatly altering both the extent and character of 
the rangelands. Approximately 14 million acres of California 
now are in cultivation, or occupied by urban and industrial 
uses. The greater part of this land—probably as much as 12 
million acres—originally was in the prairie and woodland 
plant communities, hence it has been removed from the total 
range area. The lands which today are most highly prized for 
agriculture were to a great extent the prime rangelands 
under pristine conditions. 

Within the rangelands that do remain, the most striking 
change has been replacement of native perennial grasses by 
annual plants, a large proportion of them introduced from 
the Mediterranean region of the Old World. Grazing by 
domestic animals was itself a major factor in bringing about 
this replacement, but it was by no means the only cause. 
Deficiencies in rainfall and variations in other climatic fac- 
tors contributed to it, too, as did nutritional deficiencies in 
the forage, and patterns of ownership and land use practices. 

Few places on earth, if any, have had such rapid, large 
scale replacement of native herbaceous vegetation by alien 
plants within so short a time. To a large degree it was 
accomplished within the 20 years between 1845 and 1865. 
But the process began almost as soon as the first settlement 
was founded, and continues today. Adobe bricks from the 
oldest portions of the earliest mission buildings contain 
remains of introduced annual plants, showing that they were 
abundant around the mission sites when the buildings were 

being constructed (Hendry 1931). 
Although early settlers brought many crop and garden 

plants, they were not of consequence in replacing the native 
vegetation. Plants important in this respect were introduced 
unintentionally, almost without exception. They came 
mainly as "hitch hikers": in packing materials; as impurities 
in cultivated crops; in ballast of ships; even in the coats of 
domestic animals. Early accounts confirm widespread distri- 
bution of introduced plants at an early date. At least 95 of 
these plants which are important today were fairly well 
established by 1860, with grasses and composites being 
most numerous (Robbins 1940). 

Annual Plant Succession on California Rangelands 

Four stages of plant succession, in chronological 
sequence, were of major importance in the replacing of 
native perennials by annual plants. It is highly significantthat 
this chronological sequence in dominance corresponds 
directly to the descending scale of annual plant succession. 
Also, it is directly related to different intensities of grazing 
use and can be reversed by changes in grazing practices. 

Superficially, California rangelands did not differ much in 
appearance from many eastern grazing lands. Early 
ranchers stocked and managed them according to practices 
with which they were familiar. But forage cover was decep- 
tively lighter than on grasslands having summer rainfall; 
production was not renewed during the grazing season by 
summer rains; and ecological responses of plants of this and 
other Mediterranean regions to grazing were distinctly dif- 
ferent in ways that ranchers of European origin did not real- 
ize. Disturbances of the plant cover of the rangelands, by 
grazing or other activities, favored vigorous responses by 
native annual plants, some of inferior quality, and by intro- 
duced annual grasses and forbs. Rangelands with these 
characteristics can change strikingly under impacts of 
domestic grazing animals. 

Ecological Adaptations of Annual Plants 

A major part of the explanation for the "change on the 
range" lies in adaptations of annual plants to the distinctive 
environmental conditions of Mediterranean lands—in 
regions such as California. The introduced annual plants 
evolved in regions having climates similar to California, sur- 
viving for centuries under heavy grazing by domestic lives- 
tock, where all but the most aggressive, adaptable genetic 
strains were eliminated. They are particularly adapted for 
distribution by seed, have a wide range of tolerance to soils 
and other site factors, germinate quickly under favorable 
conditions, grow rapidly, and mature and set seed quickly. 
Great quantities of highly viable seed are produced; a high 
germinative capacity is retained by seed sowed naturally in 
litter and duff, as well as by seed stored under only margi- 
nally favorable conditions for a period of years. Finally, these 
plants compete effectively with other species and are able to 
maintain themselves in unfavorable situations for many 
years. These characteristics are held in common by most of 
our native annuals, as well as by the introduced species. 

Because of their specialized adaptations, their aggressive 
growth habits, and their tolerance for a wide range of habitat 
conditions, these alien plants and our native annuals have 
been enabled to transform the essential character of Califor- 
nia's rangelands. Changes in plant composition and vegeta- 
tion structure have been accompanied by lowered 
productivity and reduced nutritional efficiency for livestock, 
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resulting in ecologically significant shifts in biotic relation- 
ships of the plant-soil-animal complex of the range 
ecosystem. 

However, there are many bright spots in this picture. Some 
of the alien plants are excellent forage. More importantly, 
even at first, changes in grazing lands were so obvious that 
they could not escape notice of those early day ranchers, 
who were thereby stimulated to take steps to restore them. 
Unfortunately, knowledge of the growth habits of these 
plants and of grazing practices needed for management of 
the ranges has not been available until recently. As of now, 
many effective measures have been developed, and informa- 
tion is accumulating to make it possible to maintain an 
upward trend in range forage production and range 
condition. 

Current Status of the Cattle Industry 
Today in California, the most populous state in the Union, 

livestock ranching still is a major industry. Grazing beef 
cattle on ranches and farms is the most widespread agricul- 
tural activity in the state. Some 36 million acres are natural 
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grazing lands (Reed 1974). In addition, agricultural wastes 
and by-products from several million acres of cropland are 
used by range livestock each year. Only one county, San 
Francisco, does not have a significant range livestock indus- 
try. Forage from our rangeland produces about 410 million 
pounds of beef and lamb every year. At 1977 prices, its value 
was nearly 149 million dollars. In terms of income produced, 
livestock has for years been the foremost agricultural com- 
modity in our state. In 1977, due to the drought, it dropped to 
second rank for the first time. 

The facts discussed in this article constitute an important 
basis for understanding the effects of settlement and use of 
California's rangelands for more than two centuries. They go 
a long way toward explaining the "change on the range." An 
historical perspective, a knowledge of past events and how 
they apply to what we now see before us, is fundamental to 
understanding our range resource and what can be done to 
restore and manage it. 

Those early Spanish pioneers who thought California was 
excellent ranching country certainly knew a good thing 
when they saw it. 

Burcham, L.T. 1961. Cattle and range forage in California: 1770- 
1880. Agricultural History 35(3) :140-149. 

Burcham, L.T. 1970. Ecological significance of alien plants in Cali- 
fornia grasslands. Proc., Ass. Amer. Geographers 2:36-39. 

Burcham, L.T. 1975. Climate, structure, and history of California's 
annual grassland ecosystem. In: Love, R. Merton, ed. The Califor- 
nia Annual Grassland Ecosystem: 16-34. Institute of Ecology, 
Univ. of California. Davis. 

California Crop and Livestock Reporting ServIce. 1978. California 
livestock statistics, 1977. State of California, Dep. of Food and 
Agriculture. Sacramento. 26 p. 

Chapman, Charles Edward. 1916. The founding of Spanish Califor- 
nia. The Macmillan Company. New York. 485 p. 

Cieiand, Robert Glass. 1941. Thecattleon athousand hills. Hunting- 
ton Library. San Marino, Calif. 327 p. 

Hereford cattle on spring range dominated by annual grasses, Tuolumne County, north central California. Photo taken april20, 1972. 

References Cited 



104 Ran gelands 3(3), June 1981 

Clements, F.E. 1920. Plant indicators. Carnegie Inst. Washington, 
Pub. 290. 388 p. 

Clements, F.E. 1934. The relict method in dynamic ecology. J. Ecol- 
ogy 22:39-68. 

Clements, FE., and V.E. Shelford. 1939. Bio-ecology. John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc. New York. 425 p. 

Costansó, Miguel. 1770. Diario del viage detierra hecho al norte de Ia 
California . . Signed at San Diego, February 7, 1770. Ed. by 
Frederick J. Teggart. Pub. of the Acad. Pac. Coast Hist. 2(4):161- 
327. 

Cronise, Titus Fey. 1868. The natural wealth of California. H.H. 
Bancroft and Co. San Francisco. 696 p. 

Dobie, J. Frank. 1939. The first cattle in Texas and the Southwest 
progenitors of the longhorns. The Southwestern Hist. Quart. 
52(3) :171-1 97. 

Engeihardt, (Fr.) Zephyrin. 1920. San Diego Mission. James H. 
Barry Co. San Francisco. 358 p. 

Font, Fray Pedro. 1930. Font's complete diary of the second Anza 
expedition. In: Bolton, H.E. Anza's California Expeditions IV: 1- 
552. Univ of California Press. Berkeley. 

Gordon, Clarence. 1883. Report on cattle, sheep, and swine. . . in 
1880. In: U.S. Census Office. Report on the productions of agricul- 
ture as returned at the tenth census. Vol. 3:951-1116. U.S. Gov't. 
Printing Office. Washington. 

Hendry, George W. 1931. The adobe brick as a historical source. 
Agr. Hist. 5(3):110-127. 

Hitteli, John S. 1874. The resources of California. 6th ed. A. Roman 
and Company. San Francisco. 443 p. 

Hittell, Theodore H. 1885. History of California. 4 vols. Pacific Press 
Pub. House and Occidental Pub. Co. San Francisco. 

Jepson, W.L. 1925. A Manual of the flowering plants of California. 
Ass. Students Store, Univ. of California, Berkeley. 1,238 p. 

Newton, Janet. 1975. The Anza expeditions to Alta California, 1774- 
1776. Livermore Bicentennial Organization. Livermore, Calif. 40 p. 

Palôu, Fray FrancIsco. 1926. Historical memoirs of New California. 
Ed. by H.E. Bolton. 4 vols. Univ. of Calif. Press. Berkeley. 

Pope, L.S. 1972. Evolution of the beef cattle industry in America. 
California Cattleman 55(7):19, 22 

Portolá, Gaspar de. 1909. Diary of Gaspar de Portolá during the 
California expedition of 1769-1770. PubI. Acad. of Pac. Coast Hist. 

Reed, A.D. 1974. The contribution of range land to the economy of 
California. Univ. of California Co-op. Ext. Serv., NA-82. 7 p. 

Robbins, W.W. 1940. Alien plants growing without cultivation in 
California. Calif. Agr. Expt. Sta. Bull. 637. 128 p. 

Robinson, W.W. 1948. Land in California. Univ. of Calif. Press. Ber- 
keley. 291 p. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1952. U.S. Census of agriculture: 1950. 
Vol. 1, Counties and state economic areas; Pt. 33, California. U.S. 
Gov't Printing Office. Washington. 

Weaver, J.E., and F.E. Clements. 1938. Plant ecology. McGraw-Hill 
Book Co. New York. 601 p. 

Wentworth, Edward N. 1948. America's sheep trails. Iowa State 
College Press. Ames, Iowa. 667 p. 

Wickson, E.J. 1923. Rural California. The Macmillan Co. New York. 
399 p. 



T'S A GREAT PLEASURE to me to be here 
because I think this is the first opportunity that I have had 
since I left that service in 1938 to really talk to people 
who are interested in what went on in those days. I warn 
you young fellows of one thing. If you live a long time, 
then the things that happened when you were a boy 
become historical and people like to hear about them. But 
at the time, they will all seem very commonplace to you 
and you won't think much about them. So store up what 
you can. If you can, get a few photographs or a few 
things to quote. Preserve a few little mementoes to prove 
where you've been because when you get up in the 60's 
and 70 years of age, people think you are a "has been" 
and you ought to shuffle off the stage. If you want to stay 
on as long as you can, have something to prove it with. 

Now today I am going to re-enact something that hap- 
pened nearly thirty years ago in this country, and it was an 
historic thing. Very few of us at the time real ized the impact it 
was having on the history of the United States. The history of 
the United States is that of a great democratic people seek- 
ing to govern themselves in the way history had never 
recorded before. 

When I was a student in law school, I met an old doctor 
that lived in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and he used to 
have on the back of his door a map of North America and 
along in the course of a talk with him, he would suddenly 

open that door and reveal to you this North American 
Continent, It was in black. I can still see it. And then he 
would say "Why, why, was this continent kept from the 
eyes of man from the beginning of civilization until about 
the seventeenth century?" Well, I didn't have the answer, 
but along the same tine I want to say something to you in 
regards to the North American Continent, It was never 
given to the eyes of the white man to do anything with 
until the time came for the settlement of the country. I 

don't know why but you young fellows are going to have 
to contribute your part to the answer of that question. 
This continent started on a clean slate. We had all the 
prejudices, all the hatreds, all the jealousies, all the 
memories stored up in Europe. All little principalities 
hating the next principality as you would hate a 
principality which conquered you. and enslaved you and 
perhaps killed your people. All those memories, when 
they came out to this country to settle over here on the 
eastern seaboard came too—these were Frenchmen, 
Hollanders, and other nationalities. But something hap- 
pened when they came here. They were in a new land. 
Here was a country where a young fellow could take his 
ax and go out and cut off a little forest and make a little 
home of his own. That did something to those people. 
There are a number of evidences of what it did. I can't go 
all over it because it would cover the entire history of the 
United States. We all talk about the Magna Carta. The 
Magna Carta was a bench mark in individual liberties, but 
the people that enacted the Magna Carta were not 
common people—they were the masters and lords that 
were trying to limit the powers of the sovereign. But when 
the people of this continent enacted a Constitution, they 
did away with the old country classes. They did away with 
titles of nobility. You and I were raised without that and 
some of the things that were done by our ancestors have 
made a new people here. And now in the year of 1962 the 
old world is coming back to these people that started out 
on a clean slate and were not handicapped with the 
prejudices and memories of the people that remained in 
the old country. They are saying to the people of the 
United States, "What are you going to do with it?" "What 
did you learn from it?" Is there a purpose in this country 
or are we just another Switzerland, Germany, Russia or 
something else going on? Is there anything here, any new 

Rangelands 3(3), June 1981 105 

Establishing Management 
under the Taylor Grazing Act 

Presented at Montana State College 
January 8, 1962 

F.R. Carpenter 

Editor's Note: In this historical issue of Rangelands we thought it 
appropriate to publish verbatim and in its entirety a talk the author 
gave in 1962 telling of his early work with the U.S. Grazing Service. It 
is in Ferry 'sown words and style. Those who knew him will recognize 
that it sounds just like him. 

About the Author: Ferry Carpenter died December 12, 1980, at the age of 94. 
During his lifetime he was active in many activities of a civic nature, such as 
serving on his local school board, being elected to the Colorado Assembly, 
and active member of the American Hereford Association, and working for the 
Federal government. He was educated at Princeton and Harvard universities 
and was a practicing lawyer and rancher. He served as the first Director of the 
Grazing Service established by the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934. 

He served four years as district attorney, his main job being prosecuting 
cattle rustlers. In 1967 he was named Colorado State university Stockman of 
the Year. He served as the University of Denver's first director of development 
and also as the state's first director of revenue. In 1938 he won a Colorado 
Press Association award as the man who had done the most for his hometown. It was due, in part, to his efforts at building schools and a hospital in Hayden. 



106 Rangelands 3(3), June 1981 

definition of the word freedom that doesn't exist across 
the water? The answer will be worked out by you and 
millions more like you in the years to come. But don't 
forget it. You're on the spot. When I was a boy your age, I 
wasn't on the spot. We had the Atlantic Ocean on one 
side and the Pacific Ocean on the other side, and Teddy 
Roosevelt had the great white fleet that he sent around 
the world. Other nations didn't dare think about attacking 
us. How could they land on our beaches? It took two 
great wars to realize the fact that we were going to have 
to defend this nation and water power disappeared with 
the airplane. And now we're only a few hours and few 
seconds by rocket from the rest of the world. 

So after having lived here 3 or 4 hundred years, in this 
wonderful lone atmosphere of peace, we now face all 
these people. We, with two-thirds of the world's wealth, 
face the other three-fourths of the world's people who 
only have one-third of the world's wealth. But we had a 
chance for a clean slate and we've written a new 
definition of freedom and we stand ready to defend it. 

Well now that's just background and now we're going to 
talk about public land. This was all public land when we 
started. When these people landed here, the only prestige 
of legal right they had was a grant from European royalty. 
Well, Queen Elizabeth gave people hunks of land in this 
continent which she had never seen. These were very 
tenuous claims as they proved to be later after our 
Revolution when we threw off our bonds and became an 
independent Country. But we started off by being a public 
land country, where the people could own land if they 
would take the land and do something with it. Now in 
brief, the idea that people who could do something with 
their land should have it, was enated in 1862 under 
President Lincoln into the Homestead Act. The Act said 
that anybody who will get out there and live on 160 acres 
of land for 5 years can get a title to it. That looks like a 
real grant. Well, I can tell you that homesteading is the 
hardest way to get land there is. You don't get lOc a day 
for your time on your land when you get the land; it's just 
about worth the value of the improvements that you put 
on it. The land itself was worth nothing and you had to 
wait a long time for land values to increase. But this 
country, starting on the eastern seaboard and expanding 
west, was settled up by people who conquered the land 
and took over and then as they came. Railroad grants, 
grants to the State governments, grants to colleges, 
grants for internal improvements—all those things took 
this land and blocked it off so that there was no land left 
in the east in 100 years. As the tide of settlement went 
west it went very slowly. The real rush didn't begin until 
'49 when gold was discovered—it's been a lure for 
mankind since the beginning of the world—and people 
began to cross here to go to California for gold. That 
opened up this country. 

ow this country goes by rainfall. In the east 
you've got 30 to 40 inches and down in the south you've 
got 50 to 60 inches. So it goes until you get into the west 
and it begins to get drier. The 100th meridian runs north 
and south through Nebraska and Kansas and the Texas 
Panhandle. That's the drop from 30 inches of rainfall to 20 
inches of rainfall. Farther west of this is the country 
where there is very light rainfall. Rainfall is the outstand- 
ing physical fact of this continent. 

The homesteaders and the railroad grants and the state 
lands and any other reservations in the National Forest, 
National Parks, National monuments, took little bits of the 
western land but two-thirds of it was left—public domain. 
Well the public domain was a natural pasture, there was 
nothing out there but a little grass, a little sagebrush, a 
little browse and people began using it. 

The Federal Government started in to use the public 
lands to get money by selling them. The main idea at that 
time was to dispose of it. It was no good. It paid no 
taxes—get rid of it. And then they found that they 
couldn't get much money for it. The people that wanted a 
free land were not wealthy people. They were the hard-up 
settlers that had been closed out by the sheriff and were 
trying to get a new start. The only way they could do so 
was to enact the Homestead Act. The settlers went and 
settled up this country where you and I live. But they only 
settled up a part of it. In Nevada, they only had one acre 
out of 50 and most of that you couldn't make a living on. 
So the Congress of the United States went on with the 
policy of disposition of the public lands. They started in 
with a homestead of 160 acres and then when they got 
out here west of the 100th meridian, the folks couldn't 
make a living out of 160 acres so they passed in 1909 
what they called the Enlarged Homestead Act. You could 
get 320 for dry farming and putting an eighth of it under 
cultivation. When the homesteaders come to the Rocky 
Mountains and the areas between the Cascades, Sierra 
Nevadas and the Rockies in what we call the Intermoun- 
tam Basin, it was too dry to make it on 320. So then on 
the last day of the year of 1916, they passed the Stock 
Raising Homestead Act. You could get a section—640 
acres. And still the homesteaders couldn't make a living 
on this land. Then grazing started on the public domain. 
These were mostly sheep people who were nomads. 
They'd get a loan on a bunch of sheep and start off with 
an old battered up jalopy and wander all over. There was 
no regulation of the public domain. The reason there 
wasn't is that Congress was embarked on a policy of 
disposition. Now they didn't have to regulate the pasture 
lands in the east because in a little while, somebody 
farmed or homesteaded and so the land disappeared from 
public ownership. So they had no problem there and the 
majority of our legislators come from that side of the 
meridian. They didn't understand the western conditions. 
Besides it was the historical thing to do. They kept on 
with the policy of disposition of the land. 

It wasn't until the year 1934 that the western states 
faced a crisis and the crisis came on pretty much in the 
conflict between the cattle and sheep interests. We had 
no way of keeping a sheep man off the cow range. He 
could move in and settle around the water with all his 
dogs and his wagon and the cows wouldn't go near it. 
The cattleman had to move out. Well, we didn't move out 
peaceably and so we had range wars all over. The law 
officers said nothing and nearly every western state tried 
some kind of a law to regulate range use. We had a law in 
Colorado whereby we could go to court and have an 
adjudication of our ranges for cattle and sheep. But as 
soon as we did it, some sheep man would get his herd to 
going and file a homestead in the middle of our land. We 
couldn't do anything about it because the Federal 
Government gave him the 640 under the homestead laws. 
So the states were unable to handle the problem. This 
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was the origin of the Taylor Grazing Act. 
The Act was a tremendous turn in policy whereby the 

Federal Government said, "No longer will we try to 
dispose of this land. Nobody wants it beause it's too dry 
and too worthless to pay taxes on. We're going to do 
three things with it: (1) we'll sell the isolated tracts; (2) 
we'll lease the little pieces that that won't fall naturally 
into a grazing district; and (3) then we'll form grazing 
districts." This act was a tremendous surprise and was 
very antagonistically received in the West. Utah was the 
only State that welcomed a cooperative use of the public 
land because the Utah people by training, by religion and 
by practice are cooperatively minded to the degree 
beyond any other State. But the Act had an example in 
something that had been done in the State of Montana. 
That was a cooperative effort by stockmen in Montana 
who took state land, private land and government land 
and formed a cooperative association and administered it 
under partial state rule and in a cooperative way. It was a 
quite a remarkable thing. 

Montana has been a leader in two great cooperative 
efforts. One was the grazing district idea. The other was 
their cooperation in forming the great National Dairy 
Association with 4 other states. 

he Taylor Grazing Act said the government would 
sell the isolated tracts, lease tracts that were not big 
enough to go into districts and then would set up grazing 
districts for the rest of the public domain. That's about all 
they said. They wrote finis to it, passed it, Roosevelt 
signed it and there it was. The Secretary of the Interior, 
Mr. Ickes, was an eastern man. He didn't know which end 
of a cow got up first. He didn't know anything about the 
west and he didn't know what to do with the Taylor 
Grazing Act. Through a series of circumstances that I 

won't take time to tell about, they put the crown on me 
and said, "Go out there and set those grazing districts 
up." There were no appropriations for it. They loaned me 
a few fellows out of the Geological Survey and some out 
of the Bureau of Investigations and a couple of geodetic 
surveyors—17 men all together and we started out. There 
were about 142,000,000 acres of land and that's a lot of 
land. So when they gave me the job, I went to the General 
Land Office. Now the General Land Office is older than 
the Department of Interior. They had been operating 175 
years and you'd think they would have known where the 
lands were. I went to the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office, only to find out they had no maps that would 
tell me where the public lands were. Why? Every day 
people were filing homesteads, buying isolated tracts and 
taking up timber applications. States were trading state 
land for other land called lieu land. The Forest Service 
was expanding their boundaries and taking more. The 
Forest Service was expanding their boundaries and taking 
more. There were 22 Land Offices in the western states 
and every day, every minute, every hour somebody comes 
in and takes a piece of land. How could there be a map of 
it? So I didn't know where the land was. There wasn't 
anybody in the State of Montana knew where the state 
lands were. 

