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President's Notes 

"Reaching Out" 
How did you like the last issue 

of Rangelands? I just received 
my copy and have only had an 
hour or two with it before writing 
this. Every issue of Rangelands 
is good but I think the April issue 
was outstanding. 

The first article by Maitland 
Sharp and a later one by Lonnie 
Williamson give an excellent per- 

spective of western range issues from the view of two 
widely recognized conservation spokesmen with a nation- 
al outlook. Three other "perspective" articles balance 
theirs: Heather Smith and Jim Little with a western ranch- 
ing perspective and K.L. Cool's as an administrator of a 
western state conservation agency. Note that all agree on 
the importance of maintaining a viable western livestock 
industry but clearly point out areas where (and why) 
changes are needed. 

Of course there is much more: stories and discussions 
of successful ranching; applications of science, technol- 
ogy, and human relations to rangeland management; a 
look at reindeer herding in the (former) USSR and live- 
stock production in Lebanon; good background informa- 
tion on Utah for those of us who will be attending our 
summer meeting at Park City in July; and a great, thought 
provoking poem by past-president Stan Tixier. 

Why is the April issue good? Because it includes a 
variety of excellent articles that anyone with any interest 
in rangelands will find educational and stimulating. Isn't it 
too bad that only a few thousand people get to read 
Ran gelands? Too bad also that more people do not 
benefit from the outstanding meetings and field tours 
sponsored by our parent society and by our sections. 

How can we provide more people an opportunity to 
benefit from our publications, meetings, and tours? Our 
traditional approach has been increasing membership. A 
lot of members put a lot of effort into this and, according 
to Pete, our current membership numbers are up five 
percent over this same time last year. This is wonderful. 
But realistically, the potential for expanding our audience 
through increased membership is limited. It is probably 
wishful thinking that even with an all-out effort we could 
double our membership in five or ten years. 

Another approach used successfully, especially by our 
sections, is to hold joint meetings and tours with other 
organizations with common interests. The payoff in terms 
of new members may not be great but the opportunity to 
share information, find common ground, and develop 
cooperation is high. To encourage expansion of these 
efforts, the Board of Directors at Spokane in February 
authorized the Executive Vice-President to provide "up 

front funding" to assist sections in sponsoring and con- 
ducting symposia and similar educational activities jointly 
with other appropriate organizations. Thanks to Past 
President Stan Tixier for promoting the idea. I hope a 
number of sections will take advantage of this new 
opportunity. 

At the National-international society level, we are also 
continuing to enhance our relationships with other organ- 
izations. Our international Affairs and International Ran- 
geland Congress Committees, chaired respectively by 
Pat Aguilar and Phil Sims, are impressively extending 
SRM's global outreach. This summer I will be participat- 
ing in a joint meeting of the Mexican Range Society 
(SOM MAP) and the Mexico Section of SRM. Ray Housley 
in Washington and Pete Jackson in Denver work regularly 
with counterparts in professional, conservation, and agri- 
cultural organizations at the national level with ever 
increasing productivity. Our Affiliations Committee, 
chaired by Dan Merkel, is currently undergoing major 
reevaluation and restructuring to make its liaison func- 
tions with other organizations more proactive. In addi- 
tion, we are working on a number of projects with other 
organization that are in various stages of development. 
You will be hearing about these in the next several 
months. 

Perhaps our greatest current opportunity for expand- 
ing our audience is the "Rangelands Subscription Pro- 
gram" recommended by the Advisory Council, adopted 
by the Board at Spokane and announced in this month's 
Trallboss News. Subscriptions to Ran gelands along with 
six issues annually of Traliboss News and the local sec- 
tion newsletter can now be offered to individuals at an 
annual cost of thirty dollars (fIve dollars to be returned to 
the section). Subscribers will be welcome participants in 
all SRM meetings but may not vote or hold office in the 
parent Society. Their role in the business of the section is 
to be determined by each individual section. Subscription 
brochures will be available by the Park City Meeting. 

We believe the Subscription Program will attract a 
whole new audience for SRM: people with an interest in 
range management but no particular interest in the Jour- 
nal of Range Management or the business of the Society; 
individuals whose primary interests and affiliations are 
with another professional, conservation, or agricultural 
organization; schools, businesses, and offices that would 
like the publications for their libraries or waiting rooms; 
folks who would just enjoy reading Rangelands and the 
more local information provided in the section newsletter; 
and those that are unable or unwilling to pay the full price 
of Society membership. A subscription may also be a first 
step towards full membership in SRM for a number of 
people. And, expanded readership of Rangelands and 
section newsletters should attract more quality articles, 

(continued on page 175) 



132 RANGELANDS 14(3), June 1992 

Interim Executive Vice-President's Report 
This page offers me a good 

opportunity to respond to Presi- 
dent Jack's challenge and offer 
some thoughts about how the 
Society is doing, and what it 
might do. If my perspective gives 
me a different view than yours, I 

hope you will share it with Jack, 
and that it will appear in Range- 
lands. 

CommunicatIons: SRM has made some big steps for- 
ward. Ran gelands, the Trail Boss News, Section newslet- 
ters, and our annual meeting help us with information 
networks. But the large and vocal group that turned out in 
Spokane just to talk about our future as a Society sent a 
message that members want to be more involved. I hope 
we can all take the initiative to make our views known; one 
thing is certain: the leadership is listening. 

LeadershIp is one of SRM's riches. We do well in select- 
ing capable, dedicated officers who do prodigious work 
at some personal sacrifice because we have much talent 
to choose from. SAM has been especially fortunate to 
have talented managers in the Executive VP job from the 
beginning, when John Clouston and Francis Colbert built 
a foundation for a viable professional society. Pete Jack- 
son's practical know-how brought us along to a take-off 
point from whence we can soar with Bud Rumburg at the 
helm; once again, we have the right person at the right 
time. 

We are on the verge of having as good a data base on 
the demographics of our membership as any group in the 
natural resources field, maybe better. But it will reflect a 
profession that has not moved as far or as fast in achiev- 
ing cultural diversity as most of us would like. At least we 
will have a very helpful picture of who and what we are as 
a basis for action. These numbers can help define our 
strengths and needs, enabling us to choose priorities for 
actions and programs. in many ways, the data base will 
set the practical parameters for our position-taking; they 
will help us set the "framework for the possible" in terms 
of our policy activities. 

PartnershIps—with other professional societies, with 
user groups, with agencies and academic institutions— 
offer opportunities to achieve vastly more than our rela- 
tively small outfit could possibly achieve alone. We've 
been working at this, but we have really just scratched the 
surface. We need ideas and inspiration. There is much 
that can be done at the Section level, and Sections with 
partnership success stories should share them. 

Sections are the strength of SRM—that's trite, but it's 
true. No other professional society I know of stages the 

size and quality of annual meetings that SRM does almost 
entirely with the volunteer effort of local sections. It's one 
of the major secrets of our success, including our finan- 
cial solvency. And Sections support the Society with 
other kinds of achievements and contributions. The 
Society would not be what it is without the Sections any 
more than the Sections would be viable without the whole 
international Society; our strength is in that unity. 

The student and youth programs of SRM are perhaps 
the strongest among scientific and educational organiza- 
tions in natural resources and agriculture, but I can recall 
no one saying we do enough. There are perhaps some 
significant steps we can take to broaden our activity 
beyond competitions and scholarships to strengthen 
recruitment into the profession and the Society. Employ- 
ers may need our help more than they realize. 

Publications, both periodical and freestanding, have 
steadily increased in quality and prestige thanks to an 
unbroken string of expert editors, boards, and contribut- 
ing authors. There are very likely new fields to conquer as 
we learn to apply new technology in publishing for fun 
and profit (to say nothing of science and policy). 

Financial health has to be one of the real concerns of 
both organizations and individuals. John Hunter and con- 
tributors large and small have done wonders with an 
endowment fund, but there is so much we collectively 
want and need to do but lack the resources. Some socie- 
ties succeed through a publications program, others 
through grants from foundations, and some by perform- 
ing services without competing with members. Few do it 
on dues alone. This is clearly a challenge big enough to 
involve all 5,000+ of us. 

The effectIveness of an organization like ours in serving 
the public, our profession, and our members depends 
upon our collective reputation and our record—and on 
our visibility to the world. There are things we are doing 
that have increased that visibility, and there are more we 
can do—as suggested above. I'm not talking just about 
public relations, important as that may be, but about 
meaningful involvement in issues that matter, and about 
thoughtful statements of poi icy within our areas of exper- 
tise. We have some exciting opportunities ahead of us in 
these times when public perceptions of rangelands are 
changing (and not always for the better). Changing rela- 
tionships among uses and users of range resources, and 
broadened interest in our work are opening new and 
unmapped trails. As a profession and as partners with 
others in resource stewardship, we must soberly consider 
how to provide guidance and leadership. Most of all, we 
need to ask who will lead the way if we don't—and where 
will they take us?—Ray Housley, Interim Executive Vice- 
President, SRM 
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The Future of Range Education 
James P. Dobrowolski, compfller 

Introduction 

James P. Dobrowoiskl and Mort M. Kothmann. Res- 

pectively, Department of Range Science, Utah State 
University, Logan, UT 84322-5230 and Department 
of Rangeland Ecology andManagement, Texas A&M 
University, College Station, TX 77843. 
The following workshop proceedings bring together 

some of the educational leaders in the field of range 
science to present and discuss a broad collection of 
issues facing the range management profession. In the 
spring of 1990, the Society for Range Management (SRM) 
Board of Directors and the Range Science Education 
Council (RSEC) established a task group to examine the 
status and future of range management education. The 
Board of Directors charged the task group to make an 
assessment of range management education for the 218t 

century with thefollowing tasks: (1) Conduct aworkshop 
about the future of range management education at the 
1991 SRM Annual Meeting; (2) Conduct a symposium in 
1992 at the SRM Annual Meeting to report the findings of 
subcommittees formed out of the 1991 workshop; (3) 
Report the conclusions and recommendations of the task 
group to the Board of Directors. Thethree-year study will 
evaluate the status and future of range management edu- 
cation relative to undergraduate education, graduate 
education and related research, adult and youth exten- 
sion, and the needs of industry and agencies. 

This workshop proceedings is the result of the charge 
given to the Future in Range Management Education 
Task Group. It was set up in cooperation with the annual 
workshop coordinated by the vice chair of the RSEC. A 
framework for the papers presented in the workshop was 
established by providing speakerswithsomethought-provoking 
questions. However, the speakers were not obligated to 
specifically address these questions. Some of the ques- 
tions included: 

1. What are some areas where range management has 
clearly not lived up to its proclaimed commitment to the 
resource and what is needed to rectify the situation? Have 
we lived up to the objectives stated on the inside of each 
issue of the Journal of Range Management? Why or why 
not? 

2. Why has our improved knowledge of rangeland 
ecosystem function not led to better management of the 

resource? Is this a technology/information problem, an 
attitude problem, or a political problem? If it is a political 
problem, should we as scientists get more involved in the 
political process? 

3. Have we become bogged down in attempting to 
classify and fit plant communities to a certain system or 
functionality? Why? Is carrying capacity still a useful 
concept? 

4. Have we considered alternative products from range- 
land? Do we need to produce students who will consider 
alternatives? Will a curriculum in conformity with U.S. 
Office of Personnel Management (OPM) standards pro- 
duce a manager who considers alternatives? Do we need 
retraining to include these alternatives in our courses? 
How do we establish art on-going dialogue with OPM to 
keep their standards updated and modern? 