I knew there was only one way to find out. So I put up 
notices in all these public land states that we were going 
to call meetings. Anybody that wanted to get a bit of this 
public grazing land had better be at the meeting because 
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we were going to hand it out. Well, you don't have to say 
that twice. It's just like a free meal at the church. 
Everybody showed up at these meetings. I knew of the 
jealousy between the cattlemen and the sheepmen. I also 
knew that they didn't want things the way the Forest 
Service handled it. In those days the Forest Service took 
the attitude that "papa knows best" and papa will tell you 
what to do. Well I knew a lot of stockmen and the battles 
with the Forest Service. I came to the job with a prejudice 
against that "papa knows best" stuff. I didn't think it was a 
good American principles. I knew it was a poor public 
relations with the stockmen and I didn't want to get into 
something where I had to be the guy that said "papa 
knows best." So here was the job, gentlemen, and here 
were 142,000,000 acres of land. Where was it and how 
were we going to put it under supervision and get a fee 
for it? Now you know, nobody likes to pay a fee or a tax. 
We would go out there and the stockmen would ask, 
"What kind of fee? We've always grazed for nothing. My 
father came to this country in a covered wagon and he 
fought his way out and settled a little ranch here and 
improved it." He's used all the public land that lies 
adjacent to his place. That's as good as owning it and 
now you're coming out here and telling us we've got to 
pay 8 a head a month for a fee. How come?" 

Well, there wasn't any explaining to them. I said, 'Boys, 
the Congress has let you have it as long as you could for 
nothing and now they've got a collar and you've got to 
stick your head through it. If you don't stick your head 
through it, another fellow will stick his head through it 
and we'll please him and let him have the range." You 
couldn't go out to the range country and ask these 
fellows to be nice citizens and be cooperative and show a 
Christian-like attitude. They had no intention of showing 
a Christian-like attitude. They had the land and they were 
going to keep it and they weren't going to pay for it. 

It was a rough old battle and the way that it was 
handled at the meetings was this: First of all we got the 
amount of public land that was in each state; then we got 
the township tracts from the local District Land Offices. 
These township tracts had the private land marked off. 

Everybody showed up. All of the cowboys were in this 
section, all sheepherders were over here. They wouldn't 
speak to each other. Each wanted to get everything there 
was and push the other fellow off. That was the game and 
we knew it. We called the meeting to order and said "Well 
boys, the good old days are over and there's no use 
crying about it. Congress is going to set these grazing 
districts up. You're going to have to get a permit to use 
them. You're going to have to pay a fee for it. Now the 
question is, how are we going to do it? Are you going to 
have a smart guy come here to run it, and write all your 
rules and regulations like Mr. Pinchot did on the forest? 
You know that Pinchot didn't know what end of a cow got 
up first. He didn't know anything about the stock 
business. Do you want that or do you boys want to help 
do this?" 

Well, of course, they wanted to help do it, if they could 
help themselves a little bit. So I said, "Well I'll you what 
we'll do. We'll explain the set-up. We'll answer questions. 
At the close of the meeting you cowboys go over here 
and you'll elect 10 advisors and you sheepherders go over 
there and you'll elect 10 advisors. I'm not going to let 
either one of you have a downhill pull on the other. I'll 
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leave a Federal man here in this state to work with your 
advisors and we'll set up the first provisional rules and 
regulations and issue permits." And so they did just that. 

Then I said, 'Gentlemen, the first thing to do is to mark 
out grazing district boundaries (I had a big map of their 
corner of the state). I want you fellows who know the 
natural grazing boundaries to come up here with a piece 
of chalk and mark out these grazing districts." 

The advisors did just that and, gentlemen, you would be 
amazed today to know that the boundaries they put on 
their grazing districts are practically what those fellows 
did right then and there. They knew their barriers, they 
knew where the public lands were and it was from their 
initial work at the official meeting that the grazing 
districts exist today. 

e took the maps back to Washington and the 
head of the Geological Survey—a grand old man—took a 
look at them and said, "My goodness, do you know what's 
happened to the United States? Do you realize there are 7 
great deserts in the United States and that these grazing 
district boundaries pretty much follow the boundaries of 
those deserts?" 

I wonder how many of you can name the 7 great 
deserts? Well, you don't know the United States until you 
know your deserts. 

As the emigrants crossed the western states, they went 
over one desert after another and they gave names to 
them. I am going to show you roughly where the 7 great 
American deserts are. Starting in Wyoming, you have the 
Red Desert—in southern Wyoming and northern Colo- 
rado. In Idaho, you run into the Owyhee desert. In the 
south of Oregon, there is the High Desert. Then the whole 
state of Nevada is desert. In California and Arizona you 
get the Mojave Desert. In Utah there is the Great Salt 
Lake Desert. The stockmen divide this desert into the East 
Desert and the West Desert, depending on which side of 
the Wasatch you are on. 

Anyway a lot of problems had to be solved if we were 
going to make any grazing district rules and regulations. 
Now to go back to our first meeting of advisors, I set the 
first meeting at Grand Junction, Colorado. The chairmen 
of each group said they didn't care to sit down in the 
room with the other guys. So at noon I got the upstairs of 
the Fire Department in Rifle, Colorado, for the sheep boys 
and a room at the Winchester Hotel in Rifle for the 
cowboys. I took my office in the Chamber of Commerce. 
The sheep boys would come over and they'd say they 
thought one year's use of the range should give a prior 
right. The cowboys sent somebody over and they said 
they thought anybody that used this range twenty years 

ago had a better right. The woolies weren't there twenty 
years ago, so they had no right. After a lot of traveling 
between my office and the two meeting rooms by fellows 
from the two groups I finally said, "You just can't get 
along that way." 

So I went to a restaurant and got a table for 21 people. 
I took the names of the 10 cowboys and the 10 
sheepherders and by using placecards, I fixed it so that 
sheepherders and cowboys would sit next to each other. I 
invited them as my guests to the dinner that night. They 
walked in kind of sheepishly and sat down. Each one 
found that the fellow next to him used a fork, too, and 
was half-way human. That was the last of the separation 
of the boys. I told them they couldn't operate individually. 
They were going to draw lines for livestock use and the 
Federal Government was going to police it. I made it clear 
that if we gave an allotment to cows, the sheep boys 
didn't need to think they. could fudge over on it the way 
they had been fudging over on our private.land. If it was 
sheep territory we weren't going to let a cow wander over 
on it. So we got them together. That was the start of the 
amalgamation of the two livestock industries to handle 
the grazing districts. Who was to get each permit? That's 
what they wanted to know. We looked at the law and 
there wasn't very much to say. A lawyer spotted the 
clause which was a dependable clause. Preference in the 
acreage of grazing permits should go to those having 
property in or near the public grazing land. But how near 
was near? Did they have to have land in the grazing 
district or if it was near, how near did it have to be? 

Now the cattle business is a stabilized industry and they 
kept their stock near their holdings. The sheep industry is 
a migratory industry so the battle was on. How near is 
near? Well, my idea of near was adjoining, adjacent, 
contingent, handy—all those kind of definitions. The 
sheepmen said that had nothing in the world to do with it. 
"Near" means that you have operated from your summer 
to your winter range and connected the two and if you've 
done it that's near." We get our forest permits in summer 
and we go down and winter on the East Desert—The 
Great Salt Lake Desert. We travel 150 to 200 miles. Well, 
that was the first problem. I spent many anguished days 
and nights trying to solve how near was near. Mind you, 
the fellows that were near were going to get the first 
whack at it. There wasn't enough grass to dish up to 
everybody and nobody was going to give up any rights he 
had if he could possibly defend them. 

One funny thing I found was that the drier the land is 

and the more worthless it is, the harder stockmen fight for 
it. Just why that is, I don't know, but they do. I have had 
them fight over land on which 640 acres wouldn't support 

- 
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a nightcrawler. They'd fight over that until grim death. 
These were a bouncy bunch of boys—these stockmen. 
The ordinary stockman is a pretty tough guy to handle 
but the range stockman had been pitched around all his 
life. He'd been fighting for that public land against the 
other fellow, and he was a little bit tougher than the 
ordinary stockman. We had to deal with these tough old 
customers. 

So how near was near? Well I asked them to come up 
to the Federal Courtroom and I got a jury of federal 
people—reclamation people, Forest Service people, etc., 
and I put them in a jury box and I said, We'll hear 
arguments all day long on how near is near." They were 
all there and the close of it our number-one lawyer 
handed me 37 definitions of near as he got them out of a 
legal textbook. I felt that I was Moses and The Secretary 
had told me to be the big shot and I was just going to 
give a decision that would just hop them in the creek. We 
all get this exalted idea of our ability once in awhile and I 
was suffering under that. But I had a Forest Service man 
who was a good guy with me, name of Earnest Winkler. I 
got the Forest Service to furnish me two great forest 
grazing men, Ed Cavanaugh from Oregon and Earnest 
Winkler from Utah. Anyway, Winkler wanted to know if we 
had to decide this today. "Oh no", I said, "Nobody is 
making me decide today but what's the use of going to 
the next meeting if we haven't decided anything and go 
all through this argument again? Now, we were put in 
here because we're experts and extra smart and know all 
about everything and so we'll just make a decision." And 
he said, "That's where you're a damn fool. In the 
Government we have just one rule—never decide any- 
thing until you have to." Well, I didn't have to so I agreed 
with him. We went to Bakersfield, California, and 
immediately the sheep boys wanted to know how near is 
near. I told them we'd discussed that in Colorado and it 
looked like an easy day's driving distance of 3 or 4 days, 
or 100 or 150 miles would be nearer. But those sheepmen 
went 1,000 miles and ended up at Yellow Lake in the 
grape fields around Bakersfield. A thousand miles is near. 

retty soon I began to see that near is everywhere. 
Near was anywhere they started from and got into the 
grazing district. Now we spent a lot of time solving how 
near was near and we solved it by the use of semantics, 
that is, words. It wasn't really solved but we kind of 
satisfied people. 

When you can't solve anything, if you can invent some 
words that they can't answer they'll sit down and take it 
and they'll think it's solved. I'll give you an example of 
this. First, we started at 100 miles near, then we got 1,000 
miles as near and we were all at sea. I got up to Idaho 
where there was a young lawyer got up to argue and he 
said, 'How near is near? I just finished arguing a divorce 
case, I want to know how dear is dear in a divorce case." 
I got over into California and there was a lawyer got up 
and he said, "I can tell you how near is near. We have a 
great question in this state what is near beer and what is 
beer. What is beer and what is near beer?" And then he 
went off and argued on that. Well you had all these funny 
things that came up and lent a little color to the argument 
but in the end we still had to solve how near was near. 
After nearly a year's arguments, we settled it this way: In 

the issuance of grazing permits, the first permits would go 
to those who are nearest, the next permits would go to 
those that are nearer and the last would go to those that 
are near. Everybody in the room was near. They couldn't 
answer that at all, cause it was just a fool thing. It didn't 
mean a thing but they had started off and hired their 
lawyers to have their property declared near. Everybody 
in the United States was near. They might be in Delaware 
and have a little lawn you could graze sheep on and that 
was near as far as we were concerned. 

So we issued the first permits to the ones that were 
nearest, and then the ones that were nearer and then the 
ones that were near with differences made as to cattle or 
sheep. When you get up against these things you have to 
solve them or pretend to solve them or get a solution that 
will make them sit down in their seats and take it. And 
that's the way nearer was solved. 

How would you decide who to give a permit to? I'll take 
just one district as an example. It's a district in Utah and 
we had 2,500,000 acres of open public land and 300 
people that wanted to run on there. Roughly calculating 
the carrying capacity of the range, we'll say it will carry 
2,500 cattle and 65,000 sheep. We have applications for 5 
times that much. Who are you going to open the gate for 
and who are you going to kick in the ear when his 
application comes up and say, "Go somewhere else and 
buy yourself a filling station or go into some other 
business." It's a tough thing to do and the Act wasn't 
much help to us but the Act said that the people within 
the district and with property were to be considered. The 
Forest Service people had a rule called the rule of 
commensurability. Now if you are in the livestock 
business, unless you're just running steers, you are in a 
twelve month's business and you don't have any business 
asking Uncle Sam to let you have some pasture unless 
you have the facilities to operate at home when the public 
range is closed. If we had summer range—six month 
summer range—in a country where they feed six months, 
the operator had to show that he had hay or roughage 
feed for his stock to live on the six months they weren't 
on the public domain. We finally decided to adopt a rule 
of commensurability and so we wrote the rule. The man 
who has feed to take care of his livestock for the time of 
the year when the public range is not used will be the 
man with the commensurability that will get the first crack 
at the public range. Well that sounds easy doesn't it? 
Some came in and said, "I've got 100 tons of hay, 100 
head of cattle and it takes a ton to the head to winter, I 
want range enough for 100 head of cattle." Well that was 
simple. But whenever you write a rule, the boys get smart 
right away and they find all the ways around it. There was 
a fellow in southern Utah and he didn't raise any hay, and 
he didn't have any roughage. He had been out there and 
his father had been out there before him and he came 
across the plains in a covered wagon and by gosh he 
thought he owned it. He used it exclusively. Ever since he 
could remember they didn't have any hay. Our boys said, 
"No". The rule said he had to have roughage feed for his 
cattle for 2 months in the year and then we would give 
him a permit for 10 months. But he said he never raised 
any hay and so they denied him. Then he took an appeal 
which came up to me. I said we had to do something for 
that fellow. Don't start in applying these rules, start in 
doing what should be done and let the darn rule sit. Well 
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this was kind of a new theory with the government boys. 
But I said that's the way this thing is going to go. So I 
went down to see that stockman and I asked how he 
could use the range and not raise any hay. He said he 
raised cantaloupes, sold them and bought the hay. He 
said, "I've got a big trade in cantaloupe. I can make more 
money off my little irrigated land raising cantaloupe than I 
can hay. With this little dab of land that I've got I can 
raise enough cantaloupe to buy 70 tons of hay, whereas if 
I put it in hay, I can only raise 10 tons of hay." Now what 
are you going to do with him? He didn't come within the 
rules but he had always been using it. We changed the 
rules. The man who raises something which he customar- 
ily changes for roughage for his livestock would qualify 
for commensurability. Then we had every imaginable kind 
of commensurability. Here was a sheepman who had a 
forest permit for 2 bands of sheep. He wanted to use that 
as the basis as the right to run on the winter range for 
2,000 head of sheep. Would you give him that permit? Is 
the Forest Service range a good jumping stone to get 
rights on the other federal lands? What do you think? Can 
you jump off one federal permit and get another federal 
permit and base it on that? Or do you have to say to heck 
with the forest permit, we don't recognize the forest 
permits. Well you can't say either one. You've got to start 
in and adjust that. How did you get your forest permit? 
What was your reason for your forest permit? What part 
of the year do you sustain on private property? How 
much taxes do you pay to keep up the economics of this 
country where your live? You've got to look that fellow up 
and size him up all the way around and then you've got to 
make the rules to fit that kind of a picture. 

I've grown up in the northern states. Commensurability 
was fairly easy to figure but when we got down to 
Albuquerque and Phoenix and I began talking about 
those that had feed to take care of their stock for the time 
when they are not on the ranges, they looked at me like I 
was a "bull with a batch of calves." They said, "What are 
you talking about—what do you mean? We don't feed any 
time or part of the year." 

There wasn't anything in the Act about water. Here 
was a fellow by the name of Lee, and by the way, he was 
a wonderful character. He's the fellow that made Billy the 
Kid put his guns away. That's quite a story. Lee said, 
"What I control on this range here in this valley, I've 
controlled for 9 years. I've drawn water on it." Now if you 
don't believe that some of these old boys weren't mad. 
One character put in a 12-inch pipeline and put on a 
hydrant and built a corral around it. He gave permits and 
charged 25c a head to run stock to water there. If he 
didn't get his money, stock didn't get in that corral. So 
this guy says, "You think this land belongs to the 
government? Well I think it belongs to me. I developed 
that, I put my money into those pipelines. All these 
fellows come to me for permission to use Uncle Sam's 
land. What are you going to do about it?" Well of course, 
that was easy. He was a tough guy but he didn't even 
have the right to put the water on the public land. I said, 
"Brother, don't talk that way to us cause we can put you 
clear out of business. But if you want to talk turkey with 
us, why we're going to recognize some of your rights. 
We'll buy some of these waterholes from you if we can 
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use them". We had to work out that proposition. The man 
who controls the water controls the range. The commen- 
surability clause should use water not feed. 

Well water, water, water. I thought I knew something 
about water but about all I know about water was that it 
was wet. I didn't realize that there are all kinds of water. 
There is perpetual water, that's grade A; there is seasonal 
water, that's grade B; there is temporary water, that's 
grade C. A big rain storm which they have every 6 or 7 

years in Nevada fills up a few sink holes and they have 
temporary water. There are many of them that are closer 
to the hills where there are little runs up to about June 15 

and they have part-time water and they make little 
reservoirs; and once in a while you will find a spring for 
perpetual water. Now you must give the man with 
perpetual water, year around water—the first rights on the 
range. We found that out very soon. How much right on 
the range would he get? How would you solve that? 
Each one wanted as much range to go with his water as 
could possibly be used. And each of them showed me he 
had a perpetual stream. And they said I control everything 
here for 10 miles around. Don't let anybody have that 
because I've got the only water. Well that old cow can't 
walk 20 miles to water every day. "No, she doesn't walk 
every day. She only comes down there twice a week and 
tanks up like a camel and goes back out and stays 3 days 
without water." That was a new one to me. But don't think 
that doesn't happen. These cowboys, these sheep- 
herders—they have learned how to use these free 
resources in every kind of a way and they only raise a calf 
every other year. They never wean their calves, they leave 
them on until the cow kicks them off. But that was the 
system and we had to go along with them. We adopted 
the rule that no cow would have to walk over 4 miles 
water. I thought that was quite a long way to walk for 
water. I was in favor for 1 mile limit but those boys on the 
desert have a lot of expanse and they wanted to have 5 
miles. 

So the water rule of commensurability was used south 
of the snowline. The snowline is southern Colorado and 
northern New Mexico. Stock run 12 months of the year 
and those fellows have to be treated differently. Well that 
looks simple. But here is a guy who writes me a letter and 
says, "They didn't give me a permit. I want out on that 
range. My father ran it before me. The way I got my 
water, the Santa Fe Railroad ran right through my range 
and I have the railroad bring in 5 water tank cars every 
year and then I had a truck and I went to those water tank 
cars and I filled enough water to water the stock. When 
those water tank cars were exhausted I filled and reused 
them again." Would you give him a permit? Can you buy 
water? Is it fair to let a man with a little money hire cars 
from the Santa Fe Railroad and take up a public range? 
Those are not easy questions to answer. We had to 
answer them. Were we going to give him a right to that 
range or not? There were other people clamoring for that 
land. But they had no water themselves, but they couldn't 
use the range unless they did the same thing, and they 
said they'd do it. Well what are you going to tell them? No 
you can't say we're going to stand with the big fellows 
and kick the little guys in the jaw. And you can't do it the 
other way. You've got to meet and solve that problem. I'm 
not going to give you the answer to this. You can just 
chew it over and think about it. 
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Here's another one. Out on the Mojave Desert there was 

a great big pipeline going across this desert taking water 
to the city of Los Angeles. The city had taken all the 
water for the city people. There were great big beautiful 
houses with orchards all brown and dying—not a drop of 
water because it was all taken into Los Angeles. The 
ranchers were paid with more money than they had ever 
seen before. They put it in the bank and when the bank 
went broke, they lost their money. When I got there they 
said, "We want the range back and will start over." But a 
sheepman had gone to the city of Los Angeles and said, 
Now along your pipeline you have great manholes here 

that are 8 feet in diameter. Now I want to use that range 
and I'll pay you well for the water. If you'll give me a key 
to those manholes, I'll put siphons in there and put in 
troughs to water my sheep and I'll agree that I'll only take 
so much—so many gallons of water. You can have a man 
out there to regulate me." He got the right to tap every 
manhole for 75 miles and he had a truck fixed so he 
could jack up the wheels of this truck, and siphon off the 
water. Then he made troughs so the whole band of sheep 
could water at once. It was really a marvelous sight to 
see. Well, he claimed a prior right commensurability to 
that desert. Would you give it to him? Would you give 
other fellows a chance to get on it or what would you do 
with it? The other people said, 'If you give it to him, you 
just sold out to these big boys; these sons of guns with a 
little bit of money have been copping everything and 
you're in their favor and what chance does a poor man 
have? My father came to this country, he could take 160 

acres up and now I can't do anything but go on relief. 
And you fellows are putting me down." How are you 
going to answer them? 

Well, we had just thousands of problems like this on 
commensurability. And to get over the first hurdle you 
couldn't talk about a permit until you had commensurabil- 
ity. Now, of course, this is what happened. The smaller 
stockmen who didn't have commensurability were itiner- 
ant sheepmen. There were other fellows that were loaded 
down with real estate taxes, paying for the schools, and 
paying for the roads and trying to raise families. The 
fellow who was living on the public range had his assets 
piled in the bank, a receipt of a note at the bank and that 
was all. He made money because he had no overhead and 
he and his wife and the children herded the sheep and 
they paid nothing for the pastures. If you weren't there, 
they got in on your pasture and munched that too. They 
were the successful range people. When we came along 
they went right out and began buying ranches. 

Then we came to the real problem—what about prior 
rights? Here is a spot in Idaho. When I came to that 
meeting the Idaho wool growers were a well-organized 
bunch and they had Forest Service permits for 40,000 
sheep. They wanted a permit to run 40,000 sheep on the 

public domain. Now the little fellows in the Snake River 
Valley had a system there—they'd raise alfalfa two or 
three years, then they put it in barley and then they put it 
back in alfalfa. And when the range was bad, the 
sheepmen would come along and buy their hay for $5 a 
ton. They were the only customers the farmers had and 
the sheepmen made big money because they used the 
forest for their own pasture and they only bought hay 
when they had to. The little farmers in the valley hated 
their guts. There was a county agent down there by the 
name of Hale who was a real politician. He went up and 
down the Snake River and organized all of these fellows 
and said, "Boys, the day of morning is here. The United 
States has said that the public range shall go out to the 
people with commensurate property and you and I have 
that property. These big sheepmen haven't got the 
property and we're going to take the range over." He was 
their spokesman and he said, "You're not going to hand 
over all this public range in the State of Idaho to these 
fellows who have robbed us and stole all our hay for all 
these years. We've paid our taxes, our assessments are 
bigger than theirs. We support the schools and we're 
going to have our share of that range and we're going to 
have it all and we'd like to kick them all into eternity." 
That was the battle and there we were. What were we 
going to do? Were we going to turn the established sheep 
industry out the front door and put a new bunch in? Well 
fortunately or unfortunately, the Act contained a clause 
that said we should respect prior rights. What were prior 
rights? Prior rights were previous use of the range. These 
sheepmen had the range for 20 years. Maybe some 
operator had just bought an outfit the year before. So all 
the fellows that had been on 5 years voted for 5 years. All 
the fellows that had only been on 1 year voted for 1 year. 
Each fellow was voting so that he got on. What were you 
going to do? What was going to be the role of prior 
rights. How much prior use of the range did you have to 
have in order to submit your commensurability right and 

get a permit? I didn't know what to say. So the first year 
we said, "Now we'll tell you how we are going to do this. 
The Board meets and your 10 representative sheepmen 
are there, your 10 representative cowboys are there and 
you're going to have to agree by 2/3 majority on some 
rule for prior use of the range and that first year that rule 
will apply to that district. And every district will vote their 
own rule and then we'll all get together in Salt Lake City 
at the Hotel Utah in the ballroom and we'll fight it out and 
we'll have one rule for the United States." 

So then they started out. Here was a district that was 
largely all old-time operators, and they had no trouble 
voting the rule that you had to show 20 years continuous 
use of the range. Well then some of them found out they 
hadn't used it continuously. So they said 15 out of 20 

years gives you a prior right. There were other sections of 
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the range for one reason or another had just been opened 
up. These operators said anybody using it last year 
should have prior rights. The Act went in effect June 28, 
1934, so anybody using it in 1933 should have the prior 
rights. Well it sounded pretty good but then a man came 
in and said, "My wife had a stroke that year and I had to 
move down to Arizona. I let my neighbors use that range 
and I didn't use the range in 1933 but I've been here all 
my life. Are you going to kick me out?" Well we couldn't 
go that way. So the really hot battle in setting up the 
regulations of the Taylor Act was what was prior use of 
the range. And we were close to 3 years solving it. After 
we solved it for the north, it wouldn't go in the south 
because of the water rights. In the south it didn't matter 
how long you had used the range, if you didn't have water 
rights you couldn't continue to use it. 

o we had to reach a conclusion. After many, many 
battles this is what they finally decided. The rule was 
finally worked out that anyone who in the 5 years 
immediately preceding the passage of the Taylor Act had 
used the range in connection with his land, either 
continuously for 2 years or any 3 years in that period had 
prior use rights. Now some people were in and out they 
used it one year and didn't use it the next year and some 
used it 2 continuous years. Anytime that you can show 
any 2 years of continuous use or any 3 years of casual 
use, you then have priority. That rule was successful. 
That barred some people that should have had priority 
but it took in the great majority and in this country when 
we make a rule we're a majority country. We live by 
compromise. When it was all decided, the smart boys got 
out and bought properties that had been used in 
connection with the range. Now it wasn't that you were 
the individual that had used it but it was whether the 
property that you owned was connected by use of the 
range. Maybe you bought a ranch in 1934 when the 
Taylor Act passed but that ranch had been used in 
connection with the public range so many years, had 
been used 2 continuous years of the previous 5 year 
preceding the passage of the Act or it had been used at 
least 3 years in that 5 years. The priority right went not to 
you as an individual but went to your property. Now your 
property was over here and you had to show a 
connection between that farm and that piece of range. 
How did we establish that? Well the operator had to come 
in and sign an affidavit that he had used it and that as 
near as he could remember the dates he had used it and 
the number of cattle that he had used it for. 

Now when a fellow is getting a favor from the 
government, he has very loose ideas of ethics. His idea is 
to get as much as possible. He approaches it the same 
way that you approach making up your income tax. If 
there is any doubt about it, resolve the doubt in your 
favor and see if they pick it when they examine it. So the 
stockmen in applying for range rights used the same 
system. How could a few little federal employees 
administering the Act say, No, you didn't have a 150 
head out on that range. That's the year you went out of 
business and you shipped everything and sold to Johnny 
Jones. And anyway you never did have over 25 head of 
cattle, you always used your neighbor's bull and you 
weren't really a legitimate operator." How were we going 
to find out? Well this is the way we found out. The 

District Grazier called the board in and among the 
members of the board there was somebody that knew the 
operators and it was his business to say, "No that fellow 
never had that many head. He never ran over 35 head." 
So we cut that down to 35 head and with the collective 
cross section brains of the leaders of the industry we 
were able to take these hundreds of applications and 
make some sense out of them. 

Then the fun began. You sent a notice to the fellow. 
Your application has been approved for 35 head. You 

applied for 150. If you are dissatisfied with that come and 
make an appeal to the Board and explain the circumstan- 
ces. If you are dissatisfied with the Board's action, take 
your appeal to the Regional Grazier. If you are still 
dissatisfied with that action, take your appeal to the 
Director and if you still not satisfied go the the Secretary 
of the Interior. And if your still dissatisfied with that 
action, go to hell. Now it's a funny thing about the 
American people. They love to appeal. If you're beaten, 
your lawyer sold out on you and you know you didn't get 
a square deal, but you immediately announce you are 
going to make an appeal. So I figured that the way we 
would take care of these boys was that we would give 
them so many appeals that we would really wear them 
out. But they liked appealing. In making the first appeal, 
they didn't go to the government people that made the 
decisions. The first appeal really took the salt out. He had 
to come and face his neighbors on the Board. Here was a 
man that saw him drive up and down the road with 
exactly what he had. And when he came in that fellow 
said, "Hi Bill, we had to put you back. I guess you've been 
running about 35 head. You know I was the assessor in 
that county and so I know about what you had." So what 
was the appellant going to say? He wasn't going to say 
anything. He said, "Well I think that's very nice, thank you 
very much," and he goes out the door. Ninety percent of 
the percent were dismissed right then and there when the 
fellows appeared before the Boards. The other 10% went 
on to the District Grazier and before it was all done 
everything was worked out. 

When we made a mistake, we admitted it, and it had an 
electrical effect on the American people. They had never 
heard of a government employee saying, "I made a 
mistake and I was a damn fool and I am going to change 
it." It just isn't done that way. You understand we weren't 
figuratively a governmental service and we were going to 
get along with the stockmen and to give them faith in the 
Bureau that administered their lands. We weren't trying to 
pamper them but we were trying to keep public relations 
on a basis where they would recognize they were getting 
a fair American deal. 

They could put in for anything they wanted and we told 
them what we thought they had coming. If they didn't like 
it, then they could appeal to an independent tribunal. 
That system worked. But that system was so very disliked 
in Washington that I hadn't operated over a year or 
maybe 18 months and I found I just didn't have a job. I 
was in Albuquerque one day and got a letter from the 
Secretary, telling me to appear in his office for a hearing 
at 1 o'clock on Monday. I went into his office at 1 o'clock 
on Monday. He had the Solicitor General and a bunch of 
other top men sitting around. He handed me a sheet with 
12 charges against me. One of them was because I told 
some fellows to haul their own salt out on government 
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range. Well, that was against the law. Then there were all 
kinds of other fake charges on me. The Secretary fired 
me right then and there. Getting fired gives you a funny 
feeling. Well, the ranchers out on the range created a 
disturbance. These boys had their advisory boards and 
they pointed out they liked this way of doing things. They 
thought it was better than the way the Forest Service had 
handled them. They just rained the telegrams in on 
Franklin D. and he called Harold Ickes and told him he 
had better take that son of a gun back. There was an 
election coming up in a little while. So back I went. 
Harold didn't love me after that. He'd four-foot me 
everytime I went by if he could do it but you go into 
government service that's what you have to face. 

ncle Sam is the biggest landowner on this 
continent. These lands are distributed among various 
bureaus. There's better than 142,000,000 acres in the 
Bureau of Land Management. When this was public 
domain, any government bueau could apply for some of 
it. The Secretary of some department could go to the 
Secretary of Interior. For example, the Secretary of the 
Army could say, "The Army wants land for bombing." 
Well, I'd give them a bunch of desert where nobody lived. 
It would be a little patch of 100 square miles or so to drop 
bombs on to see how they exploded. So then they would 
try to exclude livestock because they were going to drop 
bombs. Well, you can't exclude livestock. They'd get out 
on that range anyway and if there's a little water they're 
going to get in for sure. 

Then here's the Navy. And they decide that some day 
there's going to be a shortage of oil and none of their 
ships can navigate. But there is a tremendous supply of 
oil shale in western Utah, Colorado and some in Wyoming 
so they ask the Secretary of Interior to reserve all of the 
oil shale for the naval oil reserves. So right in the middle 
of our grazing districts is 500,000 acres of oil shale 
reserves with a Lt. Commander in charge of it. Now he 
doesn't know which end of a cow gets up first and knows 
nothing about the livestock business. And you say to him, 
"Well now Commander, would you like us to regulate 
grazing out there?" Well he doesn't know anything about 
it and you've got to go to headquarters to get him to 
make a cooperative agreement. He doesn't know it, but 
cattle and sheep are all over his petroleum reserve 
already. If you deny a permit to somebody, you're in real 
trouble. 

Here is a couple hundred thousand acres in some 
pretty good land that's an ammunition dump. Whenever 
they get a torpedo or something that doesn't explode and 

they don't know what to do with it, they take it out and 
put it on the ammunition dump. So this area is all filled 
with unexploded shells. Of course the cattle didn't mind 
whether it exploded or not, nor the sheep either. They 
went right on grazing. Well you've got to make a 
cooperative agreement to manage grazing on that area. 

Then you get the wildlife people. Here was a fellow by 
the name of Ding Darling. Ding had been a great 
cartoonist in Des Moines, Iowa. He also was a wildlife 
enthusiast, an ardent Democrat, and had boosted for 
Franklin Roosevelt's election. So nothing would be more 
natural than he be appointed head of what they called 
then, the Biological Survey. Ding was what we call a 
robin's egg conservationist. You know what a robin's egg 
conservationist is? Well if you're a robin's egg conserva- 
tionist you are really a conservationist. He believed that 
the world was made to preserve whooping swan. That's a 
swan that gives an unusual whoop and he wanted to 
preserve it and there was only one bunch left. He came to 
me and said he had to have some land. This wonderful 
whooping swan was going to go out of existence and with 
it would go all our hopes for the preservation of nature 
and the set of values that have kept this nation great. He 
had to have a little piece of land up there in Oregon 
around a lake for the whooping swans. Ding was a very 
resourceful guy and he knew how to play his cards. He 
couldn't get that reservation without the sanction of the 
Department of the Interior so he went to the Secretary 
and said, "Mr. Secretary, the whooping swans are going 
out of existence and we have to preserve them." Well 
Ickes thought it was a good idea too. Ding said, "I'd like 
to go over and see the President." Well the Secretary 
arranged an interview for him with the President. 

Then Ding did a smart thing. He took a map of the 
whole United States. When you get a map of that size, a 
point about as big as a pin prick is about 10,000 acres. So 
Ding went over to see Franklin D. and he told Franklin 
that he was going to preserve wildlife that was disappear- 
ing and that he needed some land used by stockmen. He 
said these stockmen were pirates on the range. They were 
only interested in overgrazing it. If they overgrazed it with 
the cattle, and couldn't get the rest of it, they brought the 
sheep in because they could nibble closer. When the 
sheep went off it, they put the goats on as the goats got 
all the shrubs off and after that they turned the horses in. 
The President kept nodding and saying, "That's right," but 
that's all he knew about it. So after all this long speech, 
Ding said, "Now Mr. President, I want a few little 
reservations for wildlife to keep them from disappearing. I 
just want a little around where these little spots are. You 
can hardly see them on the map. Of course Franklin fell 

- _ _ - 
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for it and he wrote on the margins of this map. "Harold, 
do not let any of these be put into grazing districts until 
you hear from me." FDA. Ding marches back, hands this 
to Harold. Whenever you have anything from the White 
House, you just double up and makes bows. Harold just 
passed it down on to me. When Ding sat down on the 
corner of my desk I said, "You son of a gun, do you know 
how much land you asked for? You got 7,000,000 acres of 
land for the damn whooping crane." Well you get 
outjockeyed once in awhile and you have to make the 
best of it. I could see that Ding was smarter than I was 
and that he was getting ahead of me and I thought, "If 
you can't lick them, then join them." So I said, "Now 
Ding, we're having a meeting down in Salt Lake City and I 
am having in these wicked stockmen to decide on the 
range use rules. I want you to come down there and meet 
with us. We'll have a special committee with representa- 
tives of the 56 grazing districts of the 10 western land 
states. These fellows control the land where most of the 
wildlife is and if you can get along with those boys they 
can do more for you than the President of the United 
States, the Congress of the U.S. or all of them put 
together. That is, if you can cooperate." So Ding came to 
Salt Lake. Now we had some very distinguished men on 
our advisory councils. One of them was the Lt. Governor 
of Montana and later on the Governer of Montana. We 
had district judges, state senators and former congress- 
men. The people of the districts elected their responsible 
leaders. We appointed a very distinguished committee to 
work with Ding. Believe me they worked with him. They 
got him in a very amiable frame of mind and then the 
stockmen volunteered to keep some of the remaining 
bands of buffalo that were down on the lower Colorado 
River. They told him about the bands of game that he 
didn't know about and neither did his Biological Survey. 
We agreed that we would have one wildlife man on every 
advisory board in the U.S. and then started off with a 
great cooperative effort between the wildlife people and 
the stockmen. There's no need to have trouble and 
opposition. It could all be worked out and it was worked 
out. Those 7,000,000 acres are still in wildlife reserves but 
stockmen are allowed to graze on it. They have a 
temporary permit for grazing. Of course we told and 
showed Ding where the reservation was meant for 
waterfowl and birds, and it was better to have the land 
grazed so the fire danger would be down. 

We did the same thing with the War Department. I 
remember one time I wanted to get in on one of these 
bombing ranges. They hadn't dropped a bomb on their 
acreage for 6 or 7 years. Now no government agency ever 
gets a piece of land and then gives it up. There's just one 
answer when you go to them and you say "You're not 
using this land. We would like you to turn it back to the 
Department of Interior so we can put it to a good use. 
The stockmen can make a little money by grazing it and 
pay the taxes that support you sons of guns." No, that 
land would leave them over their dead bodies. They'll just 
hold on to it forever and ever. They're just like the 
Russians are when they deal. What's mine is mine and 
what's yours is negotiable. Now that's the rule, so if 
wanted to use that property I knew there was no need to 
go over there and ask them to give it back. I started in 
with the Secretary of War. That was Mr. Dern, the former 
Governor of Utah. I was lucky to have a man that knew 

which end of a cow got up first. I had a talk with him. I 
said, "Now Governor, these generals and all these guys 
under you here don't know anything about the livestock 
business. You have a block of land out there that is a 
bombing area and it hasn't been used for 8 years. You 
may want to use it again, but until you do would you let 
us go in there under an annual renewable license and 

graze that? We'll take care of that for you. We'll build 
some stock watering reservoirs in there and we'll build 
some corrals so the boys can handle this stock better. 
We'll do it at no expense to you and turn the land back to 
you anytime you want it." Well, that's a pretty good deal 
and he said, "All right, I'll do that. Now you go see 
General So-and-So." Then I knew the trouble was 
starting. General So-and-So was Chief of Staff. So I ran 
around to his office. I had a little note from the Secretary 
and I said, "The Secretary told me to see General 
So-and-So, Chief of Staff." 

elI, the General was in conference. I've never tried 
to see a big man that he wasn't always in conference. I 
don't know if they do anything or not but they're always 
in conference. That is to impress you with the fact that he 
is so big that he is constantly conferring with somebody 
all the time. You have to wait a little while to see him. I 
sat down to cool my heels. I went in to see the General. 
He looked with disfavor upon the Secretary's rule because 
he was a civilian and a political appointee. So I said, 
"Now General, you haven't used this land. I have talked it 
over with the Secretary and he thinks maybe it will be 
nice if you let us in on this bombing area under annual 
renewable license. We'll take good care of it. Anytime you 
want to bomb, we'll move everything all off." His answer 
was just like the rest of them—"No." Well, I thought about 
going back to the Secretary and have the Secretary 
outrank this fellow. What was I going to do? I sized this 
guy up. I said, "General, do you know what's going on 
there today? There's some foreigners on there with sheep 
and they're eating that out by the roots. They don't care 
about you or the military or anything. They're there and if 
you ever dropped a bomb on them, they'd sue in the 
Court of Claims for millions of dollars. The only people 
that can keep them off is the Division of Grazing. If we 
handle that land, we'll keep them off when you want them 
off." I can see him yet. "You mean to say that those 
fellows on there are doing dirt to me?" I said, "Yes 
General that's just what they are doing," So he gave 
orders to turn this land over to us. And that was that. I 

didn't know where I was at. I walked out of the room and 
sent a wire to the head Grazier in Salt Lake City to issue 
permits in there. General So-and-So sent a telegram right 
away to the Department Commander in San Francisco 
saying that the Department of Grazing would handle all 
the grazing land. That's the way it's done. That's the 
human relations story. 

Now I want to just say a word before we leave here 
about government structures and government bureaus 
and about this government of ours that we are depending 
on. The idea of a coordination of federal and local 
authorities originated during the Civil War. During the 
Civil War this country was in dire straits. President 
Lincoln submitted and Congress passed a Draft Act 
whereby the Provost Marshal could go around and seize 
citizens and impress them in the Army of the United 
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States. That didn't go. The Provost Marshal went into New 
York City, arrested some conscripts and marched them 
down the street. They had a bloody riot and they about 
killed everybody. The federal government had repealed 
the writ of habeas corpus and had autocratic power, but it 
had to quit trying to conscript people. We never did 
conscript over about 324,000 men in the whole Civil War. 
We learned that you cannot handle people that way. In 
the first World War they passed the Draft Act which said 
that the sheriff, the county physician and the county clerk 
of each county in the U.S. should be in charge of the 
Draft Act and they should be the boys to say which men 
fight the war. The great armies of the first World War and 
the second World War and the present army are still done 
on that coordinated system. Now that was where I had 
the precedent to set up these advisory groups. So great 
has been the movement sanctioning and approving what 
they've done that Congress passed a statute some years 
ago and provided that the National Forest should have 
elective advisory boards. If you have an elective board 
they'll stand up and talk for what they want. Congress has 
said on all the public lands there will be advisory boards 
who are elected. 

Now like all other organizations of government many of 
these stockmen don't use these elective process. Every 
now and then I meet somebody and they say, "All our 
grazing districts are all gone to pot and the federals have 
taken over and we don't have anything to say." I say, 
"That's your fault. You were given a ballot. Did you vote 
for the last director?" "No, I was too busy." I tell them 
"You don't deserve any freedom if you don't go to the 
polls and vote for it." That sets them back and then they'll 
elect a new man on the board and he gets in there and 
sees that the thing is done right. That is the system of 
democracy, what we call the democratic process. You can 
give people freedom but if they won't fight to keep it, they 
won't keep it. And that's the position we are in today. 
They talk about our creeping socialism and all these 
things that are being taken away from us. They are being 
taken away from us for two reasons: (1) Because we want 
somebody to do everything for us and (2) Because we are 
not willing to make a fight for democracy. This puts the 
bee on the stockmen in the handling of his ranges. He 
can have any kind of administration he wants if he takes 
an interest in it. 

Livestock Leaders Suggest 
Overhaul 

of Federal Land Policies 
The livestock industry will be pressing for a number of 

administrative and legislative changes "to correct past fed- 
eral mismanagement of the public lands and to give greater 
recognition to the use of those lands for the production of 
food and fiber," J.W. (Bill) Swan, president of the National 
Cattlemen's Assn., said. 

Swan said that 43 leaders of national and state livestock 
organizations at a recent meeting in Reno, Nev., agreed to a 

comprehensive and long-range program for overhauling 
present federal land management policies. 

"We agreed that patchwork repairs are not enough; what 
we need is a complete overhaul of present policies if these 
lands are to meet America's needs," Swan said. The meeting 
was sponsored by NCA and the Public Lands Council. 

"With a new administration in power and hopefully open to 
fresh ideas, we feet that we have an obligation to identify the 
problems and to suggest specific and constructive solu- 
tions," Rob Flournoy, president of the Public Lands Council, 
said. He added that the strategy developed at the Reno meet- 
ing was not confined to seeking regulatory and other admi- 
nistrative changes. "We will go to the Congress and to the 
courts, if necessary," he said. 

"Whether intended or not, many of the federal policies and 
regulations developed in the last few years have eroded the 
concept that the public lands can best service society's 
needs by being available for multiple uses like grazing, wild- 
life, recreation, etc.," Swan said. "It is time to reverse the 
direction in which present policies are leading us. Are we 
really improving the environment when we spend so much 
money on environmental statements and other paperwork 

that there is nothing left for the range and environmental 
improvements that everyone agrees are needed?" 

"Present policies are forcing reductions in livestock graz- 
ing on the public lands to the detriment of not only the 
ranchers involved but to the American consumer and to the 
economies of Western states and communities," Flournoy 
charged. "Ironically, there is no evidence that these reduc- 
tions are benefiting wildlife, recreation, or other uses." 

Among the actions advocated by the livestock leaders at 
the Reno meeting were establishment by the federal agen- 
cies of a clear objective or "mission" for public land grazing 
and more decentralized decision-making by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) in particular. 

Nutritionists Have No Beef 
with Beef; Cattlement Pleased 

The prestigious National Academy of Sciences released 
new diet guidelines that support what cattlemen have said all 
along—beef is good for you. 

In an Associated Press story from Boston, the Food Nutri- 
tion Board of the National Academy of Sciences was quoted 
as saying "There's nothing wrong with a meal consisting of a 
thick, juicy steak, a green salad and a baked potato with sour 
cream, as long as you have variety in your diet." 

The food board is the panel that recommends dietary 
standards for the food industry. 

John S. Cargile, president of the Texas and Southwestern 
Cattle Raisers Association, said his group was encouraged 
by the report in light of attempts by some "food experts" to 
link beef and cholesterol to heart disease. 

Americans consumed only 2.77 ounces per day of cooked 
(lean plus marble) red meat cuts in 1979, according to the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. Nutritionists generally 
recommend two three-ounce servings from the meat group 
daily.—TSCRA In formation. 
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American Society of Range 
Management 

Dear Member: 

423 U.S. Court House 
Portland 5, Oregon 
March 24, 1948 

We organized such a society. 

The Friday morning (January 30) session was devoted to 
society business. The organization committee received 
many comments and suggestions for perfecting the 
constitution. Membership requirements were discussed at 
length. The consensus was that membership requirements 
should be broad—we want as members all people who 
are interested in furthering the cause of range manage- 
ment. The great majority were in favor of a separate 
organization rather than affiliation with some existing 
society. Range management, it seems, has come of age. 
The name for the society received considerable 
discussion. 