5. If we disbanded the range management profession, 
would the resource suffer? Why? 

6. Despite our advanced knowledge, why do some 
range managers still cling to archaic methodologies, 
concepts and rules of thumb? Papers presej?ted at the Future of Range Management Workshop/Panel 

Discussion, 44 Annual Meeting of the Society for Range Management, 
Washington, DC, January16, 1991. James P. Dobrowolski is past chair of the 
Range Science Education Council and associate professor in the Department 
of Range Science, Utah State University, Logan, Utah 84322-5230. 
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7. Are U.S. range managers/students learning princi- 
ples which provide the proper expertise to consult or 
manage rangelands worldwide? 

8. How can we realistically overcome our perceived 
single commodity orientation in time to become movers 
and shakers in natural resource management? 

9. How can we expect our students and the public to 
distinguish between range science (apolitical) and range 
management (always embroiled in politics) if we do not 
really know the difference ourselves? 

10. How can we come up with an incentive structure for 
range improvement on public lands? 

11. Does the SAM encourage change and diversity to 
meet future needs or is it stagnant and reactionary? 

12. Do we need to completely restructure our approach 
in the teaching of ecology, land management, etc.? It 
appears that individuals and programs that are impacting 
natural resources management are coming from the 
basic biological and physical sciences. How do we create 
a teaching environment that spawns critical thinking and 
the need to continually challengethescientific principles 
that drive the use and management of natural resources? 

13. How can the range profession (mainly the academ- 
ics) meld with the reported burgeoning interest in con- 
servation biology and ecosystem reconstruction taking 
place in non-land grant universities, without being swal- 
lowed up by them and becoming lost in the process? 

14. How can we as range managers get involved in the 
current movement known as sustainable agriculture? 
What does this term mean? Does it mean sustainable 
forever? 

Undergraduate Education 

Robert NIcholson. Department of Biological Science, 
Fort Hays State University, Hays, KS 67601. 
What can you tell your students that is central dogma in 

range management? The vague statements like "take half 
and leave half" suggest there are no generally accepted 
dogmas on which range management is based. Range 
management is a discipline that lacks a central focus. We 
all know what range management is, we can define it, and 
we can describe it. The closest thing that we have to a 
central dogma remains unpublished. It would be some- 
thing like, "land used for grazing by large herbivores has a 
carrying capacity." Holechek et al. (1989) have based 
range management on five basic concepts: 

1. Rangeland is a renewable resource. 
2. Energyfromthesun is captured by plants, which can 

only be harvested by the grazing animals. 
3. Rangelands supply man with food and fiber at a very 

low energy cost with ruminant animals. 
4. Rangeland productivity is determined by soil, topo- 

graphic, and climatic factors. 
5. A variety of products and amenities are harvested 

from rangelands. 
Rangeland use by ruminant livestock comes as close as 

any attempt to state the dogma of range management. 
Range management has always been an amalgamation of 
disciplines and subdisciplines, most involving the use of 
land for the grazing of large herbivores, especially large 
domestic livestock. I believe the RSEC and Futures in 
Range Management Education Task Group have the 
responsibility to outlinethe basic set of principles to form 
the basis of range management. 

Range management originated from a need to recog- 
nize the limits of nature in providing forage for domestic 
livestock grazing. It has evolved into a separate discipline 
from its origins in grassland ecology. Yet today many of 
us are still tied to management with perennial grasses. 
Fortunately, this tie to perennials is beginning to change 
and I think this is evidenced in the broader scope of 
management alternatives outlined in Holechek et al. 
(1989). 

In the future, we are going to have to broaden and 
deepen our thinking. These efforts do not mean adding 
more ecological jargon, but achieving a thorough under- 
standing of the plant-animal-environment relationships. 
These relationships are not new, but perhaps a new way 
of looking at the concept of range management. I believe 
we have failed to provide adequate knowledge of the 
ruminant digestive system and the importance of plant 
phenology in the diet of ruminants. Application of a thor- 
ough understanding of the dynamics of ruminant diges- 
tion in relation to the dynamics of vegetal phenology 
would insure such things as correct stocking rate. It 
would prevent grazing at the wrong time of year. This 
understanding would prevent the improper application of 
grazing systems. It would prevent soil loss and it would 
maximize net profits. I am not advocating that we envison 
rangeland as a single resource. Rangeland represents 
multiple resources. It does mean that we must do a good 
job of educating our students for the purposes of man- 
agement of the most important resources. 

What are the basics? How do we decide what we teach? 
What do our students need to know? Well, they certainly 
need to know some basic science. How much specializa- 
tion, or how much application? What should be taught 
regarding holistic resource management, if it is taught at 
all? Certainly we should include critical thinking in the 
range management curriculum. Critical thinking is a buzz 
word that has been floating around the universities now 
for a few years. What is critical thinking? Broadly, it is the 
use of any cognitive skill higher than recall. More nar- 
rowly, it is defined as the process of evaluating a body of 
evidence, separating assumptions from observations, 
and reaching conclusions based on evidence. Either way, 
it is difficult to teach though easier to test. Unfortunately, 
many of us are content to assume that students in our 
classes will acquire the skills of critical thinking elsewhere. 

It is said that in a small Moravian village at the time of 
the old Austrian empire, an inspector from the ministry of 
education arrived one day to visit the school room. It was 
part of his duty to make such periodic inspections of the 
schools. At the end of the hour after he had observed the 
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class, he stood up and said, "I am glad to see that you 
children are doing well with your studies. You are a good 
class. I am satisfied with your progress. Therefore, before 
I go there is one question that I want to ask. How many 
hairs does a horse have?" Immediately one little nine-year 
old's hand shot up. And to the astonishment of both the 
teacher and the inspector the student said the horse has 
3,571,962 hairs. Wonderingly, the inspector asked, "And 
how do you know this is the correct number?" The nine- 
year old replied, "If you don't believe me you can count 
them for yourself." The inspector broke into loud laugh- 
ter, thoroughly enjoying the remark. As the inspector was 
escorted by the teacher down the aisle to the door he said 
"That is an amusing anecdote. I must tell it to my col- 
leagues in the ministry when I return to Vienna. I can 
already seem them laughing. They enjoy nothing better 
than a good joke." And he left the school. 

It is now a year later, the inspector is back at the village 
again. As the teacher was walking with him to the door he 
stopped and said, "By the way inspector how did your 
colleagues like the story of the horse and the number of 
hairs?" "Oh", the inspector slapped the teacher on the 
back and said "Oh yes, I was really anxious to tell this 
story, it was such a fine story, but you see I couldn't. When 
I got back to Vienna, I wasn't able for the life of me to 
remember the number of hairs." Those of you that have 
shared classroom duty can appreciate the implication. 

In the annual RSEC meetings we should review the 
Office of Personnel Management (OPM) standards for 
the range conservationist. We should send the results to 
OPM and other agencies. We should not permit the agen- 
cies to dictate course selection or course content. OPM 
should know that we are consistent and attendant to OPM 
standards. As many of you know I was opposed to the 
establishment of an 18 credit hour minimum requirement. 
I do not oppose the content of the curriculum, only the 
particular nature of course listings. Because many of our 
graduates are not employed in range mangement, and to 
better prepare our students, we should diversify the cur- 
riculum so that our students are better prepared for a 
broad array of careers. Many universities have imple- 
mented or are implementing Bachelor of Science (BS) 
programs in environmental studies. These programs are 
multidisciplinary and include significant coursework in 

biology and chemistry. These programs prepare students 
to work in careers such as waste disposal and water qual- 
ity management, not land management. Land-fill man- 
agement might be a possible career but not necessarily 

land management. My former range management stu- 
dents that are presently working as professionals in 
governmental or industrial water quality or waste man- 
agement were advised to take a wide variety of courses. 
As in most professions, experience on the job is neces- 
sary in order to be effective. If we make sure that our 
students get the basics, and are taught how to think criti- 
cally, they will be better prepared than if they have an 
abundance of highly specialized coursework. 

I am reminded of an apocryphal southern university 
that implemented a curriculum of alligator farming. They 
had alligator biology, alligator ecology, alligator taxon- 
omy, alligator recreation, alligator economics, alligator 
nutrition, alligator watershed management, and so forth. 
By the way, their graduates could not even get a job as 
crocodile farmers. What kind of jobs do our graduates 
attain? A range management career may not be likely. A 
recent survey documented that in the biological sciences 
only about 25% of the graduates were employed in biol- 
ogy. In agriculture, the percentage is about 50%. The job 
placement rate in range management is somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 2550%. The best of all disciplines is 
80%, and these disciplines are in medically related areas. 
What do you tell your advisees or perspective students? 
Do you tell them there is a 1 in 4 oral in 2 chance that they 
will get a job in range management upon graduation? Or 
is it your instinct to say something that is less statistical? 
There are more statistics that I can share with you and 
those of you that are teachers and advisors want your 
students to make well-informed choices on their career. 

Dr. Mort Kothmann of Texas A&M University sent outa 
RSEC questionnaire during the fall of 1990. He received a 
return of about 50% from universities with range man- 
agement and science curricula. I made an extrapolated 
estimate of potential graduates based on about 20 
universities—seven graduates per year averaged over the 
past five years. The simple arithmetic results are that over 
700 students have graduated in range management in the 
last five years. The number of range conservationists in 
the government agencies is relatively small, and openings 
are typically scarce. 

QualIty In Undergraduate EducatIon 
Most universities do an excellent job of educating 

graduate students. However, undergraduate teaching 
often takes a back seat. Most faculty members do not 
consider themselves to be part of the problem. Most sur- 
veys show that we rate ourselves very highly. What is the 
problem? One of the problems is that undergraduate 
teaching is not a primary concern of most major universi- 
ties or even "want-to-be" universities. There is a lot of 
evidence that administrators talk about the importance of 
undergraduate teaching but their actions and budgets 
speak otherwise. 

For instance, consider the professorial award structure. 
Most of us are not rewarded for teaching but for research. 
You cannot get hired, an increase in salary, promoted or 
tenured, without research. Brilliant teaching will not save 

In the future, we are going to have to broaden and 
deepen our thinking. If we can make sure that our 
students get the basics, and are taught how to think 
critically, they will be better prepared than f they have 
an abundance of highly specialized course- 
work. 
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an aspiring assistant professor if he or she has conducted 
no research. Mediocre research will usually suffice to 
obtain tenure regardless of teaching ability. It is no sur- 
pise that university teaching awards are available only to 
tenured professors. What administrator would want to 
face the embarrassment of having to fire an untenured but 
excellent teacher because he or she had not done enough 
research or even mediocre research? Tenure is the ulti- 
mate freedom from accountability especially when it 
comes to teaching. A tenured professor that evolves to 
poor or no research simply will not get published. But a 

tenured professor that teaches 
poorly will continue to teach. 
Studies indicate that research 
prowess is unrelated to excel- 
lence in teaching. Unfortunate- 
ly, few undergraduate students 
ever have the chance to dis- 
cover this themselves because 
often the distinguished resear- 
chers are excused from teach- 
ing. Much important research 
comes from universities, but a 
lot of what is done is mediocre 
and done for the sake of the 
career advancement. 

A survey concluded that one 
fifth of college graduates find 
that their degree has prepared 
them poorly or not all fortheir 
current positions. Part of this 
conclusion is due to students 
finding work outside of their 

major. Student advocacy groups are beginning to make 
themselves heard on campuses. Legislatures are growl- 
ing about a lack of accountability and the need for 
assessment. Most universities are in process of imple- 
menting the assessment program that has been dictated 
to them from the state house or from the capital. Last year 
President Bush and 50 governors set a goal that by the 
year 2000, United States students would be first in the 
world in math and science achievement. Events since 
August 1990 have altered the goals because we are near 
the bottom overall in terms of education. Whether U.S. 
students can climb to the top in the next nine years is 
questionable. If we do not start to emphasize and reward 
excellence in undergraduate teaching we probably will 
not achieve this goal. 