The range society is still very much alive. Doubtless, 
many of you have been wondering, especially those of 
you who were not fortunate enough to have attended the 
Salt Lake meeting. Your officers and committees have 
been working, and working hard. So that you will know 
what they have been doing, I would like to report to you 
on the activities of the range society within the last two 
months. 

The Salt Lake MeetIng 
If you were not there, you missed an excellent meeting. 
Your society was formally organized at the business 
session in the morning, January 30, 1948. It can hardly be 
said that that was the beginning, even though George 
Stewart made the statement that Utah would be famous 
because it was the birthplace of the society. Ken Pearse 
replied that there had been a glint in the eyes of some of 
the old-timers some ten years before. "Even though the 
society was born in Utah," he added, "it was conceived in 
Idaho." 

The spirit of the meeting was jovial and serious at the 
same time. There were many pointed discussions but they 
were all constructive and for the good of the order. The 
general feeling prevailed, 'We need a range organization." 
Every one of the 192 in attendance was imbued with the 
idea that we were there to organize an active, worth-while 
society that would stand on its own feet and go places. 

Editor's Note: This letter from the president was the first letter to go 
to all Society members after the Society was formally organized in 
Salt Lake City on January 30, 1948. The first issue of the Journal of 
Range Management was published late in 1948. The membership 
had a choice of tour names: 

1. American Society of Range Management 
2. American Range Society 
3. American Society of Grassland Management 
4. American Grassland Society 
Number 1 choice won. Later, in 1970 it was changed to the 
Society for Range Management. 

Joe Pechanec retired in 1971 from the U.S. Forest Service after 
having served nearly 40 years in range and forestry research. The 
1981 SAM annual meeting was the first annual meeting he has 
missed; his absence was caused by hip surgery. 

The journal committee presented its recommendations 
and findings on costs, formats, contents, and editorial 
policy. The group was in favor of a journal as the best 
means to keep the society active. The plan is to publish 
quarterly and it is hoped that the first issue will appear 
sometime in 1948. The program committee has received 
most of the papers that were presented by the various 
speakers and these will be considered as possible articles 
for early issues of the Journal of Range Management. 

The session on Friday afternoon, January 30, 1948, 
centered around the theme, "Significant Range Prob- 
lems." Topics and speakers were as follows: "Training for 
Range Management" by J. Lee Deen, Dean, Division of 
Forestry and Range Management, Colorado A and M 

College, Fort Collins, Colorado; "Problems in Big Game 
Management" by Jessop B. Low, Leader, Utah Coopera- 
tive Wildlife Research Unit, Utah State Agricultural 
College, Logan, Utah; "Range Management from an 
Economist's Viewpoint" by H.R. Hockmuth, Agricultural 
Economist, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Utah State 
Agricultural College, Logan, Utah; "The Place of Range 
Management in River Basin Development" by John 
Cooper, Superintendent, Wind River Agency, Office of 
Indian Affairs, Fort Washakie, Wyoming; and "A Range 
Man's Slant on Watershed Problems" by F. Lee Kirby, 
Forest Influences, Forest Service, Denver, Colorado. 

The first annual banquet was held Friday evening at the 
Hotel Newhouse with George Stewart conducting the 
program. We had music and all the trimmings. The 
committee on arrangements is to be complimented for the 
orderly procedure at both the meeting and the banquet. 

Dr. Walter P. Cottam, Department of Biology, University 
of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah, was the banquet speaker. 
His subject was, "Consequences of a Hundred Years of 
Grazing in Utah." His talk was beautifully illustrated with 
Kodachromes and he gave us the benefit of his historical 
and botanical research extending from the barren natural 
deserts to the high mountain vegetation of the state. All 

Joseph F. Pechanec 
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who watched and listened were impressed with the 
devastation and denudation that has occurred as a result 
of a century of grazing in Utah. 

One of the highlights of the banquet program was the 
introduction of the following members of the society who 
have spent thirty years or more, dealing in one way or 
another, with range management: Lee Kirby, Hugh Bryan, 
M.W. Talbot, Paul Roberts, L.C. Hurtt, W.R. Chapline, 
George Weaver, and Walt Dutton. 

The Saturday morning, January 31, session followed the 
theme, 'Recent Developments in Range Management." 
Topics and speakers were as follows: "The Reseeding 
Picture at Present" by C. Kenneth Pearse, Forest 
Ecologist, Forest Service, Washington, D.C.; "Getting New 
Range Plants into Practice" by A.L. Hafenrichter, Chief, 
Regional Nursery Division, Soil Conservation Service, 
Portland, Oregon; "Brush Invasion on Western Ranges 
and Possible Methods of Control" by Vernon A. Young, 
Department of Range and Forestry, A & M College of 
Texas, College Station, Texas; "Fundamental Principles" 
by Melvin S. Morris, Forestry School, Montana State 
University, Missoula, Montana; and "Range Conditions, 
Problems, and Possibilities in Alaska" by D.A. Savage, 
Senior Agronomist, U.S. Southern Great Plains Field 
Station, Woodward, Oklahoma. 

The Saturday afternoon session was devoted to the "The 
Action Program of Range Management." Topics and 
speakers were as follows: "The Soil Conservation Service 
Action Program" by Robert V. Boyle, Regional Chief of 
Operations, Soil Conservation Service, Albuquerque, New 
Mexico; "The Forest Service Action Program" by Edward 
Cliff, Chief, Division of Range Management, Forest 
Service, Ogden, Utah; "The Bureau of Land Management 
Action Program" by AD. Molohon, Regional Administra- 
tor, Bureau of Land Management, Billings, Montana; and 
"Getting Management Ideas into Practice" by T. Guy 
Stewart, State Supervisor, Colorado Extension Service, 
Colorado A & M College, Fort Collins, Colorado. 

The speakers were well prepared and enthusiastic in their 
presentation. The discussions and questions from the 
floor contributed to the success of the meeting. Along 
with the renewal of old acquaintances and the making of 
new ones, everyone agreed that it was the biggest and 
best range management "get-together" the West has ever 
seen. 

Officers for 1948 were selected at Salt Lake 
By unanimous vote of the members in attendance at the 
Salt Lake meeting, a resolution was passed moving "that 
the present executive group and council be retained and 
be placed in office for the year 1948." Your officers 
through the next annual meeting as a result of this action 
are: 

President—Joseph F. Pechanec 
Vice-president—W. T. White 
Secretary-Treasurer—Haro/d F. Heady 
Council members—Fred G. Ronner, David F. Cos- 

tello, George Stewart, L.A. Stoddart, B. W. Al/red, 
Vernon A. Young 

These officers will guide the affairs of the society through 

the second annual meeting when officers for 1949, 
elected by mail ballot as outlined in the constitution and 

bylaws, will be installed. 

Denver for our Second Annual Meeting in 1949 
By action of the council, Denver was selected as the site 
for our Second Annual Meeting. The meeting will be held 
at about the same time of the year as the 1948 meeting. 
You will receive notice of the date of the meeting as soon 
as the necessary arrangements have been completed. 

A program committee for the Second Annual Meeting has 
been selected. Kenneth W. Parker, Southwestern Forest 
and Range Experiment Station, Tucson, Arizona, is the 
chairman. Working with him will be Floyd Larson, Bureau 
of Land Management, Billings, Montana; Omer E. Sperry, 
Texas A & M, College Station, Texas; and M.W. Talbot, 
California Forest and Range Experiment Station, Berke- 
ley, California. One or two other members will be added 
later. 

Membership continues to increase 
It is very encouraging that the present membership in the 
range society is in excess of 550. There are many more 
men who are eligible and interested. The membership 
committee has done an outstanding job, but they now 
need your help. Will each of you please use the enclosed 
membership blank and secure one or more new 
members? Additional membership blanks can be secured 
from Harold Heady. Let's set a goal of 1,000 members by 
our next annual meeting. 

Charter membership set up 
At the Salt Lake meeting it was agreed that those range 
men who came in during 1947 before the range society 
had become a reality deserve some mark of distinction for 
their support. Accordingly, it was decided to designate 
these men as charter members. Their membership cards 
will henceforth bear the name "CHARTER." Those who 
become members in 1948 prior to July 1 can also become 
charter members by paying 1947 as well as 1948 dues. 

Dues are due for 1948 
If a Dues Notice is attached to this letter, your 1948 dues 
have not been received by the Treasurer. May we invite 
you to mail your check for $3.00 promptly to Harold 
Heady? If your check is in the mail, just tear up the 
Notice and breath a sigh of relief. 

Our Goal—First issue of the range journal in 1948 
The journal committee under the chairmanship of Harold 
Biswell, University of California, has set this as their goal. 
This committee is studying plans for the journal and 
should have some concrete recommendations for the 
council in the near future. The journal committee was set 
up by a resolution passed at the Salt Lake meeting as a 

temporary Editorial Board until an Editor and Editorial 
Board can be set up by the council. 

The constitution and bylaws are ready for your approval 
The final draft has been completed of the constitution and 

bylaws, incorporating suggestions received from the 
membership by letter and at the Salt Lake meeting. A 
copy is enclosed for your study, together with a ballot. 
Will you please give this draft careful study and mail your 
vote to Harold Heady in the enclosed stamped envelope? 
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Name for the range society to be chosen 
One point which came up for considerable discussion at 
Salt Lake was a name for the range society. Selection of a 
name is of sufficient importance to call for your careful 
study. Attached to the constitution and bylaws are two 
statements to give you a background for the major points 
of the discussion at Salt Lake. Will you please give these 
statements very careful study and vote for one of the 
names? You will notice that a decision must be made 
whether to include "MANAGEMENT" in the name of the 
society and between "RANGE" and "GRASSLAND." This 
choice of a name for the society, and consequently for 

the journal, should be a reflection of our objectives and 
an expression of the membership we wish to include. 
WILL YOU PLEASE STUDY THIS CAREFULLY AND 
VOTE FOR ONE OF THE NAMES? 

Very sincerely yours, 

JOSEPH F. PECHANEC, 
President 

First Grazing Service National Advisory Board Council 

This is an up-date tothe picture and writeup that occurred on page 
126, Rangelands, June 1980. It is fitting that we run this picture 
again, in this historic issue, because of the significant role these 
early day ranchers played in public land management in the United 
States. 

The picture was taken in 1936 showing members of the Grazing 
Service's National Advisory Board Council posing in front of the 
"Old Interior" building in Washington, D.C. This board was com- 
posed of leading sheep and cattle ranchers of the West who advised 
Farrington R.(Ferry)Carpenter,firstDirectoroftheGrazingservice, 
and Harold Ickes, Secretary of Interior, on putting the Taylor Graz- 
ing Act into effect. The Taylor Grazing Act, passed by the United 
States Congress in 1934, closed a 300-year era of ready availability of Federal land almost soley upon the initiative of individuals and 
ushered in an era of public management of public land and resour- 
ces. Carpenter, a Colorado lawyer and rancher, had been a student 
of Woodrow Wilson at Princeton University, from which he gradu- 
ated in 1909. He later graduated from the Harvard Law School in 
1912. In 1946 the Grazing Service was combined with the General 
Land Office to form the Bureau of Land Management. 

These latest identifications should be reasonably accurate. The 
following people gave assistance on this project: Keith Miller, Jerry 
A. O'Callaghan, Ferry Carpenter, Marvin Klemme, Dan Freed, C.E. 
Hitch, Marion Clawson, E. William Anderson, James L. Jacobs, Wes- 
ley Hyatt, and A.D. Brownfield, Jr. 

Front Row, left to right: (1) B.C. (Cap) Mossman, cattle, New 
Mexico; (2) Jess C. Cheney, banker, sheep, Utah; (3) Vern W. Pace, 
sheep, Utah; (4) Jess M. Conover, cattle, Utah; (5) Theodore A. 
Walters, Assistant Secretary of Interior; (6) Harold Ickes, Secretary of Interior; (7) E.K. Burlew, Assistant to the Secretary; (8) Farrington 
R. Carpenter, Director of Grazing Service; (9) Jim Jones, Oregon; (1) 
J. Wilcoxson, Colorado; (11) J. (Woody) Wilson, cattle, Arizona; and 
(12) J. Miller, Montana. 

Middle Row, left to right: (1) Depue Falck, staff administrative 
officer, Grazing Service; (2) L.L. Taylor, Utah; (3)T.A. Spencer, New 
Mexico; (4) A.D. Brownfield, cattle, New Mexico; (5) Lon Merchant, 
New Mexico; (6) George Zapp, Idaho; (7) Gordon Griswold, sheep 
Nevada; (8) C.W. Fees, Montana; (9) E.L. Jameson, cattle, Arizona; 
(10) Mike E. Noonan, Colorado; (11) E. Bray, Colorado; (12) Sam 
Ross, cattle, Oregon; and (13) Julian Terrett, Assistant Director, 
Grazing Service. 
Back Row, left to right: (1) L.H. Moyer, legal advisor, Grazing Ser- 
vice; (2) John Etchart, sheep, Montana; (3) Harry I. Stearns, cattle, 
Oregon; (4) Frank D. Williams, sheep Utah; (5) LeRoy Cox, sheep, 
Arizona Strip; (6) Stanley J. Wyatt, sheep, Colorado; (7) Wayne C. 
Gardner, Utah; (8) Sam C. Hyatt, cattle, Wyoming; (9) Phil Tobin, 
Nevada; (1) James L. (Lew) Nielson, Sheep, Utah; (11) Dell H. 
Adams, Utah; and (12) W.S. Whinnery, Colorado. 



Editor's Note: There are three articles in this issue that cover some of 
the same ground. Some repetition was necessary, but it wasn't 
ove rd one. 

Please accept the articles by Morris, Sharp and Harris as a pack- 
age. They did not compare notes; each handled his respective angle 
very nicely. 

It is appropriate, at this time, to review various historical 
aspects of the profession. This paper will be limited to the 
main lesson of history and to the beginnings of education at 
the university or professional level. This does not deny the 
importance of rancher, youth, or public education. 

We are interested in a history of the profession for an 
appreciation of its "roots" and a measure of the 'Coming of 
Age" of the Society for Range Management. Retrospection 
can be helpful in evaluation of what has been done and in 
giving direction for the years ahead. 

There appears to be a lack of a sense of history or an 
appreciation of where the beginnings of the profession of 
range management occurred. This is evident in the remarks 
by Thad Box in his presidential address of February 1978 
(JAM, 31:84-86, 1978). Joe Pechanec's comment (JAM, 
31 :318) contains a reply to Box's remarks. This lack appears 
again in an article by Thane Johnson (Rangelands 1:193- 
195, 1979) as well as in the excellent paper by Jerry Holechek 
in Rangelands 3:16-18, 1981. Earlier, A.W. Sampson (JAM 
7:207-212, 1954) had written along the same lines. Range 
management, the profession and the Society, are conse- 
quences of natural history and social history of this country. 
There is no single point in time for the beginnings of range 
management as a profession or as an academic discipline. 

Early Bases 

The profession had roots deep in the past. They are philo- 
sophical, social, political, scientific, and institutional. As 
educators, we are responsible for bringing meaning and 
understanding of what is relevant to the field to our teaching. 
We are interpreters as well as conveyors of knowledge. A 
sense of history is no less important than the special know- 
ledge of our science and art. 

Our history's earliest recorded beginnings are found in the 
Book of Isaiah (40:6) and the law of usufruct in Roman Civil 
Law. The social philosophers of the l7th-l9th centuries— 
Hobbs 1640, Locke 1690, Beccaria 1766, Malthus 1789, 
Betham 1789, and Mill 1859—continued their recordings to 

Author is Professor Emeritus of range management. He served as SRM's 
19th president in 1966. 

the period of the conservation writers—Marsh 1864, Thoreau 
1842, Muir 1894, Powell 1879, and Grinnel 1845. The action 
of the government, represented by the writings of Schurtz 
1877 and Roosevelt and Pinchot in 1905, grew and culmi- 
nated in the Conservation Movement and the creation of the 
first National Parks and Forests. No less important was the 
passage of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934. 

Scientists including Bessey and Clements at Nebraska, 
Thornber in Arizona, Nelson at Wyoming, and people like 
JR. Smith, Bentley, Colville, Griffiths, Reynolds, Shantz, and 
others were involved in studying land resources. J.T. Jardine 
was a pioneer in developing the art of range management. 
A.W. Sampson provided a beginning in the science of range 
management as a scientist as well as an educator. Barnes 
and others gave range administration its guidelines for pub- 
lic lands. Not least was the support of ranchers at the turn of 
the century for control of public range by government. 
(Report of the Public Land Commission, Senate Doc. 189, 
58th U.S. Congress, 1905). 

Historically, the National Forests in the West were the 
setting of the beginnings of a rational basis for the protection 
and use of rangelands. Multiple use including grazing was 
recognized as policy in 1905 in a letter by Secretary of Agri- 
culture Wilson to Forester Pinchot. The concept of greatest 
good to the greatest number in the long run represents early 
American social and political thought as well as the social 
philosophy of the l7th-l9th centuries of western Europe. 

The public lands out of which the National Forests were 
created were not uniformly forested. Watershed values were 
equally as important as those of timber. Boundaries of 
National Forests were created out of a variety of land forms 
and vegetation. Cattlemen and sheepmen were making use 
of forage wherever they could find it. Large areas of National 
Forest were suitable only for use of their forage, and the need 
for watershed protection was little appreciated even though 
the forest reserves had watershed protection as a major 
purpose. Uncontrolled burning of timbered areas to make 
more grass or simply careless use of fires resulted in damage 
or loss of resources. Foresters, of necessity, became range 
managers. In fact, it became their principal activity in many 
locations. 

Will Barnes, a former rancher in New Mexico and an early 
Chief of Grazing in the Forest Service, established regula- 
tions providing guidelines for use. Rule of thumb manage- 
ment gradually developed into the practical everyday 
management used today. 

Recruitment of personnel for grazing management came 
initially from foresters with Western backgrounds, but edu- 
cated at Eastern schools. Some came from the new forestry 
schools in the West (Montana 1913). Many others, as well as 
forestry graduates from the University of Nebraska, were 
ranchers, cowboys, and local people. The theory and prac- 
tice of range management was in the making on the land. As 
with many professions in the past, it arose out of need—in 
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this instance, the need for the everyday administration of 
public land. 

Montana Beginnings 
One beginning in range management education was tak- 

ing place at the University of Montana in Missoula, Montana 
about 1909. The official bulletin of the university listed a 
short course in forestry with a list of topics including grazing. 
The staff was composed largely of Forest Service division 
specialists in the regional officelocated in Missoula. Thefirst 
man of record to teach this course was C.H. Adams. In 1910 
in addition to Adams, J.T. Jardine is listed as grazing expert 
and State Veterinarian M .J. Knowles. Students were recently 
added personnel in the Forest Service. A ranger school 
replaced the sponsored and staffed short course and 
included potential foresters interested in qualifying for the 
Forest Ranger position. The rangerschoolwasterminated in 
the mid-1920's as academically trained men became availa- 
ble through the professional Civil Service examinations of 
the 1920's. 

The first listing of a credit-bearing course in "grazing" 
appeared in the 1913-1914 school catalog published in 1914. 
The name of the instructor is not known nor could it be 
determined if this course were taught. The 1915-1916 
catalog published in 1916 had six courses listed in grazing 
management with three course descriptions. T.C. Spaulding 
was professor and he was to continue in that position for 30 
or more years. Fleming, Adams, and Butler were also listed, 
possibly as visiting lecturers. Fleming and Adams were from 
the Forest Service regional office and Butler from the State 
Veterinarian's office. It is of interest to point out that Spauld- 
ing was a University of Montana graduate in biology with a 
Masters degree in forestry from Michigan. He came from the 
position as Forest Supervisor of the present Lewis and Clark 
Forest, which at that time was primarily a grazing and fire 
protection forest. 

Course Content 
Course content for many years dealt with the practical 

aspects of administration and fire protection. Taxonomy and 
plant physiology and the beginning of ecology provided the 
scientific background. During the late 1920's and later, a 
strong ecological basis for management was stressed. 

An important relationship existed between the schools 
and the federal agencies. Summer jobs help to keep stu- 

dents in school. Summer work, especially in range surveys, 
provided the early internship. This was especially true for 
students who could work part-time in compilation of survey 
data while in school. 

What one may call academic history has changed greatly. 
Departments of botany frequently housed the staff and cur- 
riculum such as was the case at Colorado State, North 
Dakota State, Brigham Young University, and the University 
of Arizona. Where forestry schools were located near 
regional offices of the U.S. Forest Service as at University of 
Montana, University of California, Utah State University, and 
University of Idaho, range management found a home. 
Departments of Animal Husbandry at the University of Nev- 
ada, New Mexico State, Oregon State, Washington State, 
South Dakota State, and later at Montana State were the 
centers. Students were primarily attracted to the governing 
department. At the University of Montana, the students who 
showed an early interest in botany or were interested in 
making use of a farm or ranch background, moved into the 
range program. This was especially the case when the pro- 
gram in soil conservation developed in the 1930's at the 
federal level. Students were strongly job-oriented and sensi- 
tive to the job market. In recent years there has been a strong 
tendency of ranch-oriented students to take advantage of a 
range program and return to the ranch. Texas A&M Univer- 
sity, Texas Tech University, Montana State, Wyoming Uni- 
versity, and others have strong ranch-oriented programs. 

Curricula have undergone evolution from the early days 
when an attempt was made to bring together a suitable 
combination of principles and practices in management, 
taxonomy, ecology and animal husbandry in a stronger 
science and economic-oriented program. The expansion of 
research and the development of newer areas of knowledge 
such as in statistics, computer processing, aerial photo sur- 
veying, have encouraged change. 

Education has brought more understanding of the biology 
and economics of land use as well as tools for the analysis of 
problems. Good management on public and private range- 
lands requires commitment. The advance of technology in 
all its aspects does not assure that it will lead to either 
undesirable or desirable ends. 

Finally, some acknowledgement needs to be made and 
credit given to the many range managers, largely self- 
educated, who became very effective managers. There is so 
much that one can bring to the task for which a formal 
education can only supply but a part. 

—.—_. A 

— 
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Brief History of Civil Service Standards in Range 
Management 

Lee Sharp 

Gifford Pinchot, first Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, 
spent most of July and August of 1899 in the West and 
observed the general incompetence of the people assigned 
by the Department of Interior, under a poltical patronage 
system, to manage the forest reserves (Pinchot 1947). Pin- 
chot's dismay was passed on to President Theodore Roose- 
velt and the Forest Reserve Service was put under Civil 
Service by a presidential order of December 17, 1904. Pin- 
chot set out in 1905, after transfer of the reserves (National 
Forests) to the Department of Agriculture, to weed out the 
incompetents and actively seek "men of better training and 
wider experience to be appointed and promoted on merit 
alone." The head of the Civil Service Commission was a 
friend of Pinchot's and allowed the Forest Service to develop 
its own examination procedures. The men being sought had 
to be residents of the state or territory in which the national 
forest was situated and with experience and training in rough 
outdoor work (Pinchot 1907). Lumbermen, stockmen, cow- 
boys, miners, and the like were acceptable. 

Early Examinations 

The early examinations included a written and a practical 
demonstration of required knowledge and skills. The written 
part of the examination was designed to ascertain if a man 
could write an intelligent report and make simple maps. The 
practical portion tested skills and knowledge in shooting a 
gun, riding and packing a horse, using a compass forsurvey- 
ing, using an ax, and cruising a block of timber. Elers Koch 
(1944) writing about his early experiences in the Forest Ser- 
vice mentioned that the practical examination in 1905 took 
two days to complete. 

Only minor changes were made in the examination until 
1925. Arthur J. Wagstaff, presently living in Salt Lake City, 
Utah, related to me that he had taken the old Forest Ranger's 
exam in 1925 at Utah State College before going to work for 
the Forest Service in Idaho. He remembers taking the practi- 
cal part of the exam and a written part that included ques- 
tions on forage value of various plants, poisonous plants and 
other topics requiring specific training in range manage- 
ment. A college or university degree was not required. It is 

The author is Head, Department of Range Resources, University of Idaho, 
Moscow, Idaho. 

Editor's Note: The author has researched long and hard but realizes 
that there are still gaps in dates, happenings, etc. He would 
appreciate comments and information from readers to perfect the 
history of this very worthwhile subject. 

because of this conversation that I have set 1925 as the time 
that the Junior Forester (JF) and Junior Range Examiner 
(JRE) examinations became the basis for selecting federal 
employees in resource management. 

Requirements for entrance into the federal service in the 
natural resource management field generally consisted of 
passing the written JF and/or JRE examinations until after 
World War II. The last technical examination was given in 
1946 (Silcock 1981). Beginning in 1947, intelligence exami- 
nations along with a listing of educational background and 
experience were the criteria used. Degrees in range manage- 
ment were not required but certain course requirements had 
to be fulfilled. Graduates or students in agriculture or botany 
could and often did qualify for federal service. 

Examinations Dropped 

In the early to mid-1950's, written examinations were 
dropped as requirement. Education and experience, desig- 
nated on a federal employment form, became the only crite- 
ria used in selecting federal employees for natural resource 
management. Assignment of ratings or scores for applicants 
submitting education and experience credentials was done 
by personnel assigned to this task by the various federal 
agencies hiring resource people. A modicum of professional 
and technical standards was maintained with this process 
even though no technical knowledge or skills had to be 
demonstrated by written examinations. 

The Civil Service Commission assumed the responsibility 
for grading educational or experience credentials in the late 
1960's or early 1970's (Cox 1981). The consequence was a 

change in the standards previously followed. Civil Service 

requirements for rating Range Conservationists specified a 

given number of credits in range management but the Com- 
mission was allowing courses in basic taxonomy, soils, 
animal science, basic ecology, and other areas to satisfy the 
credit requirement. A great deal of dissatisfaction was 

expressed and directed to the Civil Service Commission on 
the lowering of already low standards. As a result, the Soil 
Conservation Service assumed the duties of grading appli- 
cants for the Range Conservation Series in 1977. 

SRM's initial Role 

The Society for Range Management was formed, in part, to 
provide recognition of range management and its applica- 
tion as a profession (Pechanec 1948). Since its formation in 
1948, continual efforts have been made for professional 
improvement of the membership. One of the strategies fol- 
lowed was that of taking a direct interest in the education of 
professional range men (Penchanec 1949). Minimum 
requirements were to be suggested and advisory assistance 

provided in setting up curricula. To accomplish this objec- 
tive a curriculum committee of the Society was established 

by President Fred Renner to study college and university 
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courses offered to train professionals in the field of range 
management. (Renner 1949). 

The report of the Civil Service Eligibility-Curricula Com- 
mittee, 1951, proposed basic and technical courses that 
should be included in the education of professional range 
managers (Stoddart 1952). The proposed courses included 
essentially the same areas as required in the present Civil 
Service standards. Weakening the position of the Society in 
establishing professional standards was the opening state- 
ment of the 1952 report in which the committee said, "The 
American Society of Range Management should not attempt 
to accredit or 'approve' colleges for range management 
instruction." 

Apparently the advice of the Civil Service Eligibility- 
Curricula Committee was not followed. A new Civil Service 
Committee was established in 1953 and charged with the 
specific objective of getting the Civil Service Commission to 
give an assembled technical range examiner or range con- 
servation examination (Society for Range Management 
1953). 

Minimum requirements for professional training in range 
management were agreed upon and published in 1962 
(Society for Range Management 1962). These suggested 
requirements had been made by the newly organized Range 
Management Education Council (RMEC). They consisted of 
16 semester hours in range management with a specified 
number of courses in botany, zoology, chemistry, mathe- 
matics, soils, and animal husbandry. Supporting courses in 
physics, statistics, geology, watershed, wildlife, forestry, 
surveying, and forage crops were listed as desirable. It is 
interesting to note that the RMEC had passed a motion at 
their 1961 meeting that sti pulated 18 semester hours in range 
management as a minimum credit requirement. 

Range Management Education Council 

The history of the Range Management Education Council 
(became the Range Science Education Council in 1970) is 
one of efforts to improve professional standards in range 
management. This council was formed in 1960 when a group 
of professors and educators from western universities offer- 
ing degrees in range management got together to discuss 
curricular and civil service requirements at the Portland 
meeting of the Society for Range Management. The listed 
objectives of the Council were: "To promote high standards 
in the teaching of range management, to advance the profes- 
sional abilities of range managers, to provide a medium for 
the exchange of ideas and facts among range management 
schools, to provide liaison between teaching departments 
and organizations and agencies in affairs relating to range 
education and employment standards, and in other ways to 
foster wider understanding of the problems of range educa- 
tion." It is not an agency nor committee of the Society for 
Range Management but has maintained close liaison with 
the Society through the Professional Standards Committee 
of that body. 

The original voting membership consisted of representa- 
tives from 14 western universities offering degrees in range 
management. Voting privileges were restricted to represen- 
tatives of institutions meeting certain curricular require- 
ments in range management education. A fifteenth voting 
member was added in 1961 and two more in 1963. In 1976, 
after some relaxing of requirements for membership, there 
were 40 member institutions. 

In the late 1950's Civil Service eligibility requirements 

(with some agency variation) consisted of a degree in range 
management or any one of seven related fields, a course in 
taxonomy, a course in soils or an equivalent subject, a 
course in ecology, and only 6 credits in range management, 
the major subject field. It was estimated that one-third of the 
applicants taking Civil Service Examinations in range man- 
agement were graduates of schools which did not offer bona 
fide range management degrees (Stoddart 1965). 

Through efforts of the Council and its members, and in 
particular the activities of the SRM Civil Service Committee, 
the 6-credit requirement in range management to qualify as a 

Range Conservationist was changed in 1967. The new 12- 
credit requirement was a compromise by the RMEC with the 
federal agencies and the Civil Service Commission on the 
16-credit minimum credit requirement designated by the 
RMEC. Specific requirements in supporting areas, however, 
were loosened. In addition, the definition of range manage- 
ment was corrupted to the extent that a variety of courses in 
agriculture, biological sciences, and other fields could qual- 
ify an individual. 

Contributing to the degradation of standards was the Gen- 
eral Biological Series Examination for the hiring of people of 
higher than entrance level positions. This was probably 
developed because of the expressed need of the Department 
of Interior for "generalists" who they thought would be edu- 
cated to see the broad aspects of diversified multiple-use 
management rather than a specialized segment. This action 
renewed the efforts of the Range Science Education Council 
and the Professional Standards Committee of the Society for 
Range Management to improve Civil Service qualifications 
requirements of range managers hired by federal agencies. 

Enthusiasm was high and success seemed imminent at the 
1977 meeting of the Society for Range Management when 
the Professional Standards Committee reported on a new set 
of proposed Civil Service standards for the classification of a 
Range Scientist. Support had been indicated by most of the 
federal agencies, the livestock industry, and the National 
Association of Conservation Districts. Snags developed 
quickly when the Civil Service Commission saw no need to 
change the standards until a review of the Range Conserva- 
tion Series had been made. This review was not to be sche- 
duled for two or three years. 

Letters from members of the Society, the RSEC, and sup- 
porting organizations flowed to the Civil Service Commis- 
sion. Congressional support was solicited through letters to 
western Congressmen from various groups. The pressure 
was maintained and a degree of success was obtained when 
the Office of Personnel Management published minimum 
education requirements for the Range Conservation Series 
GS-454. These requirements became effective almost imme- 
diately (June 1980) and consist of a minimum of 18 semester 
hours of course work in range management and a combina- 
tion of 42 semester hours in the plant, animal and soil 
sciences. 

The long tiring work of the Society, the Range Science 

From the Author: The recent Civil Service standards for the Range 
Conservation Series of the United States published by the Office of 
Personnel Management intheJune 10,1980, Federal Register mark 
a degree of success for the long, tiring efforts of many people and 
organizations. It is the purpose of this article to outline some of the 
activities related to improving the professional standards of those 
managing and directing use of the rangeland resources. It is hoped 
that any omissions, incorrect information or misinterpretations that 
are made will be addressed by letters to or will becorrected in future 
articles in Ran gelands. 
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Education Council, and many individuals who have strived 
for improved professional standards should be recognized. 
Much has been accomplished but there is more to be done in 
maintaining and improving professionalism in range man- 
agement and range sciences. 
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Accreditation isthe 'quality control"process of education. 
More than 4,000 United States universities now willingly 
participate in this evaluation process at their own expense. In 
most countries of the world, accreditation is a government 
activity, with all the bureaucracy-generated problems inher- 
ent in this approach. However, in the United States it has 
developed as a more-or-less self-regulation program. The 
good reasons for keeping it that way are obvious. 

Accreditating associations are organized on regional, 
national, and professional bases. The regional associations 
generally evaluate whole university programs for quality of 
basic sciences and arts, but excluding professional areas 
otherwise examined. All major postsecondary schools 
belong to these associations and maintain them with annual 
membership fees. On the other hand, quality control of pro- 
fessional programs in these schools has historically been 
assumed by the major old-line professional organizations. 
More recently, a single national organization, the Council on 
Postsecondary Accreditation, has evolved to recognize and 
coordinate the accreditation activities of the various accred- 
iting associations and professional organizations. 

Many segments of our public depend on accreditation to 
maintain superior state-of-the-art performance by profes- 
sionals throughout our society—doctors, dentists, engi- 
neers, and others—and many important value judgments 
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must be made every day requiring sound information on the 
quality of edycation. Government scholarship commissions, 
civil service, foundations, university administrations, 
employers, counselors, students, parents, courts, and many 
others benefit from the accreditation process. 

The need for accreditation developed late in the nine- 
teenth century. Prior to that time only the elite could expect 
to attend college. However, with the establishment of the 
Land Grant College system the common people became 
aware of the opportunities afforded by specialized educa- 
tion. The demand resulted in a doubling of the number of 
colleges available in the United States in a 40-year period, 
1870-1910. Universities and colleges of all types and with all 
degrees of excellence—or lack of it—appeared. Even the 
schools that were legitimate in their objectives lacked stand- 
ards for quality control. Many "colleges" were actually 
secondary schools and many, by today's standards, were 
even less than that. 

Faced with the problem of having to depend on the 
diploma-carrying graduates of these schools for profes- 
sional services, the public began to demand to know what it 
meant to be a doctor, lawyer, engineer, or architect. Admin- 
istrators in the better universities recognized the need to 
identify their graduates as having superior qualifications and 
so eventually developed the present system of accreditation. 
Most schools that did not meet the new standards either 
upgraded or disappeared. 

Professional societies became involved in the process 
early in this century. Medicine, law, architecture, and engi- 
neering programs were among the very first to come under 
accreditation. 

The Society of American Foresters (SAF) has held rigid 
standards of professionalism since its founding in 1900, lim- 

Range Curriculum Accreditation 

Grant A. Harris 

Grant A. Harris 



124 

iting membership to those who could meet their relatively 
high requirements. It is not surprising then that a forestry 
curricula accreditation program was established by SAF in 
1934 and has continued since then as an important factor in 
maintaining professional forestry standards. The Council of 
Forestry School Executives has been instrumental also in the 
initiation and maintenance of this program. The SAF Council 
maintains subcommittees on educational policies as well as 
on accreditation, and the Executive Secretary's office has a 
full-time Director of Professional Programs to service the 44 
accredited and seven candidate schools. The SAF program 
is affiliated with the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation 
and recognized nationally as the only accrediting body for 
forestry. 

Currently, among natural resource professional 
societies—wildlife, recreation, fisheries, wood science, and 
range—there is an increasing interest in accreditation. 

SRM Involvement 

Accreditation has been a subject of discussion in the 
Society for Range Management as well as in the Range 
Science Education Council (RSEC) since the mid-1960's. 
However, it has been difficult to overcome the anti-elitism 
sentiment among range managers that was generated by 
early efforts to become associated with the Society of Ameri- 
can Foresters. Range managers, even those with extended 
experience in national forest administration, were not 
accepted for full membership status. Consequently, when 
the "founding fathers" wrote the constitution for the SRM 
(ASRM then), they accepted as full member everyone who 
had the inclination and dues. To the professionals who 
remembered, as well as the nonprofessional members who 
didn't, any moves toward mandated professionalism were 
suspect and so were discouraged. 

A different, but equally effective, blocking situation 
existed in the Range Science Education Council. Voting 
membership on the council, by constitutional definition, 
always has been open to delegates from all interested institu- 
tions without reference to the quality of their programs. 
Although the Council was a natural point of origin for an 
accreditation effort, over the years all of the several propos- 
als hatched there were effectively killed by negative votes. 
Perhaps it was too much to expect support where a majority 
of the members feared that their programs might be 
excluded. 

The identity crisis that developed for SRM in the 1970's 
forced a revaluation of the then prevalent open-minded atti- 
tude toward professionalism. The up-grading effort was trig- 
gered by a growing realization among land management 
agency administrators that too many pseudo- 
professionals" from related fields, unable to perform as 
range managers should, were filling professional positions. 
As a result, land administrators were concluding that range 
management could not solve their grazing problems. In all 
fairness it must be noted that the fault was not entirely that of 
the so-called "range conservationists." They had been edu- 
cated in marginal programs and recruited under inadequate 

'The RSEC is an autonomous group composed of representatives from univer- 
sities offering courses in range management. Its objectives are to promote 
high standards in the teaching of range management, to advance the profes- 
sional ability of range managers, to provide a medium for the exchange of 
ideas and facts among range management schools, to provide liaison between 
teaching departments and organizations and agencies in affairs relating to 
range education and employment standards, and in other ways to foster wider 
understanding of the problems of range education. The group meets each 
year in connection with the annual SAM meeting wherever it is held. 
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standards. Nevertheless, their inadequate performance 
reflected upon the range profession and seriously threat- 
ened to destroy it in the long run. 

SRM Board meeting discussions were filled with forebod- 
ing about the future of the profession. Several members of 
the Board were educators or sympathetic to the adopting of 
educational objectives during this period. 

Because I recognized this as an opportune time to renew 
efforts to get SRM support for an accreditation program, in 
the fall of 1976 I contacted Dr. C. Wayne Cook (Colorado 
State University) and Dr. Donald 0. Dwyer (Utah State). We 
decided to proceed as a self-commissioned committee of 
three to develop an approach to the SRM Board. Accord- 
ingly, in January, 1977, a letter was sent from this 3-man 
committee to most colleges and universities that had range 
management programs. The schools were invited to send 
delegates to participate in a meeting to formulate the 
proposal. The meeting was held February 14, 1977, in con- 
nection with the Portland, Oregon, annual meeting of SRM. 
Not all universities were represented and several delegates 
declined to sign the memorial, However, delegates from 15 
universities did sign, and thus requested that the Board take 
action to establish accreditation procedures for all range 
management programs. 

At the Board meeting on February 15, the memorial was 
enthusiastically received, and President Robert Williamson 
appointed an ad hoc committee to prepare material for 
further consideration as an SRM sponsored program. 
Members of the committee were Harris, as chairman, along 
with Cook and Dwyer. Dr. Jeff Powell of Oklahoma State 
University was added to represent the Board. 

A first draft of the instruments, including separate docu- 
ments describing standards, procedures, and instructions 
for preparing the self-evaluation report, was prepared by the 
chairman and circulated to the other members of the com- 
mittee during the spring of 1977. A second draft, incorporat- 
ing committee comments, was presented to the Board at the 

July, 1977, summer meeting at Elko, Nevada, where again it 
was accepted, tentatively. 

A third draft, incorporating suggestions from Board 
members, was prepared and distributed in September to 
schools—in the U.S., Canada, and Mexico—known to have 
undergraduate instruction in range management. Mixed 
responses ranged from enthusiastic encouragement to 
enthusiastic discouragement. About one-third made no 
response. Many suggestions for revision were received, the 
most frequent being related to reductions in the minimum 
number of faculty members required for accreditation. 
These responses led to a fourth draft, circulated to the com- 
mittee in November, and a fifth draft submitted in December 
to President Thadis Box for consideration in the January, 
1978, Board meeting. 

The committee suggested three alternative actions: (1) 
adoption of the full program based on draft number 5, (2) a 
trial period during which shools that so requested could be 
examined, and (3) dropping the proposal. The Board tenta- 
tively approved an accreditation program at this meeting but 
agreed to take final action at the annual meeting. 

Range education program accreditation was accepted on 
a trial basis by action of the Board at the San Antonio, Texas, 
annual meeting, February 6, 1978. An Accreditation Commit- 
tee consisting of Dr. Jim Bob Grumbles (Dow Chemical, 
Dallas, Texas), Dr. Philip L. Sims (USDA Southern Plains 
Range Research Station, Woodward, Oklahoma) with Dr. 
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Floyd Kinsinger (Bureau of Land Management, Denver, 
Colorado) as chairman was appointed to initiate the Socie- 
ty's activities in this area. Almost before activities began, Dr. 
Kinsinger became Executive Secretary to SRM. He was 
replaced as chairman by Dr. Sims and replaced on the com- 
mittee by Dr. Charles Poulton, formerly of Oregon State 
University. 

President Box notified appropriate universities of the trial 
accreditation program and several took steps to apply. Colo- 
rado State University has the honor of being the first (com- 
pleted in January, 1980) and Utah State the second 
accreditated university. The University of Arizona, Texas 
Technological University, and Washington State University 
are at present in the process of accreditation and more than 
five others are in various stages of application. 

The Future 

With the spread of interest in natural resources education 
accreditation, what will be the reaction of university adminis- 
trators to having several professional Societies coming on 
campus for that purpose? Accreditation visits are expensive 
both in faculty time and operations funds. Generally, natural 
resources programs are administered in one unit, often 
including forestry, range, wildlife, watershed, and recrea- 
tion. The reasonable approach would be for one team to 
examine and evaluate all available programs in a single visit. 

In October, 1979, while attending the SAF annual meeting 
at Boston, I contacted Ronald Christensen (newly appointed 
Director of SAF professional programs) and Robert Day, 
also on the staff of the national office, to explore the possibil- 
ity of a cooperative accreditation program. SRM President 
Dan Merkel joined the discussion and encouraged further 
exploration of the idea. 

The SAF hosted a meeting at its headquarters in Washing- 
ton, D.C., on August 20, 1980, to discuss the prospects of 
cooperative accreditation efforts. Professional societies 
attending included the Council of Forestry School Execu- 
tives, SAF, SRM, American Fisheries Society, National 
Recreation and Park Association, Society of Wood Science 
and Technology, and the Wildlife Society. 

Representatives of the Council on Postsecondary Accred- 
itation were there and encouraged a cooperative approach. 
(This is the organization that recognizes accrediting bodies 
in the United States.) A representative from the Accrediting 
Board for Engineering and Technology was there to provide 
advice from their experiences in cooperative accreditation in 
the engineering sciences. The Renewable Natural Resour- 
ces Foundation, which now provides coordination in other 
phases of natural resources policy, was proposed as the 
coordinating agency for natural resources accreditation. 
SRM is an active member of the foundation, as are the other 
natural resource societies mentioned as having attended the 
meeting. 

Participants at the meeting concluded that "a joint 
approach to renewable resources accreditation is desirable" 
and that another meeting should be held soon to continue 
planning cooperative efforts. It was suggested that an insti- 
tution should be sought where a pilot coordinated visit could 
be made to test the proposal. Suggestions have been made 
that SRM host the next meeting. 

It seems assured at the present time that the SRM accredi- 
tation program will be successful. With regard to its trial 
nature, as initiated by the Board, Dr. Sims has said that the 
presidents of universities where visits have been made are 
not thinking of the program as being on a trial basis. The 
Board has encouraged the universities to invest considera- 
ble resources from their side, and they now expect the Board 
to carry through on a permanent basis is part of the bargain. 

Range accreditation has become a significant factor in the 
reestablishment of Range Management as a profession, and 
should receive the full support of SRM membership from this 
time forward. 

Editor's Note: Besides establishing accreditation SRM has taken 
other actions in the recent past to improve the professional image of 
its members. In 1978 a roster of Certified Range Consultants was 
established to provide prospective employers a source of highly 
professional individuals who have met established criteria of educa- 
tion, experience, and performance. (Presently, 22 are certified.) In 
1980 the U.S. Civil Service standards for federal employment in the 
range conservationist series were increased by approximately 50%. 

Think Calgary 
for 

February 
1982 
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Improved Stewardship Through Innovation 
and Cooperation 

R. Keith Miller 

In the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, the 
U.S. Congress directed the Secretaries of Interior and Agri- 
culture to develop an Experimental Stewardship Program. 
The program was to have two basic thrusts. One was to 
develop innovative grazing management systems or tech- 
niques and innovative grazing policies. The other was to 
provide incentives to, or rewards for, permittees whose 
efforts resulted in improved range conditions. A progress 
report is to be made to Congress in 1985. 

As the primary land managing agencies in the Depart- 
ments of Interior and Agriculture, the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement (BLM) and the Forest Service weregiven the lead in 
developing this experimental program. Here is a report of 
progress 30 months after passage of the Act. 

Three areas have been designated as joint stewardship 
programs that involve BLM-administered lands and National 
Forest lands, as well as private and state lands. The Challis 
Area, located in central Idaho, has been active the longest 
and was organized in February, 1979. The Modoc/Washoe 
Area, which takes in the extreme northeast corner of Califor- 
nia and northwest corner of Nevada, started in September, 
1979, and the East Pioneer Area, in western Montana, started 
in November, 1979. 

In addition, BLM is working with two other stewardship 
areas: the Tonopah in central Nevada and the Randolph in 
northern Utah. 