In closing, my intent was to cause the incipience of 
thinking about undergraduate education and range man- 
agement. I do not intend to set the agenda. I do not 
pretend to possess any special insight into this matter. 
The collective insight of all of us, plus the application of 
some critical thinking, will make us better at undergradu- 
ate education. Paraphrasing an old adage, "Introspection 
is good for the soul," I know that if you did not think 
undergraduate education could be improved, you would 
not be here. 

Comment: We have athread running through the SAM 
meetings in Washington, DC, of a lack of communication 
and technology transfer. Are we stressing the sociology, 
human ecology, and/or communication skills in our 
range management curricula? 

Nicholson: Most of these topics are usually included in 
the liberal arts requirements. Most undergraduate degrees 
have these requirements, but not all. At least as far as our 
university [Fort Hayes State] is concerned and most oth- 
ers have a liberal arts requirement. There is almost always 
a social science requirement as well as other require- 
ments in the humanities. These requirements vary from 
university to university. We do not have a RESC policy or 
current OPM requirement that requires anything from the 
social sciences, per se. 

Comment: I would submit that in your curricula you 
should take more control of the socio-political aspect. 
Socio-political aspects of resource management, negoti- 
ation skills, and conflict management should be required 
of students wanting a position in the federal government. 
These socio-political skills, in addition to the technical 
expertise, are what students need. We are really depend- 
ing on the liberal arts requirements to coverthis need. I do 
not believe these requirements will be adequate. 

NIcholson: I agree with you. What you are describing is 
the addition of more courses to a curriculum that is 
already very heavy, certainly in the technical knowledge 
area. I suspect that at some point in time a master of 
science degree will be a basic requirement. This require- 
ment is probably coming and is certainly something to 
think about, as a basic requirement for education in range 
management. 

Future Directions For Range Manage- 
ment and Range Graduate Education 

Joseph L. Schuster. Department of Range/and Ecol- 
ogy and Management, Texas A&M University, Col- 
lege Station, TX 77843. 
The decade of the 90's will be a time of great opportun- 

ity and a period of fantastic change. Never in the history of 
the world has there been a period in which changes are 
occurring so rapidly, and the next 10 years promise to 
accelerate this change. The range profession and the role 
of the range resource manager will change drastically. 
Change is difficult, but we have the advantage of new 
knowledge and new technologies to help us accept 
changes and make the correct adjustments in our ap- 
proaches to resource management. 

Range management in the United States had its begin- 
nings around the turn of the century, but only after some 
rangelands had been subjected to severe overgrazing and 
misuse. The discipline of range management was formal- 
lied in the 20's; however, It took the Dust Bowl of the 30's 
to cause a real concern for conservation and range man- 
agement. Much of the range management information 
and technology has been developed since the middle 
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30's, when the great conservation movement began. 
There will be more technology developed in the next 10 
years than in the 50 years since 1940. The next 10 years 
will bring considerable change in resource use, and con- 
sequently the need for new technology in rangeland 
management. The future will mean more people, more 
interaction between people, and more pressure on range- 
land resources to provide more goods and services. By 
the year 2000, the world's populations will exceed 6 bil- 
lion, and the U.S. population will likely exceed 300 
million. 

Along with more people to feed and clothe, there will be 
an increasing demand for outdoor recreation, off-site 
water, and many other alternative uses of rangelands. 
These pressures, along with environmental concerns and 
social issues will require different technologies and man- 
agement strategies than exist today. Range managers of 
the 90's must be total resource managers with multidisci- 
plinary tools and interdisciplinary approaches to man- 
agement and decision making. 

Those resource managers trained as little as five years 
ago must accept new technologies, and they must also 
accept changes in land uses and values. Thus a need 
exists for continuing education in rangeland resource 
management. New technology is developing, our know- 
ledge base is exploding, and tools are becoming available 
that are unfamiliar to traditional rangeland resource 
managers. As a result, the use of the systems approach to 
rangeland resource management will be imperative. New 
knowledge and technology must be learned by all of us as 
a prerequisite for successful change in the management 
of rangeland resources. Examples of new technology 
include decision support systems, expert systems, infor- 
mation management systems, remote sensing, space 
technology, robotics, genetic engineering, and other 
high technology areas that offer great opportunities in 
natural resource management. 

It is easy to predict better vegetation management tools 
such as better herbicides, more efficient machinery, bet- 
ter grazing systems, more productive plants and better 
revegetation techniques. These technologies are contin- 
u ing to develop; but new technologies must be developed 
to manage these technologies in the manner required to 
meet the needs placed on rangeland resources in the 
future. 

The evolution of computer technology and its impact 
on natural resource management is not complete. Com- 
puter technology has already advanced past simulation 

modelling, artificial intelligence, databases management, 
and decision support systems for selecting the best man- 
agement practices. The next 10 years will see tremendous 
advances in the use of computers in integrating biological 
and economic resources and the use of models and deci- 
sion support systems in resource management. 

Biotechnology will expand range production efficiency. 
Biological efficiency of rangelands will be improved by 

the introduction of new forage species. New species, bet- 
ter ableto copewith avariable environment, will be deve- 
loped through genetic engineering processes. Plants 
which are more photosynthetically efficient and more 
resistant to environmental stress will be developed and 
adapted to the rangeland environment. Cloning of high 
quality superior germ plasm will be commonplace. 

We can expect new systems of animal breeding in all 
classes of livestock. Current embryo transfer, twinning, 
and ova manipulation will be commonplace. Leaner, 
more efficient livestock will be genetically engineered for 
rangeland conditions. Increased production of milk/meat 
per animal as well as improved carcass characteristics 
will also be achieved through improvements of regulating 
the animals' endocrine system and metabolism. 

The systems approach to resource management will 
lead to development of mathematical models and deci- 
sion support systems which will allow the integration of 
several disciplines. The rangeland resource manager will 
be able to factor in both the strategic and tactical level in- 
puts in making decisions about the effects of various 

practices or enterprises on the resource operation. Inputs 
to the models will include technical advances in brush 

management, grazing management, wildlife habitat devel- 

opment, and animal husbandry. 
From a global perspective, several major events will 

impact agriculture and range management in the future. 
The tremendous advances in computer technology and 

Those resource managers trained as little as five years 
ago must accept new technologies, and they must 
accept changes in land uses and values. Thus a need 
exists for continuing education in ran geland resources 
management. 
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the emergence of genetic engineering have already been 
discussed. A significant rise in the energy and mineral 
costs can be predicted as influenced by the activities in 
the Persian Gulf. The resurgence of an environmental 
ethic will affect rangeland management and what is 
taught in the classroom. It will also affect the type of 
research conducted. Range management must be part of 
the environmental movement. Water quality and quantity 
are critical, as evidenced by the national and international 
efforts in watershed and riparian management. There is a 
continuing emphasis on diet and health which will affect 
the type of products from rangeland, and economical 
range livestock production. The unification of Europe, 
alteration of the Soviet Union, and other world events will 
influence the range management profession, since tre- 
mendous rangeland resources exist overseas. 

These changes must influence our research, teaching, 
career advising, and curriculum development. Graduate 
education needs in the 90's must respect the increased 
urbanization of our population. In private land states, 
range management professionals must understand the 
needs of absentee owners. A clientele change seems inev- 
itable. New land values and alternative uses of rangeland 
will increase the required knowledge base of the range 
professional. 

With an increased urban population comes a more 
sophisticated and worldly student. More international 
undergraduate and graduate students will require some 
adjustment in research endeavors and curricula. The tra- 
ditional College of Agriculture is being integrated into 
other university functions. The land grant system is losing 
some of its effectiveness and clout at the university level 
and with legislators. 

An image change for range management is necessary. 
The government agency clientele continue to regard 
range management as livestock production. The U.S. 
Forest Service could have forest and rangeland resource 
divisions, with wildlife, recreation, and water as products 
and uses in the rangeland division on a forest. 

Where do we go from here? Range educators must be 
responsive to graduate student needs. Students need to 
be exposed to global scale problems and socio-political/ 
human ecology issues. Range science must address the 
broader, global needs of society. Social, cultural, politi- 
cal, and international aspects of education should be 
developed. 

Increased emphasis should be p'aced on an ecosystem 
perspective, environmental issues, and alternative uses of 
rangeland. Skills should be developed that are valuable in 
other aspects of human activities such as recreation, 

environmental management, biotechnology, information 
technology, etc. More emphasis should be placed on 
conservation, information flow, and less on production. 
Emphasize entrepreneurship, innovation, and professional 
ethics. 

Students must have the tools available to handle large 
amounts of information. They should be able to integrate 
the existing technologies while maintaining an adequate 
level of field experience. The graduate education expe- 
rience should provide a strong emphasis on the scientific 
method, emphasizing research education, not just new 
technology. Graduate programs should be structured so 
that students receive experience in the systems approach 
to rangeland management and experience in a multidis- 
ciplinary decision-making process. The development of 
problem-solving skills is essential. The knowledge of 
computer applications in natural resource management 
is also a requirement. Finally, the graduate student needs 
a basic core of biological and social science courses to 
become a 90's rangeland manager. 

Comment: Do all universities need to address all issues? 
In this country, we tend to deal with management of 
private versus public lands. There is a great diversity 
among universities and wetend to be regional in what we 
do, because the rangeland resources are different. Range- 
land management will be different in Oregon in compari- 
son with the Great Plains. 

Schustec I am not saying we should abandon range 
management. We rely on good range management as a 
data base. I guess what I am saying is that our students 
need a core of rangeland resources management. I think 
if we give them a good biological and sociological basis, 
some decision-making tools, and insight into the decision- 
making process, the students will be able to adjust to 
these changes in range management. We are still going to 
emphasize a basic range management program, but the 
emphasis will be on environmental concerns, ecological 
principles, water, and wildlife, not traditional range man- 
agement. 

The Role of Extension in the Future of 
Range Management 

Kendall L. Johnson. Range Resources Department, 
University of Idaho, Moscow, ID, 83843. 
What is the mission and function of extension? The 

process continues to be little understood by those not 
directly involved, even though extension programs have 
been conducted for three-quarters of a century in the 
United States. The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 established a 
national educational program designed to transfer the 
results of land grant university research to agriculturists. 
Initially, extension was organized as a system of practical, 
"hands-on" education focused on three classical audien- 
ces: farmers, rural homemakers and agricultural youth. 
By design, it was focused on private agriculturists and 
private land. 

Graduate students need to be exposed to global scale 
problems and socio-political/human ecology issues. 

Increased emphasis should be placed on an ecosystem 
perspective, environmental issues, and alternative uses 
of rangeland. 
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In the years since, extension has gradually grown and 
shifted within a changing society to work with a much 
broader clientele, including many nonfarm and urban 
audiences. Likewise it now works on a much wider range 
of issues, including resource conservation, public policy, 
consumer well being, and environmental awareness. For 
example, the public land issues which occupy so much 
social attention today were not evident in the early 1900's. 
But production agriculture has continued as a central 
extension emphasis throughout the nation, and will be 
the major focus of this paper. 