These areas share several common characteristics and 
also present a wide array of resource values and resource 
management challenges. The people in each area are 
approaching these challenges in the same way, generally 
speaking. The details of how things are done from one area 
to another may vary but the general approach is quite similar. 

For example, the workings in the Challis Area give a gen- 
eral idea of the approach being used. The effort is guided by 
a working group made up of local representatives of federal 
land management agencies, involved ranchers, state lands, 
state wildlife agency, Soil Conservation Service, resource 
conservation districts, county and/or state natural resource 
committee, state university, Extension Service, and Agricul- 
ture Stabilization and Conservation committees. Others 
involved are special interest groups, such as the local chap- 
ter of the Wildlife Federation and the Sierra Club. This 
group's role is to jointly develop management goals and 
objectives for the local area based on the resource data 
available from the land use plan and the grazing environmen- 
tal impact statement. It also recommends alternative man- 
agement systems for reaching goals and objectives and 
monitors and evaluates the effects of management systems 
and practices. 

InterdIsciplinary plannIng teams make up the next level of 
the stewardship structure. Their roles are to develop man- 

agement plans for specific areas of land within guidelines set 
out in the land-use planning decisions and refined by the 
working group. These plans are very detailed and include 
allotment specific range improvments, grazing systems— 
including stocking rates and seasons of use—grazing pres- 
criptions, and methods for gathering and analyzing data to 
monitor the results of management actions. Basically, these 
teams are composed of the individual ranchers involved, 
BLM and Forest Service range conservationists, a wildlife 
biologist, plus a representative of the Soil Conservation Ser- 
vice. Other technicians or representatives or other interest 
groups are included depending on the variety and types of 
resources and the particular ownership of the lands under 
consideration. 

It is important to point out that planning teams do not 
develop management plans just for federal lands. They con- 
sider lands of all appropriate ownerships and how those 
lands can fit into the management plan and provide optimum 
benefits for all resources. Similarly, range improvements 
may be designed primarily to improve wildlife habitat or 
stabilize watershed conditions with benefits to livestock 
grazing secondary or nonexistent. 

As of today, the Challis and Randolph Areas have shown 
the greatest progress. Their allotment management plan- 
ning and development work were completed in 1980. The 
other three areas are in various stages of development of 
their allotment management plans. Obviously, it is too early 
to identify any improvement to the resources resulting from 
livestock management. 

The results Identified to date relate to improved working 
relationships between federal and state agencies, between 
agencies and range users, and between ranchers and special 
interest groups. The expanded understanding of each oth- 
er's concerns that have resulted from these people sitting 
down to discuss a common problem has been the largest 
single item contributing to the improved relationship. In 

addition, the fact that all parties were involved in developing 
the management plans to meet existing challenges has 
resulted in a mutual commitment to see that the manage- 
ment schemes are carried out. 

The BLM is also involved in developing experimental stew- 
ardship programs with individual ranchers, as opposed to 
groups of ranchers. The rationale behind this is that there 
may be greater opportunities to develop innovative manage- 
ment techniques through dealing with one rancher since 
management actions aren't constrained by what neighbor- 
ing ranchers can or cannot do. 

The report to Congress in 1985 should be comprehensive 
and serve rangelands by encouraging that body to recognize 
their importance and potential. All of us are vitally interested 
in improving rangelands. Each day of delay is a day of oppor- 
tunity lost. This program has brought people together to 
discuss mutual problems, but shouldn't that be standard 
operating procedure? 

The author is with the Bureau of Land Management, Washington, D.C. 
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Current Literature of Range 
Managemen t 

This section has the objective of alerting SRM members 
and other readers of Rangelands on the availability of new, 
useful literature being published on applied range manage- 
ment. Your recommendations on making this bibliography 
more useful are requested. Also, the compilers request read- 
ers of Rangelands to suggest literature items—and prefera- 
bly also contribute copies—for including in this section in 
subsequent issues. 

A Comparison of Four Systems of Managing Yearling Beef Steers on 
Rotationally Grazed, Bromegrass-Alfalfa Pasture; by J.A. Robert- 
son, D.A. Cooke, and SE. Beacom; 1979; Can. J. Anim. Sci. 
59(3):519-529. (Research Station, Agric. Can., Melfort, Sask. SOE 
lAO) Compared carrying capacity, rate of gain, gain per hectare, and 
utilization efficiency of four management systems on pasture; 
included set and variable stocking, conserving surplus pasture as 
silage, and supplemental oat soilage or supplemental barley. 

An Economic Analysis of Land Prices of Mountainous Grazing Land 
in Eastern Oregon; by John R. Winter and James K. Whittaker; 1979; 
Ore. Agric. Expt. Sta. Spec. Rep. 560; 37 p. (Bulletin Room, Agric. 
Expt. Sta., Corvallis, Ore. 97331) The major factors affecting the sale 
price of such privately owned land between 1970 and 1978 were 
animal carrying capacity, assessed value of buildings, expected rate 
of inflation, price of cattle, and price of hay. 

The Effects of Off-Road Vehicle Travel on Rangeland in Southeast- 
ern Montana; by Wayne C. Leininger and Gene F. Payne; 1979; Mon. 
Agric. Expt. Sta. Res. Rep. 153; 47 p. (Mon. Agric. Expt. Sta., Mon. 
State Univ., Bozeman, Mon. 59715) Factors investigated were soil 
compaction, soil cracking, canopy cover of graminoids, forbs, and 
shrubs, mulch and amount of bare ground, and other site disturban- 
ces resulting from OR V'S. 

Forest Fire History in the Northern Rockies; by Stephen F. Arno; 
1960; J. For. 78(8):460-465 (USFS, lntermtn. For. and Range Expt. 
Sta., Missoula, Mon. 59801) Evaluates fire as an ecologicalfactoron 
westside and eastside mountains of the Northern Rockies over the 
past several centuries, and discusses management implications of 
fire control and fire management on forest lands. 

Germination of Seeds of Antelope Bitterbrush, Desert Bitterbrush, 
and Cliff Rose; by James A. Young and Raymond A. Evans; 1981; 
USDA Agric. Res. Results ARR-W-17; 39 p. (Renewable Resource 
Center, Univ. Nev., 920 Valley Road, Reno, Nev. 89512) Report on the 
nature of dormancy of seed of these three species, the effects of 
stratification or treatment with thio urea and hydrogen peroxide on 
germination, and temperature-germination relationships. 

Goats; by Agriculture Canada; 1980; Agric. Can. Pub. 1704; 43 p. 
(Infor. Services, Agric. Can., Ottawa, Can Ki A 0C7) Provides practi- 
cal management of goats including breeding, reproduction, feeding, 
housing, and care; emphasis given to farm husbandry but has some 
applications to range production. 
Grassland Renovation with Nitrogen Fertilizer and 2,4-D Herbicide; 
by Duaine L. Dodds and Larry W. Mitich; 1979 (Rev.); N. Dak. Agric. 
Ext. Cir. R-544; 6 p. (Coop. Ext. Serv., North Dakota State Univ., 
Fargo, N. Dak. 58105) Recommendations for native range and 
seeded pasture in North Dakota; emphasis given to fertilization and 
herbicide application. 

Growing and Managing Alfalfa in Canada; by B.P. Goplen, H. Baen- 

ziger, L. D. Bailey, A.T.H. Gross, et al.; 1980; Agric. Can. Pub. 1705; 49 

compiled by John F. Vallentine, Professor of Range Science, and members 
of the Range Club, Brigham Young university, Provo, utah 84602. 

p. (Infor. Services, Agric. Can., Ottawa, Can. K1A 0C7) A compre- 
hensive manual on the management and production of alfalfa in 
Canada; prepared by alfalfa researchers from across Canada as a 
comprehensive guide for farmers and extension workers. 

Growing Orchardgrass in Montana; by L.E. Welty, L.E. Wiesner, R.L. 
Ditterline, and C.S. Cooper; 1979; Mon. Agric. Expt. Sta. BI. 713; 14 p. 
(Mon. Agric. Expt. Sta., Mon. State Univ., Bozeman, Mon. 59715) 
Summarizes recommendations on adaptation, cultivars, establish- 
ment, pasture management, hay production, seed production, and 
weed control for orchardgrass in Montana. 

Leafy Spurge, Menace to the West; by Ron Vore and Harold P. Alley; 
1980; Down to Earth 36(3):2-5. (Plant Science Dept., Univ. Wyo., 
Laramie, Wyo. 82070) The nature of the problem and chemical con- 
trol experiments on leafy spurge in Wyoming. 

Legumes Improve Pasture, Hayland; by Steven Wailer, Lowell 
Moser, John Samson, George Rehm, et al.; 1981; Neb. Quarterly 
27(4):10-12. (Neb. Agric. Expt. Sta. Univ. Nebr., Lincoln, Neb. 68503) 
Methods and results of introducing legumes through jo-till and no- 
till sod seeding utilizing advances in herbicide technology and 
designs of sod seeders. 

Livestock Grazing Impacts on Rangeland Ecosystems; by Jerry 
Holechek; 1980; J. Soil and WaterCons35(4):162-164. (Dept. Animal 
and Range Sci., New Mexico State Univ., Las Cruces, N. Mex. 88003) 
Conclusions drawn from a review of literature on the impacts of 
uncontrolled versus controlled grazing; offers possibilities of envir- 
onmental enhancement by controlled grazing by domestic livestock. 

Management Alternatives for Native Meadowlands; by F.B. Gomm; 
1979; Ore. Agric. Expt. Sta. Spec. Rep. 532; 35 p. (Agric. Expt. Sta., 
Corvallis, Ore. 97331, or Squaw Butte Agric. Expt. Sta., Burns, Ore. 
97720) Summarizes meadow research at the Squaw Butte Station 
and other selected locations; evaluates several alternatives in man- 
aging the forage resources of native meadows for winter feed and 
supplemental grazing. 

Management Conservations for Accelerated Lambing in Western 
Oregon; by Martin R. DaIly, William Hohenboken, and David L. 
Thomas; 1979; Ore. Agric. Ext. Cir. 964; 11 p. (Ore. Agric. Ext. Serv., 
Ore. State Univ., Corvallis, Ore 97331) Discusses advantages and 
disadvantages of accelerated lambing—a combination of acceler- 
ated management, breeding and reproduction, forage production, 
feeding, and health practices—on both hill land and irrigated valley 
pastures. 

Nevada Hays and Grass Tetany; by yR. Bohman, D.M. Stuart, and 
El. Hackett; 1980; Nev. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. B-46; 12 p. (Agric. Expt. 
Sta., Reno, Nev. 89507) A study of botanical composition and min- 
eral content of hays associated with high incidence of grass tetany in 
the Elko area. 

Phosphorus in Livestock Nutrition; by T.R. Varnell, J.W. Waggoner, 
Jr., and CO. Schoonover; 1979; Wyo. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. 708; 14 p. 
(Agric. Expt. Sta., Univ. Wyo., Laramie 82071) Reviews the role of 
phosphorus in livestock nutrition, probable deficiencies in diets, and 
supplementation recommendations for range livestock. 

A Pilot Planting Trial on a Southwestern Idaho Deer Winter Range; 
by Dean E. Medin and Robert B. Ferguson; 1980; USDA, For. Serv. 
Res. Paper INT-261; 13 p. (U.S. For. Serv., lntermtn. For. and Range 
Expt. Sta., Ogden, Utah 84401) Compared seeding and transplant- 
ing treatments, antelope bitterbrush versus wedgeleaf ceanothus, 
and different sources of bitterbrush seed. 
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Prescribed Range Burning in the Coastal Prairie and Eastern Rio 
Grande Plains 01 Texas; ed. by C. Wayne Hanselka; 1980; Tex. Agric. 
Ext. Serv., Texas A&M Univ., College Sta., Texas 77843; 128 p. $5.00. 
Proceedings of a symposium held October 16, 1980; includes 11 
papers by various authors. (Similar publications of same date, 
origin, and publi. (1) Prescribed Range Burning in the Edwards 
Plateau of Texas 74 p., $4; (2) Prescribed Range Burning in the Rio 
Grande Plains of Texas, 88 p., $4.) 

Responses of Arctic Tundra to Intensive Muskox Grazing; by Jay 0. 
McKendrick; 1981; Agroborealis 13(1):49-55. (Agric. Expt. Sta., 
Palmer, Alaska 99645) Description of arctic muskox tundra, 
response to muskox grazing, and management recommendations. 

Rumensin Supplements for Replacement Heifers on Irrigated Pas- 
ture; by John L. Hull, Charles A. Raguse, and Richard E. Delmas; 
1981; Calif. Agric. 35(3-4):8-9. (Agric. Expt. Sta., Univ. Calif., Davis, 
Calif. 95616) Feeding rumensin, a biologically active feed additive, 
increased the average daily gains of replacement heifers on pasture 
by 16%, when included in a barley supplement. 

Seasonality of Nutrient Quality and Digestibility of Three Southern 
Deer Browse Species; by Robert M. Blair, Henry L. Short, Leonard F. 
Burkhart, Austin Harrell, and James B. Whelan; 1980; USDA, For. 
Serv. Res. Paper SO-161; 13 p. (U.S. For. Serv., Southern For. Expt. 
Sta., New Orleans, La 70113) Presents findings on seasonal varia- 
tions in nutrient quality of leaves and twig tips of three browse 

species for deer. 

Sheep Publications and Visual Materials: 1980 Listing; by Dixon 0. 
Hubbard; 1980; USDA Misc. Pub. 1399; 36 p. (SEA-Extension, 
USDA, Room 5525-South Bldg., Washington, D.C. 20250)Lists pub- 
lications, visual materials, and resource persons in private organiza- 
tions, state extension services, and land grant colleges in the U.S. 
that may be consulted for information on sheep. 

Supplemental Feeding of Cows and Calves on Late Fall Pasture; by 
Douglas G. Landblom and James L. Nelson; N. Dak. Farm Res. 
38(2):7-9. (Agric. Expt. Sta., Dickinson Branch Sta., Dickinson, N. 
Dak. 58601) A comparison of creep feeding calves orsupplementa- 
tion of their dams while grazing on late fall range. 

Supplemental Vitamin A for Cattle; by T.R. Varnell, J.W. Waggoner, 
Jr., and CO. Schoonover; 1979; Wyo. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. 702; 9 p. 
(Agric. Expt. Sta., Univ. Wyo, Laramie 82071) Reviews the role of 
vitamin A in cattle nutrition, probable dietary deficiencies, and sup- 
plementation recommendations. 

Texas Panhandle Pheasants: Their History, Habitat Needs, Habit 
Development Opportunities, and Future; by Fred S. Guthery, Jay 
Custer, and Mike Owen; 1980; USDA, For. Serv. Gen. Tech. Rep. 
RM-74; 11 p. An assessment of the present and the future for phea- 
sants in the Texas Panhandle; alternatives of future habitat develop- 
ment are evaluated consistent with anticipated social, economic, 
ecological, and agricultural constraints. 

The Tye Grass Drill efficiently plants light, fluffy hard- 
to-plant seeds on conventionally prepared beds. 
Tye's New 80" and 160" grass drills are especially designed 
with a bluestem grass hopper for planting light, fluffy, native 
grasses on conventionally prepared seed beds. • Tye's bluestem grass seed hopper is fitted with a picker wheel 
seed dispenser to handle light, fluffy hard-to-plant seeds such 
as bluestems and gramas. • SpecIal agitator helps assure continuous seed flow down 
through oversize seed tubes to special double-disc openers. 
Mounted up front is a legume hopper equipped with externally 
fluted, adjustable seeder units suitable for small, dense seeds 
such as alfalfa and clovers. The legume hopper meters seed 
through a separate seed tube directly into the double-disc 
opener for accurate placement. • A third hopper can be mounted in the middle. This hopper 
has adjustable internally fluted seeder units for planting wheat, 
barley, rye, oats, grain sorghum and other grains. • The New Tye Grass Drill is three-point hitch mounted and is 
available with openers spaced 8" and 10" and in seeding 
widths of 80" and 160". Built to perform with minimum mainte- 
nance; each roller chain drive, double-disc, seeder drive shaft 
and press wheel runs on sealed bearings. 

GET THE MOST FROM YOUR LAND. 

The Tye Pasture Pleaserc seeds pasture land with min- 
imum damage to your present grazers. 
• Versatile: The Pasture Pleasers over seeds (or inter-seeds) in 
sod, earth, permanent or improved pasture. The coulters cut 
through vegetation and roots to allow the double-disc openers to deposit seeds at a shallow depth with minimum disturbance. 
The Pasture Pleaser can be equipped with optional wider fluted 
coulters for deeper planting; just right for no-till grain sorghum 
or wheat. 
Tye Pasture Pleasers: • Distribute seed evenly • Plant most varieties of seed • Will accommodate bluestem hopper attachment • Built tough to last • Available in two planting widths; 80" (6.7') and 160" (13.3') 
both with 10" or 8" spacing • Available in pull-type and three-point hitch models 

See your local Tye dealer or write... 
The Tye Company P.O. Box 218 
Lockn.y, Texas 79241 
806/652-3367 
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Legislative Log 
After President Reagan's economic message on February 18, committee work in both houses of the 

U.S. Congress got under way. Appropriationand other hearings continued in March and April. Delays in 
appointments of key personnel by the Reagan administration and in confirmation actions by the Senate 
have delayed some proposals in the Congress. 

Most of the emphasis by the new administration to date has been on the economic front. Natural 
resource agencies have all had searching reviews of their budgets, their staffing, program priorities, and 
their regulations. These reviews have resulted in budget reductions butonthe whole there have not been 
drastic cuts considering the overall picture. Following is a brief summary of the reduction actions taken 
as of this date: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service—$65.6 million; U.S. Bureau of Land Management—$35 
million; U.S. Forest Service—$60 million; Spil Conservation Service—$10 million plus $56 million in 
conservation cost sharing. It is obvious that there will be additional revisions before the final budgets are 
enacted but the total figures are not apt to change materially. 

Following are a few of the more important bills: 

Proposed Bill Description of Bill 

Commonly called Farm Bill 1981. This complex 
bill includes subtitle M-Rangeand Research. In 
brief this subtitle describes a cooperative range- 
land research program similarto past proposals 
by SRM. It authorizes a $10 miIion appropriation 
for grants to land grant coIlege and universities, 
state agricultural experiment stations, and to col- 
leges and universities and feçleral laboratories 
having a demonstrable capacity in rangeland 
research. This grant program is to be on a match- 
ing basis of 50% Federal and 0°h state. It also 
authorizes an advisory committee. 

Clean Air Act 
Proposed bills or 
amendments will 
be determined 
later. 

Hearings to determine the future of this keystone 
law. 

The Senate Environment and Public Works Com- 
mittee held hearings on April 8-9. Progress has 
been made but it was agreed that a continued 
program will be needed. Amendments to the act 
are likely this year. 

H.R. 1952 
Cong. Breaux 

A bill to reauthorize the Sikes Act—Cooperative 
Wildlife activities at the F.Y. 1981 level for F.Y. 
1982 through 1984. 

In lieu of this bill Congressman Breaux proposed 
a 3-year reauthorization for such sums "as may 
be necessary." Congressional oversight is also 
proposed. The committee has agreed to the prop- 
osal and it is expectedto pass in due course. SRM 
filed a statement supporting the continuation of 
this Sikes Act. 

S-gb 
Senator James 
McClure Idaho. 
By request of the 
Interior Depart- 
ment. 

The bill proposes "Park Restcration from the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund." Funds may 
be used for construction and rehabilitation of 
physical facilities, but not for direct unit opera- 
tions. It would begin a long-range program to 
correct health and safety deficiencies, correct 
threats to natural and cultural resources, and 
improve support facilities. This bill would reor- 
ient priorities and decrease emphasis on land 
acquisition for 1982. The propQsal amends the 
Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 and 
involves National Park, National Iorest, and Wild- 
life Refuge Systems. 

S-910 has been referred to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

A reshaping of priorities and philosophy i commencing to evolve in the U.S. Congress. Informed 
observers believe this is largely due to Presicent Reagan's leadership especially since his hospitaliza- 
tion, his April 28 economic speech to the joint session of Congress, and to other communications. The 
chances for passage of the administration's budget package are still favorable. 

H.R. 2561 

Cong. De La 
Garza 
Texas 

Status as of May 5, 1981 

House and Senate committees are presently 
marking up the bill. This section M has been 
agreed to by the House Committee and it is 
expected to be accepted by the Senate. The prop- 
sal has active support from the National Cattle- 
men's Association and others. 



Notes from 

Denver 

Accreditation 
As most of you know, the Range Management Programs at 

Colorado State University, Utah State University, and the 
University of Arizona have been accredited by the Board of 
Directors. The accreditation activities of the Society have 
been progressing smoothly under the able leadership of Phil 
Sims, Chairman, SAM Committee on Accreditation. Phil is 

capably assisted byJ.B. Grumbles and "Chuck" Poulton on 
the Committee. 

The Executive Secretary is a member of each campus 
visitation team which interviews university officials, faculty, 
students, employers, and others, and reviews campus teach- 
ing facilities. We have just concluded campus visits to Texas 
Tech and Washington State University and the visitation 
reports have been submitted to the Committee on Accredita- 
tion. The Committee makes a recommendation to the Board 
of Directors, who will make their decision regarding these 
two universities at the Summer Meeting in Bismarck. 

Several other universities have requested the procedures 
for accreditation and are preparing their self-evaluation 
report. New Mexico State University has completed all the 
paper work and a campus visitation team will be appointed 
soon to visit the campus in the fall school term. 

Accreditation is one of several activities of the Society to 
improve the educational environment and requirements for 
students in Range Management. It is already having a posi- 
tive effect: colleges and universities are revising their curric- 
ula to meet the accreditation standards and civil service 
requirements; we are already receiving inquiries in this office 
from potential students about accredited schools; and 
accredited schools are now correcting any deficiencies in 
their programs which were discovered bytheCommittee and 
visitation teams. 

Expenses involved in accreditation are reimbursed by the 
University to the Society plus a fee of $500. 

Forest Service—Memorandum of Understanding 
The Society and Forest Service signed a memorandum of 

Understanding in July, 1980, to develop a computer-based 
information system. The responsibility of the Society basi- 
cally is to provide information on range management sub- 
jects, including data input (abstracts) from our two Journals, 
but also including other published material in the field of 
range management. The computer-based technical informa- 
tion system is called CORR—Communications on Renewa- 
ble Resources. 

it is intended that the Society become the focal point for all 
communications on range management. Thus, all publica- 
tions from whatever source, will be funnelled through the 
Denver office, and an abstract (or other form) will be pre- 
pared and entered into CORR and made available to all who 
need such information. As our initial cooperative effort, the 
Society has recruited John Vallentine, Bert Reid, and Rex 
Pieper to compile keywords and subject indexing fields for 
range management information, and to prepare abstracts of 

JRM volumes 1-17 (other volumes are already in CORR). 
A network for information gathering will be established to 

assure that all relevant publications in range management 
are sent to Denver from research and management agencies, 
experiment stations, workshops, etc. 

It is our mutual goal to establish a comprehensive informa- 
tion system for range management, readily accessible to 
anyone who needs information on any topic in the field. 

The Society appreciates the opportunity to work coopera- 
tively with the Forest Service in furtherance of our important 
goals. The project is supported financially by the Forest 
Service. 

Bureau of the Land Management—Contract 
The Society and the Bureau of Land Managementwill sign 

a contract for development of a state-of-the-art report 
entitled "A Review and Evaluation of Methods for Measuring 
Trends in Range Condition on Semi-Arid Rangelands." An 
outline of the report has been circulated among selected 

Society members for review and comment. Once the outline 
is finalized, we will be recruiting the most knowledgeable 
individuals in the Society to prepare chapters within the 

report which pertain to their particular specialty. 
Dr. Don Hyder has agreed to serve as chairman of the team 

of authors. Authors will be paid an appropriate fee from 
contract funds for their contribution to the report. The final 
publication will be available for sale from the Society. The 
report is expected to be completed within 25 months at a 
contract price of $170,700. 

Membership Brochure 
Have you seen the new membership brochure? Member- 

ship and l&E Committees put the final touches on a member- 
ship brochure at Tulsa and the Board approved publishing it 
as soon after Tulsa as possible. Forty thousand brochures 
were printed and distributed to appropriate Section officials 
as well as others in the Society. if you need some, just drop 
us a note. 

1981 Summer Meeting—Bismarck 
You have seen the advance publicity about the Summer 

meeting in AprilRangelands. TheSummer Meeting Commit- 
tee (listed in the mini-directory) hasdoneanoutstanding job 
in providing arrangements for the Summer Meeting. I am 

looking forward to attending and renewing old friendships 
and making new ones. 

We are already making preparations for the Board meet- 

ings, assembling information for the Board of Directors, 
compiling Committee reports, etc. It seems we just finished 
with Tulsa' 

Administrative Assistant Replaced 
Candyce Pacheco has been Administrative Assistant since 

July, 1979, and many of you know her or are familiar with her 
from telephone calls into the office. "Candy" has taken posi- 
tion with another firm in Denver. 

We were extremely fortunate in attracting Jan Duck into 
the position. Jan began full-time duties as AA on May 18 and 
comes with exceptionally good qualifications. Jan is a 
member of SAM and has served for several years as secretary 
in the Department of Agronomy at Oklahoma State 
University. 

We regret losing Candy but look forward to having Jan on 
our Denver "team"—she will be a distinct asset to the 
Society. —Floyd E. Kinsinger, Executive Secretary, SRM 
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Summary of Meetings of the Board of Directors 
Following is a brief description of actions taken and 

assignments made by the Board of Directors (BOD) at the 
Special Meeting in Denver, January 7-8, 1981; and the 1981 
Annual Meeting in Tulsa, February 8-12, 1981. Minutesof the 
Special Meeting have been approved by the Board of Direc- 
tors and are, therefore, official minutes. Mi flutes of the Tulsa 
meeting of the BOD are unofficial and unapproved. 

Copies of the minutes for both meetings have been sent to 
all Section Presidents and Presidents-Elect, all SRM Com- 
mittee chairpersons, and the President and President-Elect 
of the Advisory Council. Any member of the Society may 
obtain, at cost, a copy of the official minutes of meetings of 
the Board of Directors by contacting the Denver office. 

SpecIal Meeting of the Board of Directors 
January 7-8, 1981, Denver, Colorado 

1. Approved minutes of the 1980 Summer Meeting. 
2. Retained fiscal year as calendar year. 
3. Revised and approved the report "on the proposed 

routing of the Tongue River Railroad through the U.S. Live- 
stock and Range Research Station near Miles City, 
Montana." 

4. Requested that Budget Committee prepare a revised 
and refined 1981 budget for later consideration. 

5. Considerable discussion involved the goals and objec- 
tives of the Society, and functions and organization of each 
SRM Committee. As a result, each individual Committee was 
provided specific objectives to accomplish in 1981. 

6. Approved an award for "highest service"to W.R. Chap- 
line to be presented at Tulsa. 

7. Abolished the International Affairs Committee. 
8. Accepted offer of American Fisheries Society for 

office space, telephone, and secretarial services for Clare 
Hendee in Washington, D.C. 

9. Requested that letter be written to Renewable Natural 
Resources Foundation to return loan of $2,000 (plus interest) 
made in 1972. 

10. Established the Rangeland Reference Areas Com- 
mittee chaired by W.A. Laycock. 

11. Editorial Boards for each journal were established as 
committees with Editor as chairman. The Publications Com- 
mittee is responsible for all other SRM publications. 

12. Amended and approved the Kendall/Hunt contract for 
printing Range/and Hydrology. 

13. Developed a list of 17 goals for the Society. 
14. Approved revised budget for 1981. 
15. Reviewed proposed contract with BLM. 
16. Established amount of Renner Award at $750.00 plus 

the plaque and certificate. 
17. Established overhead at 30 percent on outside 

contracts. 
18. Accepted terms of office lease with the Colorado 

Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

Meeting of the Board of Directors 
February 8—12, 1981, Tulsa, Okia. 

1. Approved minutes as corrected of Special Meeting of 
the Board of Directors in January. 

2. The Forest Service presented an award to the Society 
"for fostering Range Management coordination." 

3. Restored Life Membership fund previously used for 
operating expenses. 

4. Instructed Finance Committee to investigate estab- 
lishing an endowment fund. 

5. ES requested to prepare data on publishing costs and 
income for both Journals, including costs of publishing 
fewer copies of each if members are given a choice. 

6. ES requested to prepare average cost to service each 
member. 

7. ES and Editors directed to develop procedures to mail 
Journals to arrive within the month they are due. 

8. ES, Heady, Merrill, and Bohning requested to develop 
guidelines for the Denver office. 

9. ES requested to complete staff position descriptions 
(Executive Session). 

10. ES to report at Bismarck on requirements to put 
Ran gelands on newsstands. 

11. Heady will continue to serve as Past President until 
new officers are elected. 

12. Heady requested to contact Roger Mitchellto brief the 
Board on Federation of Scientific Agricultural Societies at 
Summer Meeting. 

13. Proposed candidates for elective office will be submit- 
ted to the President as soon as possible for polling of the 
Board. 

14. Chairman, Nominations Committee, and ES directed 
to make necessary revisions in Nominations Handbook. 

15. Authorized Employment Affairs Committee to con- 
tinue with resume service and provided $400 for advertising 
of the service. 

16. Honor Awards Committtee directed to provide infor- 
mation for press releases on awardees to ES for publicity. 

17. Adopted Honor Awards Handbook as amended. 
18. Revised Summer Meeting agenda and schedule. 
19. Requested Research Affairs Committee send to the 

Board a list of research priorities previously identified. 
20. Directed Research Affairs Committee pursue a 

research bill strictly for range research, with inclusion of 
"pasture" as an option. 

21. Chairman, Research Affairs volunteered to corres- 
pond with American Forage and Grassland Council on 
Board action to limit research bill to range research only. 

22. Requested Planning Committee to investigate estab- 
lishment of an Extension Affairs Committee. 

23. Approved photo contest for Annual Meeting in 

Calgary. 
24. Approved revised Advisory Council Procedures. 
25. Accepted recommendation to hold 1983 Summer 

Meeting in Gulfport, Mississippi; and l986AnnuaI Meeting in 
Orlando, Florida. 

26. Sections requested to provide Denver office with pub- 
lic relations mailing lists, to improve Section PR activities, 
and increase efforts to obtain research funds for State Exper- 
iment Stations. 

27. Requested that Planning Committee develop a mem- 
orial policy. 

28. Directed Planning Committee to present a formal 
planning process at Bismarck. 

29. Board will explore concept of Executive Committee 
with Public Affairs. 
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30. Documentation of membership benefits assigned to 
Finance and Membership Committees. 

31. Requested draft of Annual Meeting Handbooks for 
review prior to Summer Meeting in Bismarck. 

32. Requested that definitions of professional compe- 
tence prepared by Professional Affairs Committee be sent to 
Advisory Council. 

33. Directed Planning and Finance Committees to explore 
adequacy of present headquarters building. 

34. Deleted University member on Accreditation Commit- 
tee (Executive Session). 

35. Accredited Range Management Program at University 
of Arizona for three years (Executive Session). 

36. Accepted revised guidelines for Accreditation. 
37. Accepted amended report from RISC. 
38. Remanded position statement on Sagebrush Rebel- 

lion and resolution on wild horses and burros to Public 
Affairs for revision. 

39. RISC requested to develop definition of riparian 
habitat. 

40. Adopted resolutions on intern program and assistance 
to private land owners. 

41. Authorized $2,400 for liaison office in Washington, 
D.C. 

42. President and ES requested to seek an "understudy" 
for Clare Hendee. 

43. Submitted long-term policy on publications to Plan- 
ning Committee for consideration. 

44. Established a Range Monograph Series. 
45. Publications Committee requested to provide list of 

priorities for future publications and suggest possible sym- 
posia for Annual Meetings which might be published. 

46. Accepted report of International Affairs Committee 
with instructions to coordinate definitions with RISC, send 
report to Board and Advisory Council, and reassess need for 
committee. 

47. Authorized ES to negotiate contract with BLM on pre- 
paring a state-of-the-art document, "A Review and Evalua- 
tion of Methods for Measuring Trends in Range Condition on 
Semi-arid Rangelands." 

48. Designated Clark Martin to find team leader on pro- 
posed BLM contract and serve as Board liaison. 

49. Directed ES, Clark Martin, and team leader to prepare 
final contract for negotiation with BLM. 

50. Requested ES to contact OWRC for permission to 
distribute films if outside funds can be obtained. 

51. Ascertain interest of Forest Service in film distribution. 
52. Considered award for Section newsletters. 
53. l&E Committee to prepare handbooks and brochure 

for presentation to Board at Bismarck. 
54. Discussed continuation of display at FFA Convention. 
55. Limited booth space rental at the XIV International 

Grassland Congress to $100. 
56. Requested ES to obtain number of Chapters within 

each Section and their officers. 
57. Directed that membership goals be communicated to 

President and Membership Chairman in each Section. 
58. Accepted Membership Committee report. 
59. Accepted report of Student Affairs Committee and 

that recommendations therein be accomplished as soon as 
possible. 

60. Requested that alternatives for policy formulation be 
displayed in a flow chart and sent to Board and Advisory 
Council 30 days prior to Summer Meeting in Bismarck. 

61. Directed that membership brochure be published in 
color as soon as possible. 

62. Authorized ES to search for JRM Editor and examine 
feasibility of Associate Editors. 

63. Appointed subcommittee to review entire process of 
publishing JRM. 

64. Requested ES to investigate costs of printing special 
issues or larger issues (more pages) to reduce backlog of 
manuscripts. 

65. Authorized an increase of four pages in each issue of 
JRM. 

66. Rescinded 1977 and 1978 position on wild horses and 
burros. 

67. Adopted resolution on wild free-roaming horses and 
burros and position statement on Sagebrush Rebellion. 

68. Authorized establishment of a Resolutions 
Committee. 

Resolutions of the 
Society for Range 
Management 

A Program of Internship for Range Students 

WHEREAS: Many graduates in the range profession have not had 
the opportunity for practical experience in the livestock industry; 
and 

WHEREAS: There is a need for many students to obtain practical 
experience; and 

WHEREAS: The Society for Range Management has contact with 
both the academic and producer community; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 
The Society for Range Management contact the various educa- 
tional institutions and coordinate with the producers to institute 
an internship program to provide on-the-ground experiences for 
range students. 

Passed this 12th day of February, 1981, by the Board of Directors 
Society for Range Management, meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros 

WHEREAS: Wild free-roaming horses and burros are among the 
diverse life forms utilizing rangelands of the United States; and 

WHEREAS: The management of wild free-roaming horses and bur- 
ros should be a positive program to protect the range resource; 
and 

WHEREAS: Populations of wild free-roaming horses and burros 
reproduce rapidly and overpopulation causes damage to range 
resources; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 
the Society for Range Management advocates that the numbers 
of wild free-roaming horses and burros be carefully controlled 
and monitored to provide habitat for healthy animals in balance 
with other rangeland resource values and prevent damage to the 
range resources which support them. 

Passed this 12th day of February, 1981, by the Board of Directors, 
Society for Range Management, meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
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Assistance to Private Land Owners 

WHEREAS: Privately owned rangelands provide a large portion of 
marketable animal products for the world; and 

WHEREAS: Privately owned rangelands and individual ranchers 
provide a tax base and economic welfare for many communities; 
and 

WHEREAS: Privately owned rangelands provide a substantial 
amount of habitat for numerous fish and wildlife species; and 

WHEREAS: Many municipal water supplies come from rangeland 
watersheds, which under proper range management, provide high 
quality water; and 

WHEREAS: Private landowners are eager to obtain, and have a 
great need for, technical help to maintain, or improve, their range- 
land through constantly improving technology; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 
The Society for Range Management recommends that the 
appropriate National, Provincial or State governments take 
actions necessary to provide additional technical assistance and 
research technology in range management to private 
landowners. 

Passed this 12th day of February, 1981, by the Board of Directors, 
Society for Range Management, meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

Range Research Stations 
WHEREAS: Throughout history U.S. Presidents and the Congress 

have wisely provided for establishing Research Stations, Experi- 
mental Ranges, Experimental Forests and other Federal research 
areas; and 

WHEREAS: These stations provide long-term research areas repre- 
sentative of large vegetational types and occupy less than 0.1 
percent of the rangeland of the U.S.; and 

WHEREAS: These research stations provide field laboratories for 
conducting fundamental and applied research and to answer 
questions and establish practices which aid in increasing the 
productivity and enhancing the management of our renewable 
natural resources; and 

WHEREAS: The work of these stations has substantially improved 
the standard of living in the U.S. and much of the world and has 
materially contributed to helping theUnited States achieve its role 
as the World's leader in agricultural production; and 

WHEREAS: Encroachment and other activities which would alter or 
divert these experimental areas for other purposes poses a contin- 
ual threat to their existence and functions; and 

WHEREAS: The following research stations are being immediately 
threatened with severe disruption: • Livestock and Range Research Station, Miles City, Montana; • Great Basin Experiment Station, Ephraim, Utah; • Desert Experimental Range, Milford, Utah; • U.S. Sheep Experiment Station, Dubois, Idaho; • San Joaquin Experimental Range, Fresno, California; • Fort Stanton Experimental Ranch, Capitan, New Mexico; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SOCIETY FOR 
RANGE MANAGEMENT THAT: 

The President and the Congress of the United States take imme- 
diate affirmative action to preserve the physical and functional 
integrity of these and other ranch research stations that are so 
vital to our Nation's future productivity and its position as the 
leader of the free world. 

Passed this 12th day of February, 1981, by the Board of Directors, 
Society for Range Management, meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

Briefing Paper in Support of 
the Resolution on Range Research Stations 

Overview— 
The following briefing outlines encroachments or immediate 

threats to a number of dedicated research locations listed in the SRM 
resolution. Descriptions are specific to the defined area. 

Applications for oil and gas leases cover most of the research areas 
listed. Such leasing also applies to other research areas not listed. In 
addition, present mineral withdrawals are becoming subject to 
review and possible revocation. Exploratory mineral activity could 
damage key research sites on any experimental area. Active drilling 
could cause loss of much of the land and long-term data base. A 
summary of items threatening specific research stations follows. 

1. Great Basin Experimental Range, Ephraim, Utah - The first 
exploratory oil well will be started within a few months. 

2. Livestock and Range Research Station, Miles City, Montana - The proposed Tongue River railroad which would haul coal 
from the Powder River Basin in Montana would effectively des- 
troy the present range research program and do irreparable 
damage to long-term animal research. Eighteen programs 
would be adversely impacted including several started nearly 
50 years ago. These early studies established basic grazing 
management guidelines for Northern Great Plains rangelands. 
Land use activities associated with railroad development would 
result in additional adverse impacts or loss of research sites and 
facilities. 
3. U.S. Sheep Experiment Station, Dubois, Idaho - The summer 
sheep grazing range is being proposed for designation asWil- 
derness and prime grizzly bear habitat by the Bureau of Land 
Management. These designations would eliminate experimen- 
tal sheep grazing and all other long-term research on manage- 
ment of high-elevation range. Paradoxically, these 
designations would also prevent development of further knowl- 
edge applicable to wilderness management. 
4. Desert Experimental Range, Milford, Utah - The siting of the 
MX missile system near this research facility would have 
adverse effects on long-term ecological and grazing manage- 
ment research which has been conducted at this location for 
over 40 years. 
5. San Joaquin Experimental Range, Fresno, California - 
Severe curtailment of financial support for research poses a 
threat to a long-term data base for this area which is devoted to 
understanding and managing the very important annual grass 
vegetation type of California. Continued support is needed for 
this area to assure long-term research and records are pro- 
tected for continued and future use in solving new and develop- 
ing problems. 
6. Fort Stanton Experimental Ranch, Capitan, New Mexico - 
Research activities are in jeopardy from the proposed develop- 
ment of a regional, jet-capable airport in the center of this 
experimental area. The proposed airport has been under study 
for 5 years. The Sierra Blanca Airport Commission has 
requested control of the area from the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

Position Statement 
of the 

Society for Range Management 
on the 

"Sagebrush Rebellion" 
The "Sagebrush Rebellion" is an issue concerned with 

land ownership rather than professional range management 
practices. The position of the Society for Range Manage- 
ment (SRM) on the "Sagebrush Rebellion" is the SRM advo- 
cates sound range management on all rangelands 
regardless of ownership. 

Accepted by the Board of Directors, Society for Range 
Management, February 12, 1981, meeting in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 
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President 's 
Notes 

More than one SAM member has said to me, "Why don't we 
pick out two or three priorities for special effort and hopeful 
result, rather, than the usual shopping lists that may show 
little progress on a broad front?' There are at least two 
answers to that question. One is that whether expressed or 
implied, there have been priority programs. Civil Service 
standards, accreditation for range schools, certification for 
range consultants and now By-laws are concrete examples 
of results achieved by special efforts. The other answer is 
that, to the greatest extent possible, these special efforts are 
above and beyond, rather than at the expense of, many 
significant ongoing efforts and activities of the Society. 

I thoroughly agree that we should and must have priorities 
and already have suggested that, in addition to professional- 
ism and productivity as priority philosophies, communica- 
tions must receive priority attention if we are to be more 
successful. In this and other notes I would like to add others 
that have pervasive effects on us as a Society and upon those 
we serve. 

Research Is a concern that affects every SAM member. 
Some are doing it, some are sharing research results in 
extension, teaching, media, government advisory, or con- 
sulting roles, and some are applying it in management of soil, 
water, plant, animal, and human resources—all for the 
benefit of present consumers and generations to come. 

Since between 47 and 74% of the world's land mass is 
classified as rangeland, depending on whose figures one 
uses; and since rangeland provides significant benefits to 
mankind in terms of food, fiber and wildlife production, soil 
and water conservation, recreation, and aesthetics; and 
since agricultural research is one of the few legitimate func- 
tions of government and one of the most productive in return 
on investment, then how can rangeland research possibly 
not receive more attention and funding? 

There are several answers, if not reasons. One is that 
agricultural research as a whole is not very glamorous and is 
an expedient place to cut budget expenditures without 
aggravating a large, organized and vocal constituency. 
Second, range is a resource, rather than a commodity, and 
has lacked the clout provided by organized commodity 
groups to call attention to needs and persevere in fulfilling 
them. It is interesting to note, as an example, that only about 
1 % of the Forest Service research budget is devoted to 
range livestock production. Finally by its nature range 
research is slow, sometimes extensive and expensive, and 
impacted by many variables, all of which make it more diffi- 
cult to show rapid progress and returns. For these reasons 
even range researchers tend to deal with more simplistic 
agronomic or input approaches rather than ecologic/man- 
agement approaches not so easy to design, implement, ana- 
lyze, and publish. 

Too much of the range research that has been done has 
been on a single-barreled, strictly empirical basis to deter- 

mine if this grazing system or that brush control method 
would work on this ecosystem or that brush type. A moment 
of reflection would indicate there never could be enough 
years, manpower, or money to test all the possible combina- 
tions. More of our very limited research resources could be 
invested much more efficiently and helpfully in basic 
research in phenology, morphology, and physiology of our 
major range plants to determine the factors that limit or 
enhance growth. We then could tailor management systems 
and keys that would increase production of desirable plants 
and control undesirables. 

Range is a relatively young profession. We lack the tech- 
nology and understanding to manage range for all its uses 
even at present levels of demand, much less the increasing 
demands for water, food, and fiber that are coming sooner 
than we are ready. In 1977, SAM President Thad Box initiated 
an effort to increase attention and funding for range research 
which has been carried forward under the leadership of 
longtime Research Committee Chairman Jim Klemmedson. 
SRM provided input to the Congress, which resulted in intro- 
duction of a cooperative range research bill by Congress- 
man Poage of Texas, but the climate for new research 
funding has not been good. Introduction of a similar bill in 
the last session by Senator Melcher was appreciated but not 
timely for favorable consideration. 

With strong support from SAM and the National Cattle- 
men's Association, Congressman Kika de Ia Garza of Texas, 
Chairman of the House Agriculture Committee and a long- 
time champion of range, conservation, and research, intro- 
duced a new Subtitle M—Rangeland Research, which was 
endorsed by Vice-chairman Wampler, of Virginia, and Sub- 
committee Chairman Brown of California and has been 
incorporated in Title XIV of the House version of the Farm 
Bill. Senator Melcher of Montana introduced a companion 
rangeland research subtitle which has been incorporated in 
the Senate version. At this writing, both await floor action 
and resolution of differences in conference committee. The 
present language authorizes $10 million per year in grants 
for rangeland research on a 50-50 matching basis to public 
and private institutions with demonstrated capability in 
range research. The new administration in Washington is 
committed to support of research related to productivity, 
even in the face of budget cuts in other areas. 

Your personal support of range research at all levels in 
what you say and do is essential if range problems and 
opportunities are to receive the consideration they deserve. 
For several years the Texas Section and producers have 
engaged in a continuing relationship with the experiment 
station and universities which provides input to research 
priorities, support for legislative budget requests, evaluation 
of results achieved, and broader interest in and acceptance 
and use of research data. It is a productive partnership. 