When extension came upon the scene, agriculture was 
almost entirely focused on the agronomic or intensive as 
opposed to the ecologic or extensive forms of manage- 
ment. Then as now, the functional edge of extension in 
achieving its educational objectives rested with the county 
agent. By design, experience and tradition alike, the 
county agent is channeled to work with, and thereby 
develop an affinity for, the private agriculturalist. In this 
context, the overall effectiveness of the extension agent 
can often be closely related to the possession of neces- 
sary people skills. This concept can be taken further to 
say that effectiveness always is a function of the degree to 
which an agent is cast in the societal mores of a given time 
and place. These influences, although not often articu- 
lated by the agents themselves and certainly not by most 
commentators looking at the extension agent, are extremely 
powerful. To be effective, an extension agent charged 
with serving private agriculturalists simply must be cast 
within their area of relevance and in the way they look at 
the world, and must possess adequate skills levels. Given 
major deficiencies in either of these categories, the agent 
does not last very long. Although this concept is very 
important, at times it can be a two-edged sword with both 
strengths and weaknesses. The most apparent conjoined 
strength and weakness of these kinds of characteristics is 

that an agent trained in agronomic as opposed to ecolog- 
ical agriculture tends to be production oriented, but as a 
converse tends to be somewhat insensitive to extensive 
management and to the ecological consequences of 
agricultural technology as well. 

In terms of our focus on range management, these 
characteristics tend to concentrate the efforts of the 
agent on the ranch itself, often expressed in terms of 
efforts to strengthen animal management, to improve the 
range pasture system, and to deal with ranch rather than 
range economics. There is often a corresponding lack of 
emphasis on extensively managed grazing land, public 
lands associated with the ranch, range management, 
environmental concerns, and new values associated with 
the use of such lands. 

The effects of this type of agent performance can be 
seen on both private and public land. For example, no one 
can claim that the range condition of extensively man- 
aged lands in a private land state such as Texas is every- 
where what it should be. But the effects of agronomic 
emphasis and ecological de-emphasis are much more 
vivid in public land states, and the solution of problems 
they pose harder to comprehend. Given these features, 
extension in an public land state can be seen to prevent 
ranchers from meeting their new challenges instead of 
helping to devise solutions. There are too many county 
agents whose approach to the rise of environmental con- 
cerns, as exemplified by environmental impact state- 
ments on grazing, was to help fight the management 
agencies and grazing critics, instead of helping the 
rancher deal with the new requirements and obligations. 
At the extreme, the agent becomes part of the problem 
rather than part of the solution. 

An analog of these kinds of effects can be developed for 
private land states. Although a considerable number of 
intensive agricultural concerns remain, there is also a 
growing need for ecological awareness of environmental 
concerns on private land. Probably the best example for 
the county agent is the present concern over water quality 
and quantity. The concept of water flowing onto a piece of 
property that should be in the same quality when it flows 
off that piece of property is going to become steadily a 
more persuasive argument in land management. It will be 
the avenue for concern, for legislation, and for regulation 
which will become larger in the coming years. Such con- 
cerns will have a powerful effect on private land uses, and 
the way that the agent chooses to help private land 
owners respond to those concerns is going to be critical. 

Extension services everywhere must incorporate a 
requirement of ecological awareness and a heightened 
emphasis on people skills into their search for new 

agents. Extension must make a definite effort to 
expand into audiences beyond farmers, rural home- 
makers and agricultural youth in order to be effect in 
the years ahead. 
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If we say that all of these features, e.g., environmental 
requirements, extensive management, and public policy, 
are now part of the extension universe, what will it take to 
make extension more effective in the future? 

First, extension services everywhere must incorporate 
a requirement of ecological awareness and a heightened 
emphasis on people skills into their search for new agents. 
Although it is neither management nor research, exten- 
sion is the contact point between the land grant university 
and the person on the ground. This contact is formulated 
through people skills which will allow agents to interact 
with the many new audiences of an ecologically aware 
world. 

Second, extension must make a definite effort to 
expand into audiences beyond the classical three in order 
to be effective in the years ahead. The same kind of organ- 
ized extension effort, prescribed by the Smith-Lever Act 
for agriculturists of the last seven decades, must be 
directed at other groups over the entire spectrum of pro- 
duction/ecological concerns. These groups will range 
from bankers on the one hand, who are most concerned 
with the production function, to more or less prickly 
environmental groups on the other hand, who do not 
understand the production function. In public land states, 
the groups will include public land management agency 
personnel. This change will likely occur in extension 
efforts directed to the organized groups, clubs, associa- 
tions, coalitions, and action agents that are so much a 
part of our political and social landscape today. 

Third, extension agents must expand their concern and 
their efforts directed toward the general urban public. 
Unquestionably, dealing with the general urban public is 

difficult. But because the votes, the money, the power, 
and the decision-making authority are increasingly vested 
in the cities, extension simply has to find some way to 
communicate with urban publics. This communication 
effort certainly will be diffuse rather than direct, and will 
probably center on information transfer through elec- 
tronic media. In turn, this will require different kinds of 
communication strengths in both extension as an organi- 
zation and in its agents. 

Fourth, extension must be much more proactive in 
helping private landowners meet their social-environ- 
mental challenges. Too often, the response of county 
agents has been only defensive: How can we defeat 
them? How can we make them go away? How can we 
suffer until they do go away so that we can get back to life 
as it should be? Extension has not been effective in prom- 
oting the idea that these issues are here to stay and must 
be addressed. As important as agricultural technologies 
continue to be, such as an improved strain of alfalfa for 
use on improved pastures, it may be even more important 
to deal with the applications of the Clean Water Act on the 
land. We may be sure that if land managers assisted by 
extension don't incorporate such provisions into their 
management decisions, then someone else will, probably 
through regulation. 

In summary, for extension to be effective, more ecolog- 
ically trained agents with increased emphasis on people 
and political skills will be required. Second, expansion of 
extension efforts beyond the classical audiences to 
organized groups over the entire spectrum will be needed. 
Third, new ways to effectively address urban publics must 
be developed. Fourth, extension activities in helping pri- 
vate land owners meet their social-environmental chal- 
lenges are sorely needed. I am not pessimistic about the 
prospects of realizing these changes in extension. The 
challenges are great, and will require concentrated efforts, 
but I believe they can and will be met. An outstanding 
example has been the proactive development of the 
cooperative resource management program in the public 
land states. I take great encouragement from this type of 
activity. I believe extension can remain, if it chooses to 
remain, the sort of viable tradition-making force in Ameri- 
can agriculture that it has been for over 75 years. 

Comment: I don't think many people have a feel for 
range management or the problems faced by private land 
owners. Couldn't we make better use of television, radio, 
artists, and others who can educate the public and make 
the message more attractive? Can a relationship with the 
public be built? 

Johnson: The kind of effort you describe weaves a 
thread through the concept of expansion beyond the 
classical three audiences and is the only readily available 
way for extension to serve the urban public. Such effort 
can lay the groundwork for contacting certain groups. 
Certainly, it is a proactive way of helping land managers 
deal with their social and environmental problems. The 
overall concept poses something of a problem which has 
not received much attention. I can remember trying this 
type of outreach and being admonished by my adminis- 
trator about the utility of these efforts because of some 
very practical concerns: 1) these audiences are not con- 
tained in the Smith-Lever Act; 2) the efforts do not help 
farmers and ranchers in the conventional sense; and 3) 
such programs do not assure political support of the 
extension plan when budget time comes, because the 
urban folks are not writing their legislators about exten- 
sion, but the farmers and ranchers are. Unless we can get 
the message across that farmers and ranchers are being 
helped by efforts with the urban public, our efforts will be 
thwarted—a large problem to be solved. 

Comment: I think the land grant universities are mov- 
ing very much in the direction of tele-conferencing and 
the use of other telecommunication systems. 

Continuing Education Needs in Range 
Management 
F.E. "Fee" Busby. Winrock International, Morn/ton, 

AR, 72110. 
Winrock International had the privilege of working with 

the U.S. Forest Service during 1989-90 to develop a con- 
tinuing education program for personnel involved in 
rangeland resource management. The project included a 
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survey of over 700 Forest Service personnel identified by 
the agency as being involved in "rangeland vegetation 
management;" two task force meetings of Forest Service, 
Bureau of Land Management, Extension Service, and 
university range and wildlife personnel; and participation 
by Winrock project staff in several national and regional 
Forest Service workshops and conferences. 

The continuing education program recommended as a 
result of this study will fill part of the gap that exists in 
educational and career development opportunities avail- 
able to Forest Service rangeland resource managers. 
While the study was done for the Forest Service, results 
should be useful for all agencies involved in rangeland 
management. The recommended program is designed 
for mid- to upper-level range personnel with rangeland 
resource management responsibilities and 10 or more 
years of experience. It attempts to avoid duplication of 
other educational opportunities, both within and outside 
the agency. The recommended program is designed to 
address needs that can best be met by a nationally coor- 
dinated effort. 

Recommended Educational Program 
The recommended program is designed to provide 

rangeland resource managers with the necessary techni- 
cal and leadership skillsto (1) maintain orenhance range- 
land ecosystems for the long-term well-being of the 
environment; (2) produce a mix of goods and services 
valued by society; (3) respond to changing public values 
for rangeland resources; (4) contribute to the long-term 
economic and social well-being of individuals, local 
communities, and the nation; and (5) contribute fully to 
interdisciplinary management of rangeland ecosystems. 

The recommended program includes three courses. 
1. Rangeland policy and socloeconomics—The focus 

of this course will be to prepare mid- to upper-level range- 
land resource managers to identify and deal with societal 
changes that affect use and management of rangeland 
resources; to more fully document the social and eco- 
nomic values of rangeland resources; and to use this 
information in rangeland planning, management, and 
public policy programs. 

The rangeland policy and socioeconomic course was 
recommended as the first course. It was designed to help 
rangeland management personnel develop a better under- 
standing of the complex political and economic issues 

that must be addressed if successful rangeland manage- 
ment programs are to be developed and implemented. A 
frustration seems to exist among Forest Service person- 
nel concerning these issues and the societal changes 
they represent. This course should help range manage- 
ment personnel deal with this frustration. 

2. LeadershIp, communication, and coordination—This 
course will increase the knowledge and skills needed by 
mid- to upper-level rangeland managers to work with and 
guide people in participatory rangeland planning and 
management programs that balance the needs and wants 
of people with the use capacity of the land. 

This course was recommended as the second in the 
series because of the need for rangeland management 
professionals to develop better people skills so they can 
be more effective in the political and economic environ- 
ment in which they work'. This course was designed to 
capitalize on the increased understanding of the political, 
social, and economic issues developed in the first course. 
3. Rangeland ecosystem management—The focus of the 
rangeland ecosystem management continuing education 
course will be to provide mid- to upper-level range man- 
agers with new skills and enhanced abilities to manage 
rangeland ecosystems to meet the needs of individual, 
rural communities, and society. 

This course is the capstone course that will help range- 
land management professionals use ecosystem man- 
agement concepts in new ways in order to be more 
responsive to the political, social, and socioeconomic 
issues raised in the first course and the people and partic- 
ipatory management skills developed in the second 
course. 

it was recommended that the course be developed so 
that participants will track through each of the three 
courses in the indicated order. Much of thesuccess of the 
continuing education program depends on how well the 
first two courses prepare participants to deal with the 
political and socioeconomic environment in which they 
work. The third course must help participants develop a 
new vision of how rangeland ecosystems can "serve the 
people" in new as well as old ways. 

Teaching Approaches and Learning Activities 
These courses must utilize "learn by doing" teaching 

approaches. For example, the "law or business school" 
approach of pre-class reading of case studies and in- 
depth discussion by and questioning of participants in 
class may be a useful teaching approach for the range- 
land policy and socioeconomics course. Actual practice 
of communication skills and role playing should be used 
in the leadership, communication, and coordination course. 
Field studies and computer simulations offer useful 
approaches for teaching the rangeland ecosystem man- 
agement course. It will be desirable to include in all 

'According to information provided by the Forest Service on December 2, 
1991, the Leadership, Communication, and Coordination course will be the 
first offered. It will be offered at the Bureau of Land Management Training 
Center in Phoenix, Arizona. It will include participation by both Forest Service 
and BLM personnel. 

Continuing education in range/and resource manage- 
ment should provide the necessary technical and lead- 

ership skills to maintain or enhance ran geland ecosys- 
tems for the long-term well being of the environment, 
produce a mix of goods and services valued by society, 
respond to changing public values for range/and 
resources, contribute to the long-term economic and 
social well-being of individuals, local communities 
and the nation, and contribute fully to interdiscipli- 
nary management of ran geland ecosystems. 
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courses instructors from the private sector who are 
influencing or being influenced by Forest Service range- 
land management programs. 

Individual learning activities should be required of each 
participant in the continuing education program for 
rangeland management professionals. The learning activi- 
ties should relate directly to the participant's job assign- 
ment and the needs of the work unit. As a general goal, 
each learning activity should result in the development of 
a better strategy for the participant's work unit to work as 
a team with the public to manage rangeland ecosystems. 

The learning activities should be planned and imple- 
mented in three stages with the primary emphasis of each 
learning activity correlated to the course most recently 
completed by the participant. For example, following the 
first course each participant should plan a unique learn- 
ing activity to put into practice the knowledge and skills 
learned about rangeland policy and socioeconomic issues. 
The learning activities planned and implemented follow- 
ing the three courses should relate to one another rather 
than be three separate projects. 

Learning activity plans should be developed in draft 
form at the end of each course and finalized in consulta- 
tion with the participant's immediate supervisor following 
the course. Participants should be able to complete their 
learning activities within six months following the con- 
clusion of a course. 

Implementation Strategy 
The Forest Service will arrange for these courses to be 

taught by universities, other agencies, not-for-profit organ- 
izations,- for-profit businesses. Unique talents will have 
to be pulled from many sources. 

Continuing coordination between the Forest Service 
and the providers of these educational programs will be 
necessary to ensure that the course evolves so that learn- 
ing in later courses builds on knowledge and skills 
already gained in previous courses and individual learn- 
ing activities, and that courses remain responsive to cur- 
rent events and issues. 

Administrative Considerations in Range 
Education 
John C. Malechek. Department of Range Science, 

Utah State University, Logan, UT 84322-5230. 
Planning for the future is risky business, but for educa- 

tors, it is an especially important task. I am reminded of a 
quote from one of my favorite philosophers, Yogi Berra: 
"If we don't know where we are going, we'll end-up 
somewhere else." 

My assigned topic in this contemplation of the future 
deals with the administrative realm—that is, those factors 
unique to the academic institution that both hinder and 
foster the education process. I have organized my talk to 
first simply identify some issues pertaining to: 1) the stu- 
dent, 2) the university institution, 3) the faculty, and 4) the 
curriculum. The issues identified may appear rather 
daunting, so I have followed immdiately with a similar list 

of some bright spots or hopeful signs. Finally, I .have 
prepared another list of tasks and changes that I think 
need to be undertaken for us to do a better job of educat- 
ing and training (note the distinction here) of young peo- 
ple for professional careers in natural resources man- 
agement. 

Student-Centered Issues 
University students are different today in many ways 

than when I began teaching 20 years ago. For example, 
we now have non-traditional students—women who are 
sole providers for families, and older people who are 
coming to the university for the first time, or who are 
returning for major career changes. 

These students often require major advising time, spe- 
cial provisions in scheduling classes, and more moral 
support than the traditional student of years gone by. 
Also, more of today's students are married and have fami- 
lies to support than when I went through school. The need 
to work in orderto support a family often means that these 
people do not have time for extra curricular activities such 
as honors programs, the plant team and range club. We 
are also seeing increasing numbers of female students 
who could benefit greatly from mentoring by female 
faculty members. We have no women faculty members in 
the range program at USU and I know of only a handful in 
the whole profession. 

Entering students continue to come to the university 
with poorer and poorer preparation in the basics of 
mathematics, chemistry and communication skills, re- 
quiring more time for remediation. This flies directly in 
the face of the need for more time in the university curric- 
ulum for advanced technical courses. 

Today's students, increasingly from urban backgrounds, 
also need more time for practical, hands-on experience in 
the skills and arts associated with range management. 

UnIversIty Issues 
There are also numerous institutional issues that affect 

our plans for the future. Higher education in general is in 
the midst of major change. Burgeoning costs are causing 
presidents, provosts, and deans to demand greater account- 
ability with more emphasis on student credit hour (SCH) 
production. As a result of this SCH emphasis, some of our 
smaller range programs (e.g., Humboldt State, University 
of Arizona) are facing threats of elimination. These 
threats exist despite the fact that student enrollments are 
growing and job placement is now better than it has been 

Entering students continue to come to the university 
with poorer and poorer preparation in the basics of 
mathematics, chemistry and communication skills, 
requiring more time for remediation. This flies directly 
in the face of the needfor more time in the university 
curriculum for advanced technical courses. 
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in a decade. The so-called "bottom line" seems to dictate 
that small programs are vulnerable despite their current 
quality and perceived potential. All of us are growing 
more dependent upon scarce grant dollars to subsidize 
the teaching function because state-appropriated dollars 
for departmental operating needs have failed to keep 
pace with growing costs. 

Faculty Issues 
These issues I have mentioned are sources of stress to 

the lives of faculty, especially young faculty who are 
struggling to gain tenure. Tenure and promotion stand- 
ards have become more stringent and the increasing 
demand to raise grant dollars contributes to a stressful 

situation. As mentioned earlier, faculty are also spending 
more time dealing with remediation and students' per- 
sonal problems. Dual career situations between hus- 
bands and wives can also contribute to personal difficul- 
ties that spill over into professional lives. 

Curricular Issues 
Curricular issues are potentially the easiest to deal with 

because they are mostly under our control. Basically, all 
that is needed is the resolve and the time to make 
changes. 

To echo statements by earlier panelists, I do not see 
why OPM standards need to be so inflexible. These need 
to be reviewed and up-dated regularly so that they 
become a standard for excellence rather than a lowest 
common denominator. 

OPM standards not withstanding, departments need to 
regularly review their curricula and weed out poorly 
taught or out-moded courses. We can no longer afford to 
waste students' time and money on worthless courses. 

As knowledge expands and as our profession becomes 
more technically complex, we must resist the temptation 
to simply add more technical courses at the expense of 

the humanities, art and social sciences. Range students, 
in particular, need intellectual broadening in order to deal 
with the diversity of people and values they will face in 
their jobs. 

Hopeful Signs 
Although there are many challenges, there are also 

many signs for great optimism in range education. We are 
in the midst of a general re-discovery of the importance of 
undergraduate education. A national news magazine 
recently dubbed 1991 as "The Year of the Student." There 
has also been a re-discovery of the environment by the 
American Public. While rangelands remain an obscure 
concept for the majority of our citizens, important spill- 
over affects will certainly benefit the cause for rangeland 
conservation. We have also seen increasing student 
enrollments for the past three years, partly a result of this 
increased interest in environmental issues. There are 
unquestionably brighter employment opportunities ahead 
for students desiring careers in the federal land manage- 
ment agencies, and this, alone, is a great morale booster. 
We now have the best educated and brightest young 
faculty we have ever had in the university, It is vital that 
university administrators do everything possible to remove 
obstacles from their creative activities and to assure that 
they do not become victims of burnout. I personally take 
hope in the realization that the range-trained student is 
still one of the best equipped resource professionals to 
deal with the complex land-resource system we call range- 
lands. Our major challenge is to overcome the unfortu- 
nate image that range managers are livestock managers 
instead of land managers. 

What Needs to be Done? 
Allow me to conclude with a few specific suggestions 

for action on both institutional and personal levels. As a 

simple, low-cost beginning, university departments can 
re-institute or strengthen the seminar, especially at the 
freshman and senior levels. The freshman seminar can be 
used effectively to teach professionalism, to help estab- 
lish proper study habits, and to build connectedness to 
the department and the profession. It also provides an 

opportunity to acquaint students with the faculty. 
We can provide more part-time jobs in the department. 

Systematic studies have shown clearly that part-time 
employment in an academic department is one of the 
most important factors in aiding retention of majors in the 
academic discipline. 

We can streamline the curriculum and be sure that 
students are not wasting time (money) on worthless or 
out-dated courses and that they are not having to spend 
an extra semester or two simply because it is impossible 
to schedule required courses. We must also practice 
closer advising. This will mean adopting a more con- 
sumer-conscious attitude. We must also do a better job of 
articulation with our "feeder" schools, considering that 
many (perhaps a majority) of our students come into 
range as transfer students rather than as freshmen. 
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Individually and collectively as a profession there is 
much that we can and must do. I see outreach education 
as a vitally needed approach to educating people on the 
importance of rangelands and range management. This 
must be done from kindergarten through grade 12 in the 
public schools and will need to involve universities, public 
land management agencies, county extension, public 
schools, 4-H, scouts and youth groups. As individuals, we 
must all become more involved politically in public edu- 
cation, not only for rangelands, but also for the very sake 

of a basic education for our youth. We can tell everyone 
who will listen that range management is land manage- 
ment. We must tell fellow professionals as well as the 
uninformed general public. Finally, we must all think and 
act professionally ourselves. What we all say and what we 
do day-by-day speaks more loudly than any formal 
course we can ever teach. If we think, act, and dress like 
cowboys, society at large will regard and treat us like 
cowboys. I personally take greater comfort in a future 
where range-trained professionals are being sought for 
advice and wisdom on land management decisions than 
in a future where I am regarded, at best, as a colorful 
anachronism. 

LIterature CIted 

Holechek, J.L., R.D. Pleper, and C.H. Herbal. 1989. Range manage- 
ment: Principles and practices. Prentice-Hall, New Jersey. 

The Calf Path 

One day through the primeval wood 
A calf walked home as good calves should; 
but made a trail all bent askew, 
A crooked trail as all calves do. 

Since then three hundred years have fled, 
and I infer the calf is dead. 

But still he left behind his trail, 
And thereby hangs my moral tale. 
The trail was taken up next day 
By a lone dog that passed that way; 
And then a wise bellwether sheep 
pursued the trail o'er hill and glade 
Through those old woods a path was made. 

And many men wound in and out, 
And dodged and turned and bent about 
And uttered words of righteous wrath 
Because 'twas such a crooked path; 
But still they followed—do not laugh— 
The first migrations of that calf, 
And through this winding wood-way stalked 
Because he wobbled when he walked. 

This forest path became a lane 
That bent and turned and turned again; 

This crooked lane became a road, 
Where many a poor horse with his load 
Toiled on beneath the burning sun, 
And traveled some three miles in one. 
And thus a century and a half 
They trod the footsteps of that calf. 

The years passed on in swiftness fleet, 
The road became a village street; 
And thus, before men were aware, 
A city's crowded thoroughfare. 
And soon the central street was this 
Of a renowned metropolis; 
And men two centuries and a half 
Trod in-the footsteps of that calf. 

Each day a hundred thousand rout 
Followed this zigzag calf about 
And o'er his crooked journey went 
The traffic of a continent. 