Dick Whetsell says, "There is not a day that passes in 
which I could not make more or save more, if I knew more." 
The whole range profession could make the same statement. 
With your support, the time has never been better to fulfill the 
opportunities afforded by a remarkable renewable resource 
and the most energy efficient form of agriculture.—John L. 
Merrill, President, SRM 
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Freeman's Gripes and Remarks 
No gripes, guess I'm mellowing in my old age. But I would 

like to call your attention to this year's historical issue. From 
time to time we receive historical articles on various subjects, 
so, we decided to save them up and publish a number of them 
in one issue, June. We chose June because in June, 1976, 
bicentennial year for the United States, we ran a number of 
historical stories on ranches and ranching. 

Next year, in June, we are planning another special histori- 
cal issue. This time we'll cover North America with articles 
from Mexico, Canada and the United States. Let me know if 
any of you have any ideas on this. Please be on the look out 
for historical items on range, range management, ranching, 
wildlife management, range education, range research, etc. 
To do a good job we must start a year in advance. 

Speak Out Space 
Letter to the Editor: 

The New Beginning," promised us in 1980, is rapidly 
taking form in Washington. It is abundantly clear that the 
new administration intends to move out aggressively and 
is more than willing to rattle cages and attack sacred 
cows in the process. Highly visible among the new cage 
rattlers is Interior Secretary James Watt, the landlord of 
much of our western rangelands and overseer of our 
Bureau of Land Management. This setting reminds me of 
another "New Beginning," following the NRDC vs. Morton 
Lawsuit in 1974-5, and I am concerned that we as a 
Society and we as individuals working in range manage- 
ment get off on the right foot this time. 

Immediately following the grazing lawsuit in 1975, many 
of us felt that BLM acted without adequate consultation 
or consideration for practical, economic and technical 
range management realities. But those of us outside BLM 
made mistakes too—SRM included. Many of us were 
more concerned with the "credibility" and perceived 
'biases" of the players than with what those players could 
contribute to resolution of problems. The combined result 
was time and money spent on the wrong things, conflict 
among groups and individuals all sincerely supporting 
sound range management, and more delay in the 
improvement in our rangelands. 

Let's not allow this to happen again. We've made some 
real progress in the last year or two and the signals I am 
reading indicate that the "New Beginning" for BLM can 
help, not hinder, progress. Although details of future 
program direction have not yet been determined, the 
President and the Secretary have spoken out clearly on a 
number of subjects and I think we can make some sound 
predictions. We can expect a tight budget, a firm grip on 
staff expansion, and a serious attempt to reduce regula- 
tions and paper work. I suspect all of us would support 
this except when the axe strikes too close to home. The 
administration also has emphasized increased productiv- 
ity and a "Good Neighbor Policy" for BLM. Surely, we can 
all support this if increased productivity of livestock 
forage is not paid for with lost wildlife habitat or other 
values and if "vested interests" are not the only "Good 

Neighbor." 
I think we as a Society and we as individuals, 

regardless of the "hat" we are presently wearing, can be 
the key players during the next several months. We can 
influence the decisions that determine where money can 
be saved, where staff work and regulations can be 
reduced, how productivity can be increased and an 
effective "Good Neighbor Policy" applied. The things 
we've been working for—Coordinated Resource Manage- 
ment, reducing the inventory, planning, and environmen- 
tal analysis workload and strengthening cooperative 
monitoring, allotment development, and range improve- 
ment efforts—all of these can be accommodated within 
the new policy. And we can avoid the pitfalls that some of 
us fear. 

We can do all this if we get involved early and work 
cooperatively and professionally—a// of us. And we need 
to begin now while details are being worked out. It will 
take more than the Secretary of Interior to create a "Good 
Neighbor Policy". 

Sincerely, 
John L. Artz 
Virginia and Nevada 

Advance Warning 
The International Mountain Section invites 

SRM members to combine business and plea- 
sure and come to Calgary, Alberta, Canada, on 
February 8 to 11, 1982. This advance word 
makes it possible for you to start making your 
plans to attend now! Early reservations are an 
absolute MUST in Calgary. 

Daily skiing trips are scheduled by bus from 
the hotel to the ski slopes at Banff. The Cana- 
dian dollar costs 85 U.S. and we have no sales 
tax. 

Photo Contest: If you don't have that perfect 
slide, take your pictures this summer and enter 
the photo contest next winter. We simply 
require a 35mm slide on rangeland topics to 
enter. 

The convention hotel is the Calgary Inn on 
4th Avenue and 3rd Street SW. Anyone needing 
early information contact: 

Larry Welsh 
Bag Service #1 
Airdrie, Alta., Canada TOM OBO 

Watch the August issue of Rangelands for an 
Annual Meeting update and the October issue 
for preregistration and hotel registration. 
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Resume of Minutes of the Range Science 
Education Council 

The Council met February 10,1981, in Tulsa, Oklahoma, in 
connection with the SRM annual meeting there. 

Keith Miller (BLM), Don Pendleton (SCS),and Ted Russell 
(USFS) outlined desirable characteristics that each looks for 
when hiring the undergraduate. Though these lists of char- 
acteristics were lengthy, several common themes were 
apparent. All three indicated that they looked for an individ- 
ual who listens attentively, who has a diversity in education 
and work experience with the agency, and who appears to 
have established goals. They encouraged the universities to 
teach the basics, and the agency would train the individual 
for the organization. They further stated that they looked for 
an individual who would go the extra mile; for example, an 
undergraduate who was a member of a professional society. 

John Vallentine (BYU) moved that the Council coordinate 
with the Professional Affairs Committee on the concept of 
professionalism of the range undergraduate, and that crite- 
ria be developed for this concept and its attainment. 

Bill Krueger (CSU) suggested that the universities compile 
and share information on what has been successful and not 
successful concerning the actual U.S. Civil Service ratings 
obtained by the graduate. Discussion following this sugges- 
tion indicated general agreement and probable volunteer 
compliance with this suggestion. Also, with the successful 
completion of the new Civil Service ratings, it was suggested 
that the Council get back to a discussion of other factors 
concerning education, including items such as innovative 
teaching methods. General agreement was apparent on this 
suggestion. Krueger moved that the outgoing chairman 
develop an outgoing statement for the incoming chairman 
concerning the duties of all offices of the RSEC. 

Officers elected for the 1982 meeting in Calgary are: 
President—Kar/ Wood, New Mexico State University 
Vice President—Jack Taylor, Montana State University 
Secretary—Ken Fulgham, Humboldt State University 

Total attendance was 20 with representatives from 15 uni- 
versities and three federal agencies. 

Submitted by 
Krls M. Havstad 
Montana State University 

Havstad has the original minutes for anyone desiring more 
information. 

New Mexico State University 
Retires Traveling Plaque 

Eighty-four contestants representing 18 colleges and uni- 
versities from Canada, Mexico, and the United States com- 
peted in the 1981 International Range Plant Identification 
Contest held at the SRM annual meeting in Tulsa, Oklahoma. 
New Mexico State UniversIty (NMSU) won first place in the 
team competition with a score of 3,414 points out of a possi- 
ble 3,450 points. The win by the NMSU team, coached by Dr. 
Kelly AlIred, marks the third consecutive victory for NMSU 
and thus retires the traveling plaque. 

The University of Wyoming, coached by Dr. Herb Fisser, 
won second place team honors with a score of 3,313 points. 

Team members were Britta Hurley, Cheryl Krumel, Susie 
Schukert, Todd Ernst, Tim Reeves, Rosemary Wilcox, and 
Bill Beivsel. The third place team was Texas Tech University, 
coached by Dr. Russ Pettit, with a score of 3,309 points. 
Texas Tech team members were Charles Boling, Randy 
Roberts, Leesa Smart, and Greg Huber. 

The three highest individuals were on the NMSU team. 
Marcus Garcia won the first place individual honors with a 
score of 1,146 points of a possible 1,150. Second place indi- 
vidual was Tim Roth with a score of 1,135 points. Joe Fidel 
was third high individual with a score of 1,133 points. 

This year's contest had two teams, the University of 
Alberta and the University of Nebraska, participating for the 
first time. Other teams participating in the contest were: 
University of Arizona, Universidad Autonoma Agraria "Anto- 
nio Narro," Brigham Young University, Universidad de Chi- 
huahua, California State University-Chico, Colorado State 
University, Humboldt State University, Montana State Uni- 
versity, Monterrey Tech, South Dakota State University, Sul 
Ross State University, Texas A&M University, and Utah State 
University. 

Team contestants and coaches are to be congratulated for 
their efforts and participation in the plant identification con- 
test. The SRM will send each contestant a certificate for 
participation in the contest—Stephan L. Hatch, College Sta- 
tion, Texas. 

Plant Team Gets Membership 
In recognition for the outstanding participation of the 

Antonio Narro Agrarian University's plant contest team at 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, four one-year memberships were awarded 
to the team by the President of the university, Ing. Humberto 
Alvarado-Sánchez. He explained that this award represents 
an incentive to encourage further student participation on 
matters related to range management. 

Donates Journals 
Charles Schumacher, retired S.C.S. South Dakota State 

Range Conservationist, and charter member of the S.R.M., 
has donated his complete, excellent condition, sets of jour- 
nals to the South Dakota Range Management Endowment. 

Offers are currently being solicited for the complete sets, 

New Mexico State University Plant Team: L-R: Tim Roth, Joe Fidel, 
Bob Jenks, Ernest Diswood, Mark Wondzell and Marcus Garcia. 
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through 1980, of the Journal of Range Management, Range- 
man's News, Rangeman's Journal, and Ran gelands. Also 
included are the first two indexes to Journal of Range 
Management. 

The endowment was established at South Dakota State 
University by the South Dakota Section of the Society for 
Range Management. The endowment witl provide support 
for scholarships to students majoring in Range Science at 

SDSU, the South Dakota Youth Range Camp, the SDSU 
Range Plant Identification Team, and general youth 
activities. 

Parties interested in purchasing the set of journals may 
contact David M. Engle, Department of Animal Science, 
South Dakota State University, Brookings, SD 57007. 

Intermountain Section—SAF 
The accelerated development of energy and mineral 

resources in the Mountain West is having a dramatic impact 
on forest management practices. However, on the Friday 
field trip, part of the annual meeting of the Intermountain 
Section, SAF, held in Pocatello, Idaho, in southeastern 
Idaho, foresters learned that the mineral and energy industry 
is eager to work with surface resource managers to minimize 
negative impacts of this development. 

Foresters were able to take a hard look at resource man- 
agement challenges created by mining and drilling opera- 
tions during the field trip. Over 80 foresters and their guests 
visited a wildcat" drilling operation and a large open pit 
phosphate mine during the day-long outing. 

At the end of the day foresters and representatives from 
Chevron and Mansanto, who hosted the visits to the mining 

and drilling sites, agreed that the future of the West can be 
positive if resource and industry people continue to cooper- 
ate in the stewardship of the nation's resources. 

At the Saturday noon meeting, Senator James McClure, 
Idaho's Republican Senator, was the guest speaker and 
talked about the "Management of Energy and Impacts on our 
Natural Resources." 

A Certificate of Recognition was presented to David 
Haines, a representative from Monsanto Corporation for 
their continued efforts in environmental concerns and tech- 
niques utilized by the Monsanto Corporation: (1) design 
layout of the overburden spoil pile and replacing the over- 
burden back to as near the original land form as possible; (2) 
utilization of backfill and replacing the backfill into the origi- 
nal pit area, minimizing the excess overburden; (3) and, in 
their techniques in actual revegetation of the mine site area 
with a variety of grass species and replanting, or transplant- 
ing trees, with several years growth, on the revegetated site, 
thus minimizing soil erosion to the area and developing the 
area for future wildlife and livestock grazing. 

The Certificate of Recognition was presented to Monsanto 
Corporation by the Idaho Wildlife Society, Societyfor Range 
Management, and the Intermountain Society of American 
Foresters. The Monsanto Corporation operates the Henry 
Phosphate Mine near Soda Springs, Idaho 

BOTANIST 
RANGE MANAGER 

To work just outside Bakersfield, California and serve as 

investigator on endangered species program. We need 
an advanced degree and experience in practical applied 
programs to conduct botanical research and studies on 
habitat restoration for endangered species. If you have 
the potential to develop the habitat restoration plan, and 
have additional skills in areas such as: 

• Radiation Ecology • Statistics 
• Computers • Program Development 

this is for you! Supervisory capabilities and good com- 
munication skills are required. This is a position where 
you can utilize your talents to develop a significant pro- 
gram. We need someone with 3—5 years field/lab expe- 
rience and a take-charge attitude! Good salary and 
excellent benefits accompany this position. If interested, 
contact: 

Betty White 
Personnel Administrator 

EG& G 
Energy M.asur.m.nts Group 

130 Robin Hill Road 
Goleta, Ca. 93117 

U.S. Citizenship Required 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 

David Haines, Monsanto Representative, receiving an award of 
recognition for Monsanto's efforts in reclamation and envi ronmental 
considerations at the company's Henry Mine operation near Soda 
Springs, Idaho. The award was given as a joint effort among the 
Society for Range Management, National Wildlife Society, and the 
Intermountain Section of the Society of American Foresters. 
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Members round about 
Dames & Moore, engineering and 

environmental consultants, has 
appointed Thomas K. Eaman a senior 
range scientist. He is based in the firm's 
Denver office. A specialist in rangeland 
management and revegetation, he 
joined Dames & Moore in 1978. He has 
worked on mined-land reclamation and 
land use planning projects. Most 
recently, he participated on an Expan- 
sion Draft Environmental Impact State- 
ment (DEIS) for the U.S. Army in Ft. 
Carson. Prior to joining the firm, Eaman 
worked with the USDA Soil Conserva- 
tion Service in Colorado. 

Victor R. Squires, formerly of CSIRO 
in Alice Springs, Australia, is now Dean 
of the Faculty of Natural Resources at 
Roseworthy Agricultural College in 
South Australia. He is president of the 
Australian Rangelands Society and 
chairman of the Organizing Committee 
for the Second international Range- 
lands Congress. 

Neil C. Frlschknecht, a Forest Service 
scientist at the Shrub Sciences Labora- 
tory in Provo, has retired after 37 years 
of Government Service. Frischknecht 
has led a special research team of the 
Intermountain Forest and Range Experi- 
ment Station in studies of revegetation 

of oil shale and other mining disturban- 
ces in Utah. He also had served as pro- 
ject leader of a research unit concerned 
with the ecology and management of 
salt desert shrub ranges. A native of 
Manti, Utah, Frischknecht received 
bachelor and master of science degrees 
in range management for Utah State 
University, Logan. He earned a doctor of 
philosophy degree in botany from 
Brigham Young University, Provo. Dr. 
Frischknecht has accepted a part-time 
teaching position in the Botany and 
Range Science Department of Brigham 
Young University. 

Australian Conference 

The Third Bienniel Conference of the 
Australian Rangelands Society will meet 
in Alice Springs from September 22 to 
25, 1981. There will be two tours of cen- 
tral Australian rangelands as well as a 
two-day formal meeting to hear presen- 
tations on: 

Land tenure 
Conservation and alternative uses of 

arid rangelands 
Drought policy 
Trade unions and rangelands 

The organizing secretary is O.J.H. 
Bosch, CSIRO Central Australian 
Laboratory, Box 2111, Alice Springs 
5750, AustralIa. 

Thanks to Other Photo- 
graphers 

Paul Ohlenbush reminds us that Nor- 
man Schelesner of Kingman, Kansas, 
and John Warner of Corvallis, Oregon, 
also provided photos which were 
included in the April Ran gelands spread 
on the Tulsa meeting. 

'Both did excellent jobs and helped 
make the layout possible," Paul said. 

Botanist Passes Away 
Dr. Frank W. Gould, Distinguished 

Professor Emeritus of Plant Systematics 
at Texas A&M University and long-time 
resident of College Station passed away 
on March 11 in Austin. 

Dr. Gould was born July 25, 1913, in 
Mayville, North Dakota. He earned his 
B.E. degree from Northern Illinois Uni- 
versity, an M.A. from the University of 
Wisconsin, and the Ph.D. degree in 
botany from the University of California. 
Dr. Gould served as curator of the Tracy 
Herbarium at Texas A&M University 
from 1949 until his retirement in August 
1979. During his tenure as curator, he 
built the herbarium into one of the most 
respected such facilities in the United 
States. 

Membership Report 
March 31, 1981 

Section Regular Student 
Regular 
Sustng Emeritus Inst. Family Life 

Life 
Sustng Total 

Arizona 208 34 6 13 8 6 275 
California 214 80 10 6 1 20 8 339 
Colorado 229 67 2 6 1 30 9 344 
Idaho 167 29 5 5 2 10 3 221 
Kansas-Oklahoma 142 27 4 9 10 1 193 
Mexico 40 15 2 1 6 64 
Nebraska 67 32 2 4 5 1 111 
Nevada 114 17 4 1 6 2 144 
New Mexico 156 57 4 10 1 2 11 4 245 
Northern Great Plains 202 25 19 7 13 6 272 
International Mtn. 204 39 8 4 1 18 7 281 
Pacific Northwest 326 68 11 19 1 31 9 465 
South Dakota 91 11 1 5 15 2 125 
Southern 62 7 1 5 11 1 87 
Florida 43 8 2 1 1 55 
Texas 405 140 13 7 3 20 6 594 
Utah 169 61 7 8 3 16 2 266 
Wyoming 157 60 3 1 12 3 236 
National Capital 70 1 5 3 4 4 87 
North Central 37 5 1 1 4 1 49 
Unsectioned 90 7 3 5 1 106 
Total 3,193 790 113 115 1 14 256 77 4,559 



Rangelands 3(3), June 1981 -- 139 

Visit Roughrider County. 
Attend the Summer Meeting of 
The Society for Range Management 
July 20-23, 1981 

Convention Headquarters—Ramada Inn, Bismarck, North Dakota 

"Curious, fantastic beauty" 
That's what former President Theodore Roosevelt said about 
these Badlands in Western North Dakota. Now a 70,000 acre 
National Park is preserved here in his name. 

The restored cowtown of Medora is at the main entrance to 
the park, right off 1-94. A colorful, Old West history lives on 
here in museums, restaurants, a hotel, a zoo and a nightly 
musical in a majestic, outdoor amphitheatre. 

The Chateau de Mores is a vestige of one man's cattle empire 
dream that never quite came to pass. A French nobleman, the 
Marquis de Mores, built the house for his wife, Medora, and it 
holds the memories of settling this rugged part of North 
Dakota. 

Campers can choose from several public or private camp- 
grounds. Plan to see a lot of this area on foot or horseback, and 
really experience the Old West . . the Great way. 
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Symbol of mankind's most noble hope 
The International Peace Garden, on Highway 281 north of 
Dunseith, is a botanical masterpiece nestled in the heart of the 
Turtle Mountains. 

At the Peace Garden, designed to commemorate the friendship 
between this continent's two largest nations, you can browse 

among magnificent floral displays while standing on the long- 
est unguarded border in the world. 

Nearby Lake Metigoshe is a lovely place to cool off after a long 
day's travel. Situated in the tree covered hills of the Turtle 
Mountains, this unspoiled lake offers supervised beaches for 

swimming and plenty of room for boating and other water 
activities. Land-lubbers can camp or hike in Lake Metigoshe 
State Park. 

Off Highway 2 near Devils Lake lies Sully's Hill National Game 
Preserve. Wildlife, including buffalo and elk, thrives here, 
secure in its natural habitat. Take your camera and capture 
those moments. 

Just south of the Peace Garden, on Highway 2, a rock cairn at 

Reminders of the Old West abound Rugby marks the geographical center of the North American 
Continent. 

Fort Lincoln, south of Mandan was the headquarters of Col. 
George Armstrong Custer and the 7th Calvalry. Today the 
reconstructed blockhouses and original fort foundations stand 
guard over the confluence of the Heart and Missouri Rivers. 
Nearby the Slant Indian Village and a museum provide an 
insight into the area from the first Indian settlements to the 
time of Custer. 

You'll also enjoy seeing Ft. Abercrombie near Wahpeton, Ft. 
Totten near Devils Lake, and Ft. Union and Ft. Buford near 
Williston. Their stories are told at interpretive centers or by 
markers at each fort. 

Wagon trains, rodeos, pow-wows and cattle ranches are other 
reminders of Old West North Dakota. Wagon trains take par- 
ticipants back more than 100 years as they travel across the 
prairie. Rodeos burst with excitement and have become a 
North Dakota tradition. 

The Old West is everywhere and we are proud of it. Come and 
see it for yourself . . . The Great way. 

The spirit of the pioneers who tamed North Dakota lives on. 
Evidence of their hard work, long hours and raw courage 
remains. Take some time to learn about the way of life when 
you visit North Dakota. 

Methods of farming and ranching have changed but not the 
spirit. Modern machines have replaced horse drawn plows. 
Careful breeding now produces superior beef cattle replacing 
the Texas longhorn. But the men who run the machines and 
raise the cattle still know what it takes to get the job done: hard 
work, knowledge and faith. 

Learn of this spirit and how it mixes with modern technology 
as you travel North Dakota . . . the Great way. 

A way of life 



The Society for Range Management is pleased to 
announce the Second Edition of No. 1 in the Range 
Science Series: 

RANGELAND 
HYDROLOGY 
by Farrel A. Branson, Gerald F. Gifford, Kenneth G. Renard, and 
Richard F. Hadley 

Unique in its emphasis on the hydrology of rangelands, primarily arid and semiarid 
lands, RANG ELAND HYDROLOGY provides a text for one aspect of range manage- 
ment where none has existed before. This expanded Second Edition presents in-depth 
information for those who must manage rangeland or respond to questions about the 
impacts of land use practices on hydrology. 

Included in the new Second Edition are a chapter on modeling with approaches to 
predicting the effects of land use, and a chapter on the rapidly developing field of snow 
pack management. 

The 352-pages include 197 illustrations, providing rapid access to an assembly of 
data found nowhere else and useful in the preparation of environmental impact state- 
ments. Extensive bibliographic material with each chapter and a subject matter index 
add to the useableness of the book. 

Range scientists and managers, soil conservationists, hydrologists, agricultural 
engineers, land reclamation specialists, wildlife managers, graduate and undergradu- 
ate students and their professors, as well as all interested in the hydrology of arid lands 
will find RANGELAND HYDROLOGY a valuable addition to their libraries. (352 pages 
paper laminated cover $15.00 US) 

Order your copy today! 
Please send me copy(ies) of The Society For Range Management's Second Edition of RANGE- 
LAND HYDROLOGY by Branson et al. at $15.00 each. 

_________ Bill me (plus postage and handling) 

_________ Check enclosed (Kendall/Hunt pays shipping and handling) 

Charge my credit account: o Visa 0 Master card 

Account No. MC Bank # 

1111111111111 I III 11111 

Exp. Date Signature 
(required for all charges) 

________ I would like to have one examination copy, free for thirty days. If I decide to keep it, I will be 

billed at the single copy rate. 

Name 

Address City, State/ZIP ____________ 

Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company • 2460 Kerper Boulevard • Dubuque, Iowa 52001 
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