A hundred thousand men were led 
By one calf near three centuries dead. 
They followed still his crooked way, 
And lost one hundred years a day; 
For thus such reverence is lent 
To well-established precedent. 

Sam Welter Foss—1895 

We must all think and act professionally ourselves. 
What we all say and what we do day-by-day speaks 
more loudly than any formal course we can ever teach. 



In recent years, livestock grazing on both public and 
private lands in desert areas of the United States has been 
strongly challenged by various environmentally concerned 
groups. The primary economic argument against grazing 
in desert areas centers on the relatively high amount of 
infrastructure (fences, watering points, roads) and land 
required per animal unit compared to the more humid 
areas in the Great Plains and eastern United States 
(Wuerther 1990). A secondary part of the argument is that 
cattle productivity in desert areas due to a lower nutrition 
plane and greater environmental stress is inferior to that 
in the more humid Great Plains and eastern ranges. How- 
ever, Holechek (1991) reported Chihuahuan desert cattle 
productivity can equal that on the best humid ranges 
when appropriate range management and animal hus- 
bandry technologies are applied. 

Government regulation has not been a significant fac- 
tor affecting the cattle industry on private lands in the 
Great Plains but on public lands in the West grazing fee 
increases have reduced economic returns (Torell and 

Author is with the Department of Animal and Range Sciences, Box 30003, 
New Mexico State University, Las Cruces 88003. 

Doll 1989). These impacts have been much less important 
than those resulting from changing financial conditions. 
Declining property (Torell and Doll 1989) values and high 
interest rates (9 to 13%) have been the two most negative 
factors affecting western range livestock operators. The 
positive aspect of cattle ranching on western rangelarids 
in recent years has been high cattle prices. In the early 
1980's prices for steer calves averaged around 60 to 65 
dollars per hundred weight compared to 85 to 100 dollars 
per hundred weight for the last five years (1987 to 1991). 

The major question I will address is how this economic 
scenario is influencing the profitability of the average 
cattle ranch in the Chihuahuan desert of New Mexico. 
The basis for my analysis comes from a series of reports 
by agricultural economists at New Mexico State Univer- 
sity and analyses I've performed using a computer model 
developed by Allen Torell, agricultural economist, NMSU. 
This model permits comparison of financial outcomes 
from various management interventions through altering 
cattle prices, ranching costs and ranch financial struc- 
ture. The financial structure of the average Chihuahuan 
desert ranch given in Tables 1 and 2 is based on rancher 

Table 1. FInancial structure of the average medium sized (250 anImal unit) cow-calf ranch In the Chihuahuan desert of southern New 
Mexico In the 1986 to 1991 period. 

Item identification Unit Quantity Value/Unit Value 

Land: 
($) ($) 

Owned rangeland 
State lease rangeland 
Federal lease rangeland 
Federal lease rangeland 

Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
AUM's 

8,400 
8,000 

23,600 
1,780 

25.77 
6.44 
— 

42.96 

216,468 
51,520 

— 
76.468 

Subtotal 40,000 344,456 

Dwellings: 
Other buildings: 
Watering facilities: 

Wells 
Pipelines 
Tanks & Reservoirs 

— 
— 

Number 
Miles 
Number 

— 
— 

4 
2 
3 

— 
— 

10,000 
2,100 
2,500 

55,000 
36,000 

40,000 
4,200 
7,500 

Subtotal 
Barbed wire fence 
Other range facilities 
Machinery 
Cattle: 

Miles 
— 
— 

38 
— 
— 

1,500 
— 
— 

51,500 
57,000 
4,000 

39,300 

Cows 
Heifers 1-2 
Heifer calves 
Bulls 
Horses 

Number 
Number 
Number 
Number 
Number 

190 
25 
25 
13 
4 

600 
600 
374 
688 

1,000 

114,000 
15,000 
9,345 
8,944 
4,000 

Subtotal $151,289 

Total Value $738,545 
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Financial Aspects of Cattle Production in the Chihuahuan 
Desert 

Jerry L. Holechek 
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Table 2. Budgeted costs and returns for the average medium sIzed (250 AU) cow-calf ranch in the Chihuahuan Desert of southern New 
Mexico (1986 to 1991). 

Livestock type 
Gross returns 

$/CWT Sale weight Total Guideline value 

(CWT)* ($) ($/AUY) 
137 calves 89.00 4.2 51,217 204.84 
2 cull bulls 55.00 12.5 1,375 5.50 
23 cull cows 42.00 8.0 7,728 30.91 
Total ($) 60,320 241.25 

Cost type 
Production costs 

Unit $/Unit Tax deduction Total Guideline value 

($) ($/AUY) 
A. Variable costs 

1. Grazing fees 
State lease Acre (8,000) 0.59 x 4,720 18.88 
BLM AUM (1780) 1.86 x 3,311 13.24 

2. Supplemental feed x 7,500 30.00 
3. Livestock expenses 

2 purchased bulls Head 1,300 x 2,600 10.40 
Fuel & repairs x 4,500 18.00 
Veterinary & medicine x 1,200 4.80 
Property taxes (livestock) x 1,024 4.10 
Maintenance x 2,700 10.80 
Other X 1,756 7.02 

4. Hired labor x 0 0 
Total variable costs x 29,311 117.24 

B. Fixed costs 
Electricity x 1,700 6.80 
Telephone x 720 2.88 
Butane & Heating x 1,030 4.12 
Insurance x 4,200 16.80 
Depreciation x 9,346 37.38 
Property taxes x 1,010 4.04 
Total fixed costs x 18,006 72.02 
Total cash costs x 47,317 189.27 

C. Net ranch income ($) $13,003 51.99 

*SaIe weights Include 3% shrink. 
"No value is subtracted for operator labor and management. 

interviews and range surveys directed by Allen Torell and 
the author (Torell et al. 1990, Torell and Word 1991). 
Special thanks is given to Dr. Torell for his help in the 
development of this paper. 

Comparative Financial Position 
Total ranch value of the average medium sized cow-calf 

operation in the Chihuahuan desert in 1991 was approxi- 
mately $740,000 compared to $920,000 in the early 1980's 
(Torell and Doll 1989). The 20% decrease in value has 
been due to a general decline in real estate across the 
USA, increased grazing fees on state lands, changes in 
the nation's tax system and an increased perception by 
buyers that ranches are poor investments (Torell and Doll 
1991). 

Net returns unadjusted for operator labor and man- 
agement are about $13,000 under present conditions 
(Table 2). This gives a return per animal unit of $51.99, a 
return per acre of $0.33, and an overall return on invest- 
ment of $1 .76%. When present returns are compared to 
those for the 1978 to 1984 period adjusted for a 5% infla- 
tion rate, real income has increased about $4,900 (Table 

3). A return of 1 to 3% on investment has historically 
characterized this type of cattle operation (Fowler and 
Torell 1985). 

From an investment standpoint Chihuahuan desert cat- 
tle ranching would be considered unprofitable and risky 
by any Wall Street analyst. Bank passbook savings 
accounts are yielding 3% while money market yields are 
3% to 4%. The present return on long-term (30-year) 
insured government and corporate bonds ranges between 
7.5% to 9.5%. On the average, corporations in the USA get 
l2% return on invested capital. Investors who chose blue 
chip stocks in the 1980's have averaged 11%, while those 
in the best mutual stock funds such as the Fidelity Magel- 
lan Fund have received 20 to 25%. As a matter of interest, 
investors involved in cattle feeding operations in the Cen- 
tral and Southern Plains have annually averaged a 14% 
return over the last six years. 

In the shortgrass prairie country of northeastern New 
Mexico, cattle ranching is primarily on private land. Here 
medium sized cow-calf operations (250 AU) have received 
about twice the return of the same size operation (250 AU) 
in the Chihuahuan desert (Torell et al. 1990, Torell and 
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Table 3. Production and efficiency characteristics for average medium sized-Chihuahuan desert ranches in southern New Mexico In the 
1978 to 1984 period and the 1986 to 1991 period and for the NMSIJ College Experimental Ranch using all the best available technology. 

Word 1991). This difference is explained by a combina- 
tion of lower fixed and variable costs and higher cattle 
productivity in the shortgrass prairie. 

Economic Benefits to Society 
Data from the Las Cruces Resource District (BLM) were 

used to evaluate total range management costs and graz- 
ing fee returns. in the 1988 to 1991 period the Las Cruces 
Resource District (BLM) received about $,1,180,000 per 
year to cover all administrative and managerial costs of 
the grazing program on 6.5 million acres of rangeland. A 
total of $1,255,000 per year in grazing fees was collected 
from these lands. On this basis the BLM netted about one 
cent per acre and the rancher netted 0.33 cents per acre 
for a total net return of 0.34 cents per acre per year. From 
an economist's viewpoint, cattle grazing in the Chihua- 
huan desert is a legitimate use as long as total monetary 
returns equal or exceed total monetary costs. However, 
the real issue regarding profitability centers on the envi- 
ronmental conditions under which desert grazing occurs 
and the management practices that are applied. 

Range condition has a major influence on financial 
returns in the Chihuahuan desert. This is because forage 
production drops drastically as these ranges are degraded 
from good to poor condition (Tembo 1990, Frost and 
Smith 1991). When forage production drops below 100 
lbs/acre, it is highly probable that grazing will result in 
financial loss because the fixed costs per animal unit 
(fences, roads, watering points, property taxes, insu- 
rance, etc.) become excessive (around $150/AU). Another 
problem is the depressed cattle performance that results 
from forage scarcity. Cattle performance declines under 
forage scarcity are due to reduced diet quality, lower 
forage intake, increased death loss to poison plants, and 

College Ranch 
(best technology)2 

greater energy expenditure in foraging activity. (See 
reviews by Holechek et al. 1989, Vallentine 1990). 

In contrast to the above situation, my studies from the 
College Ranch, operated by NMSU, indicate net incomes 
of $20,000 to $40,000 are possible for most medium sized 
Chihuahuan desert ranches if appropriate range and cat- 
tle management practices are applied. Profitability of cat- 
tle ranching tends to increase geometrically rather than 
linearly as range condition (Soil Conservation Service 
method) changes from poor to excellent. Net incomes of 
$40,000 to $50,000 are possible for the best medium sized 
(250 AU) Chihuahuan desert ranches that are character- 
ized by higher rainfall (11 to 12 versus 9 to 10 inches 
average annual precipitation), deep loamy soils, and a 
long history of conservative stocking. Lower fixed costs 
and improved cattle productivity explain the higher 
potential incomes for these ranches compared to those 
with a less favorable environment and in lower range 
condition. Presently around 15 to l8% of the Chihuahuan 
desert in New Mexico is in poor condition (0 to 70 lbs 
forage/acre), 45% is in fair condition (71 to 180 lbs fora- 
ge/acre), 35% in good condition (181 to 280 lbs forage! 
acre) and 5 to 10% is in excellent condition (281 to 400 lbs 
forage/acre) (USD1 1984 and Figure 1). Modest improve- 
ments have been made in Chihuahuan desert range con- 
dition over the last 10 years (Figure 1). 

The traditional argument supporting livestock grazing 
on arid public lands focuses on the benefits to society 
from the taxes, local expenditures, employment, water 
developments, road maintenance, and meat production 
(also wool) that result from ranching activities (Holechek 
1981, Quigley and Bartlett 1990). On well-managed Chi- 

Characteristic 
Average ranch 
(1978 to 1984) 

Average ranch 
(1986 to 1991) 

Ranch size (Acre) 40,000 40,000 40,000 
Number of AUY 235 250 333 
Number of mature cows 179 190 253 
Replacement rate (%) 13 13 13 
Bulltocowratio 1:15 1:15 1:15 
Calf crop % 74 75 87 
Calf death loss 4.0 4.0 <0.5 
Steer calf weight (lb) 425.0 420.0 490 
Beef product/Ac (lb) 1.35 1.44 353 
Supplement feed cost/AUY ($) 26.95 30.00 10.63 
Health care/AUY ($) 2.66 4.85 9.50 
Replace heifer mgmt cost/AUY ($) — — 10.05 
Total variable cost/AUY ($) — 117.24 116.85 
Total fixed cost/AUY ($) 72.02 54.02 
Total cost/AUY ($) 165.88 189.26 170.87 
Total return ($) 8,084 13,003 49,487 
Return/AUY ($) 34.40 51.99 148.61 
Return/Ac ($) 0.21 0.33 1.24 
Stocking rate (Ac/AUY) 170 160 120 

Forage product (lbs/ac) 125 150 250 

Forage use (%) 45-50 45-50 30-35 
Range condition1 Mid-Fair High-Fair High-Good 
ISoil Conservation Service approach is the basis for range condition ratings. 
25tandardized to 40,000 acres. 
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Fig. 1. Range condition changes on southwestern New Mexico rangelands in the 1980's (USDA Soil Conservation Service 1991). 

huahuan desert ranges in good condition (over 200 lbs 

forage/acre), all these arguments appear valid. However 
on those ranges in poor and low fair condition (less than 
100 lbs forage/acre), the benefits of grazing on public 
lands to society become questionable. In addition to 
probable economic losses by the rancher, tax payers sus- 
tain high costs for administering grazing on these lands 
relative to what they receive in return. Important external- 
ities of cattle grazing, particularly around towns and cit- 
ies, are the damages to human health (particulate matter 
in air) and property that result from wind and water ero- 
sion on denuded lands. There's also the argument that 
federal agencies such as the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment with limited funds could better manage their other 
ranges if they didn't have to dedicate part of their efforts 
to those in poor condition. 

Presently, the main argument for continuing grazing on 
poor condition public ranges is that little if any recovery 
will occur after livestock are removed. On creosotebush 
areas in the Chihuahuan desert this is generally true. 
However, natural revegetation does have potential to 
improve soil stability and forage productivity on many of 
the sandy mesquite sites (Valentine 1970, Beck et al. 
1987). 

Government PolIcy 
Recently, grazing fees on federal lands have been 

increased from $1.86/AUM to $1.97/AUM. This increase 
will reduce total income for the ranch described in Tables 
1 and 2 by about $200. Some environmental groups are 
advocating grazing fees be increased up to $8.00/AUM or 
more. However, studies by agricultural economists at 
New Mexico State University indicate fees of $2.50 to 

$4.00 per AUM are more in line with fair market value 
(Torell et al. 1988). 

From my point of view, the best approach on public 
lands is adjustable grazing fees that vary with livestock 
prices and grazing intensity. Low fees would be assigned 
to ranchers using conservative stocking rates (30 to 40% 
use) and high fees to those that graze heavily on BLM 
lands. Under the present cost/price structure, a fee of 
$1.80/AUM might be reasonable for a rancher using a 
conservative stocking rate while those grazing more 
heavily could be assigned fees of $4 to $8/AUM. As graz- 
ing capacity increased on the conservatively stocked 
ranges, additional AUM's at low fees could be granted as 
further incentive for judicious management. Government 
revenue over time might actually increase under this sys- 
tem as the increases in grazing capacity offset monetary 
losses from the lower fees. 

I consider the federal government program of providing 
payments to ranchers during droughts for supplemental 
feed to be counter-productive. This encourages ranchers 
to retain livestock rather than partially destock during 
periods when forage is scarce and the range is easily 
damaged. A better approach might provide ranchers with 
direct payments for partial destocking under drought. In 
order to make this kind of program work, provisions that 
disqualify ranchers using destructive grazing practices 
would be necessary. 

Increasingly, more pressure is being applied to de- 
emphasize livestock production on federally owned Chi- 
huahuan desert rangelands and place more emphasis on 
recreation and wildlife. Certain organizations such as 
"The Nature Conservancy" have been interested in buy- 
ing the grazing privileges from ranchers on some BLM 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Range Condition Classes 
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lands and then removing the livestock. Under present 
BLM policy, if a permittee does not exercise his right to 
graze within two years that right will be transferred to 
qualifying applicants who will graze the allotment. I think 
it would be progressive for the BLM to change this policy 
so private conservation organizations could temporarily 
or permanently reduce or retire livestock grazing on areas 
with extraordinary wildlife or recreational values if a pur- 
chase of the grazing rights was negotiated with the permit 
holder and the fees associated with grazing are paid to the 
BLM. 

In the early 1980's the BLM developed a policy that 
resulted in placement of their rangelands into three cate- 
gories based on condition. The M (maintenance) cate- 
gory is given to allotments judged to be in acceptable 
condition, and the basic goal is to sustain present man- 
agement. Allotments in a deteriorating condition judged 
to have potential for recovery are given the I (improve) 
category, and management is geared towards improve- 
ment through better grazing management, water devel- 
opment, brush control, etc. Ranges in poor condition 
thought to have low potential for recovery are given the C 
(custodial) category, and management on these allot- 
ments is at the discretion of the permittee. Much of the 
destructive grazing that is now occurring in Chihuahuan 
desert BLM lands is on the custodial allotments. Consist- 
ently these allotments produce under 100 lbs of forage 
per acre, which makes grazing economically unsound. 

Part of the rationale behind the custodial category was 
to minimizethe difficulties of managingthe smaller, more 
scattered parcels of BLM land and those parcels that are 
heavily integrated with state and private lands. However, 
in actuality a number of allotments with 3 or more sec- 
tions (in some cases over 50 sections) have been given 
the custodial category. 

My analysis of permittees on these allotments shows in 
most cases they are held by hobby ranchers whose 
income from ranching is a minor part (less than 20%) of 
their total income. It is my view that livestock grazing 
should be eliminated from the custodial allotments until 
production of perennial forages reaches 100 lbs per acre 
per year. In years of exceptional annual forage growth, 
there could be a provision to allow temporary stocking of 
the custodial allotments at a conservative rate. 

Presently BLM lands exist in both southern New Mex- 
ico and Arizona where potential revenues from camping, 
hunting and other forms of recreation greatly exceed 
those realized from livestock grazing. On some of these 
areas both their fragility and the high level of human 

activity make multiple use impractical. Here I think it 
would be a wise policy change to allow the BLM to pur- 
chase the grazing rights from the permittee at fair market 
value and then charge reasonable recreational fees. If 
BLM policy was modified to accommodate this shift in 
land use, the tax payer, recreationist and rancher all 
would receive more equitable treatment. 

Perhaps the "Conservation Reserve Program" adminis- 
tered underthe U.S. Dept. Agr. Soil Conservation Service 
will ultimately indirectly affect Chihuahuan desert 
ranchers more than any direct program involving grazing 
fees or supplemental feed payments. Starting in 1996, 
contracts on around 35 million acres of farmland tempor- 
arily retired to grassland will start to expire. If major 
increases in beef production result from expiration of 
CRP contracts, beef prices could be seriously depressed. 
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Land Management Planning: An Assessment 
N. Crystine Olson and J. Wayne Burkhardt 

Increasing public concern with the management of 
public lands focuses attention on the land management 
planning process. Specifically, questions are being raised 
about management objectives and the tracking of ac- 
complishment. Management plans are often the only 
record available to track and support the agency's deci- 
sions. With an increasing number of natural resource 
decisions being contested, management planning be- 
comes more important. To defend their actions federal 
land management agencies need to strengthen their doc- 
umentation and be more systematic in developing and 
updating their management plans and monitoring records. 

Planning-An Overview 
Planning is a systematic approach to decision making 

or problem solving. Lindzey and Aronson (1985) identi- 
fied four separate but sequential phases of generalized 
planning. This planning process has been modified and 
widely adopted for public land management. The most 
commonly applied public land planning processes are 
land use planning (resource management plans) and land 
management planning (activity plans). The first is the 
layman's forum for deciding what public land uses are 
desired by the public over a large region (i.e., a national 
forest or resource area). This process should prioritize 
land use goals based on existing and desired uses and 
resource capability (land use plans or forest plans) rather 
than define management specifics. The second phase, 
land management planning, approaches the technical 
aspects of achieving these goals by developing site spe- 
cific management plans (i.e., allotment management plans 
or herd management plans). Land management planning 
is primarily the job of professional resource managers. 

The model for land management planning involves 
several sequential steps (Figure 1). As broad land use 

goals are applied to local planning areas, specific resource 
issues and problems are identified and resource man- 
agement objectives are formulated. Ideally, these are 
specific resource objectives identifying the desired plant 
communities needed to meet land use goals and that are 
consistent with site capabilities. The final steps involve 
the application of management tools (grazing systems, 
range improvements, etc.) that hopefully will achieve the 
objectives and the necessary monitoring/evaluation to 
determine if management is indeed succeeding. This 

This study was jointly funded by the Bureau of Land Management, Washing- 
ton Office Range Management Program, and the university of Nevada, Reno 
In cooperation with the Modoc Washoe Stewardship Program. While the work 
was being completed the authors were, respectively, graduate student and 
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currently a Range Conservationist on the Cannell Meadow and Greenhorn 
Districts of the Sequioa National Forest, P.O. Box 6, Kernville, CA 93238. 

0 4 
Plan of Action 

FIg. 1. Land Management Planning Model. 

sequential land management planning model (Figure 1) 
was used to evaluate the allotment management plans 
(AMPs) selected for this study. 

Twenty AMPs covering over 825,000 acres in northwest 
Nevada were evaluated. These BLM plans were written 
between 1980-1984. Four AMPs were completely imple- 
mented, 14 partially implemented and 2 were not imple- 
mented at all. These AM Ps were the result of Coordinated 
Resource Management Planning (CRMP) through the 
Modoc-Washoe Stewardship Program. Motivation for 
this review came from both the BLM and the stewardship 
committee. They were concerned about the overall qual- 
ity of the plans they had drafted. 

Each plan was compared to the planning model for 
consistency of process and idea development. The plans 
were then evaluated for statement content. 

Results and Discussion 
Review of the selected AMPs revealed inconsistencies 

in the flow of ideas through the planning steps and prob- 
lems with content or organization of the ideas presented. 
It was evident that in developing land management plans 
more attention to the systematic planning model and bet- 
ter definition of management ideas was needed. 

SystematIc Flow of Ideas 
Inconsistencies found in the flow of ideas through the 

planning documents can be considered as follows: 

Land Use Goals 

Evaluation Resource Issues 

Adj 
I 

S 

a 

Monitoring I Management Objectives I 
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1. Stranded Issues (found in 16 of the 20 AMPs): 
This occurs when the planning document identifies 
a resource issue, then fails to carry that issue into the 
AMP objectives, action plan, monitoring schedules 
and evaluation reports. The resource issue is identi- 
fied as a problem and then left stranded. An example 
involved the identification of wild horses as a man- 
agement problem on allotment. The technical report 
raised the issue, yet no other sections of the plan 
carry the idea forward. There was no definition of the 
problem, no corrective action suggested and no 
monitoring or evaluation prescribed. 

2. Isolated Objectives (found in 3 of the 20 AMPs): 
This occurs when management objectives do not 
derive from identified resource issues and when 
there is no carry-through of the objective into the 
action plan or monitoring/evaluation components. 
The objectives simply stand alone. An example of an 
isolated objective found in one AMP was "Reduce 
soil erosion to less than 2 tons/acre/year according 
to the Universal Soil Loss Equation." The technical 
report did not identify erosion as an issue on the 
allotment and the AMP contained no management 
action designed to reduce erosion nor a monitoring 
plan to evaluate erosion. 

3. Abandoned Objectives (found in 8 of the 20 AMPs): 
This occurs when the stated management objectives 
that derived from resource issues are not carried 
through into the action plan, the monitoring sche- 
dule or the evaluation reports. Abandoned objec- 
tives frequently surfaced when dealing with wildlife 
issues in the AMPs. Issues regarding critical winter 
or spring habitat for bighorn sheep, deer or antelope 
were stated and often vague management objec- 
tives, typically in the form of "maintain good condi- 
tion habitat", were formulated. Thereafter the matter 
was usually dropped from the remaining planning 
components. No management actions were pres- 
cribed and no monitoring or evaluation suggested. 
Without such follow through it is impossible to draw 
any conclusions regarding management of wildlife 
habitat. 

4. Indirect or Surrogate Objectives (found in 15 of the 
20 AMPs): 
This occurs when the stated management objective 
is indirectly related to the resource issue or is a 

surrogate to the real resource issue. Often the tech- 
nical reports would identify poor distribution of 
livestock grazing on the allotments as a problem. 
Areas of excessive or insufficient forage use were 
the actual resource issue. The related management 
objectives were often statements about providing 
new watering sources on the allotment. While state- 
ments about water development touch on possible 
actions to solve the resource issue, the real prob- 
lems were grazing use distribution. By jumping 
directly from poor livestock distribution to objec- 
tives about water, we not only obscure the real prob- 

lem, but risk overlooking numerous other potential 
solutions to poor livestock distribution (i.e., riding, 
salting, drift fencing, season of use, class of live- 
stock). 

None of the twenty AMPs evaluated completely tracked 
all the identified resource issues through the model plan- 
ning steps. Inconsistencies or breaks in the systematic 
flow of ideas through the planning documents were 
common. 

Content and Organization 
Aside from the problems of consistency and follow- 

through, review of the AMPs also revealed weaknesses 
related to organization and content. They are: 

1. Actions as Goals, Objectives and Issues: 
The most frequent problem involved the substitution 
of management action statements for land use 
goals, resource issues or management objectives 
(12 of the 20 AMPs). Actions are directive statements 
about how to accomplish something on the ground 
in terms of habitat requirements for an identified 
resource use, as opposed to descriptive statements 
about what uses should occur (goals), what prob- 
lems exist (issues), and what these habitats should 
look like (objectives). Numerous land use goal and 
management objective statements were noted which 
detailed livestock stocking rates and turn-out dates, 
specified shrub control treatments, provided for 
allotment divisions or set grazing use levels. These 
action statements describe tools for achieving land 
use goals and management objectives but they cer- 
tainly do not represent the goals or objectives. As 
action statements they are more logically part of the 
action plan within the AMP. The purpose of a 
resource objective is to give the managing agency a 
vegetative benchmark to attain or maintain. The 
objective should describe a particular plant com- 
munity, not how to achieve that community. 

2. Land Use Goals as Management Objectives: 
Given their definitional similarity it is not surprising 
that land use goals and management objectives are 
often carbon copies of each other. Over half of the 
objective sections of these AMPs mimic the original 
goals laid out in the beginning of the planning pro- 
cess. Most often they were the same "God and 
motherhood" statements about improving or main- 
taining range condition, or providing habitat for 
"reasonable numbers" of certain wildlife species. 
Such statements are often mutually exclusive and 
provide little measurable management direction to 
the land manager, the resource user or the inter- 
ested public. Using the habitat example, areas within 
an allotment suitable for a given species were rarely 
identified; seasonal habitat preferences were not 
delineated, and even the most general estimates of 
"reasonable numbers" of wildlife were not provided. 
Without a basic idea about these parameters any 
objective dealing with requirements for game spe- 
cies lacks direction, focus and measurability. 
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Range condition objectives also suffer from over 
generalization. Most of these statements blanket an 
allotment at large, if not the entire resource area. The 
usual statement of management objectives were 
"manage for good range condition" or "improve 
range condition on allotment." While these may be 
reassuring statements, they do not describe the 
desired habitats or plant communities which man- 
agement seeks. Few people can argue with the good 
intentions inherent in such objectives, yet due to 
their unspecific nature it becomes impossible to 
track their success. Rarely did these generalized 
management objectives contain any time frame for 
accomplishment, or any assurance of being possible 
to achieve within site capability. 

3. Monitoring and Evaluation: 
Given the common problem of generalized man- 
agement objectives in the AMPs, it was inevitable 
that problems would exist with monitoring and eval- 
uation. Efficient trend monitoring and evaluation of 
management effectiveness was thwarted by poorly 
defined objectives. Most of the AMPs contained a 
creditable amount of annual event monitoring, i.e., 
information on growing conditions, actual grazing 
use by livestock, use by other grazers, use pattern 
maps and records of other events. Such information 
is essential for determining whether resource use 
actually occurred as prescribed in the plan and is 

needed for interpreting causal relationships for 
changes in the plant community. What was often 
missing but absolutely necessary for the evaluation 
of management effectiveness was the trend monitor- 
ing. While insufficiencies of trend monitoring in 
these AMPs may in part relate to recentness and 
partial implementation of most of these plans, poorly 
defined objectives were central to the problem. 

Conclusions 
A quality control assessment of twenty AMPs deve- 

loped by the BLM and the Modoc-Washoe Stewardship 
Committee was recently completed. This study indicates 
that problems exist in the structure and content of these 
plans: resource issues were not consistently followed 
through, management objectives were vague, and the 
necessary feedback for determining management suc- 

cess was inadequate. Poorly defined management objec- 
tives were central to most of these problems. Rarely did 
the AMPs contain any description of the type of habitat or 
vegetation that was needed to support the prescribed 
land uses (land use goals). Without such objectives, man- 
agement actions and subsequent monitoring/evaluation 
lack focus. Realistic and measurable statements of those 
desired plant communities should be the focus of man- 
agement. 

Additional problems found in these AMPs relate to the 
lack of continuity in the flow of ideas through the plan. 
Too often the plan components did not sequentially tie 
together. Land management planning and the resultant 
plans, such as AMPs, involve several steps or compo- 
nents. Each component should relate to the others in a 
way that provides a consistent flow of ideas through the 
entire document. The planning model (Figure 1) illus- 
trates this linkage. Land use goals and resource issues 
should be translanted into realistic, measurable objec- 
tives describing the desired habitat from which manage- 
ment actions, monitoring and evaluation parameters can 
be derived. 

In general there needs to be a sharper recognition of 
the separate functions and purposes of land use vs land 
management planning. Land use planning should be a 

public forum for prioritizing land use goals; land man- 
agement planning should be the resource manager's 
determination of how to achieve those land use goals. 
The land management planning process needs to be 
more holistic in terms of integrating management plan- 
ning for all resources on a given planning unit. Perhaps 
the product of land management planning should be a 
resource management plan rather than separate AMPs, 
habitat management plans and herd management plans, 
each dealing with coexisting resource uses on the same 
geographic area. 
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Variability of Crested Wheatgrass Pro- 
duction over 35 Years 

Lee A. Sharp, Ken Sanders, and Neil Rimbey 

In the fall of 1952, the Burley Idaho District of the 
Bureau of Land Management, funded by the Halogeton 
Control Act, seeded several thousand acres of rangeland 
to standard crested wheatgrass (Agropyron desertorum) 
and fairway crested wheatgrass (A. cristatum). While 
crested wheatgrass proved to be the most effective way of 
controlling halogeton (Halo geton glomeratus), little was 
known about managing it, and ranchers were doubtful 
their cattle and sheep would graze it. 

In 1954, the Bureau of Land Management, University of 
Idaho and Point Springs Grazing Association signed a 
cooperative arrangement to initiate grazing experiments 
on 960 acres of the seeding. The study area, renamed the 
Lee A. Sharp Experimental Area in 1984 by the Bureau of 
Land Management, is located in the Raft River Valley of 
southern Idaho. The area is eight miles east of Malta, 
Idaho, at an elevation of about 4,800 feet. 

In the spring of 1955, experimental grazing trials com- 
menced on six 160-acre pastures. In 1960, the six pas- 
tures were divided into twelve 80-acre pastures. Yearling 
cattle have grazed the study area two months in the spring 
and two months in the fall since 1955, in various grazing 
regimes and stocking levels (Sharp 1970). Forage and 
animal production data, weather data and a photographic 
record have been collected annually for 35 years. 

During the period of record, precipitation has averaged 
about 12 inches annually, but has varied from less than 6 
inches to over 18 inches. A rain gauge was installed on the 
site April 14, 1957, consisting of a 10-inch diameter funnel 
mounted in a two-gallon can. On April 16, 1988, the Agri- 
cultural Research Service installed a recording rain gauge 
near the old gauge. In the beginning, the site research 
was conducted out of Moscow, Idaho. As a consequence, 
the precipitation was not recorded until late April or early 
May. 

Annual production of crested wheatgrass has averaged 
about 500 pounds of air-dry forage per acre, but has 
varied from 130 to 1,090 pounds per acre. Production 
shows a strong correlation with May-June precipitation 
(72 percent of the variability is accounted for by May—- 
June precipitation). We feel that the correlation coeffi- 
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for their assistance throughout the 35 years. Published as contribution No.615 
of the Idaho Forest, Wildlife and Range Experiment Station. 

cient would be even higher if the April precipitation was 
included. In the early years of the study, April precipita- 
tion data were not available. The photographs on the 
following pages illustrate the variability in forage produc- 
tion occurring from year to year because of the variation 
in precipitation. A fall-use only grazing treatment is 
shown in the photographs as it best reflects the current 
year's production. The photographs shown also cast 
doubt on the usefulness of utilization standards for man- 
aging rangelands. 

Evidence indicates that the original vegetation on the 
site belonged to Artemisia trident ata spp Wyomingensisi 
Agropyron spicatum habitat type. Wyoming big sage- 
brush and bluebunch wheatgrass were the two most 
important species. Sandberg bluegrass (Poa sandbergii) 
and a few annual plants contributed to the spring flora. 
Broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae) populations 
exploded in the late 1980's on a portion of the study area, 
much as it did in the Southwest in the 1970's. However, 
broom snakeweed did not increase in the pasture shown 
in the photographs. 

The relatively shallow soils of the area form a complex 
in which the tentatively designated Point Spring series 
(Solidized Solonetz) is interspersed with a tentatively 
designated Sublett series. The Point Springs series occurs 
as small (20-30 feet across) to moderately large (15 
acres) irregularly shaped islands in the more extensive 
Sublett series (Siebe, 1985). Locally referred to as "slick 
spots", the Point Springs series has a high concentration 
of exchangeable sodium. During years with less than 
average growing season precipitation, these high saline 
areas produce less forage than the less saline areas. In 
extended droughts, such as that of 1988—1990, crested 
wheatgrass plants may actually die on the slick spots. The 
photographic series on the following pages shows crested 
wheatgrass plants disappearing during droughts and new 
plants reestablishing during wet cycles. 
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Annual and spring precipitation at the Lee A. Sharp Experimental Area from 1957 to 1991. 

1957 Although the study began in 1955, this was the first year that a rain gauge 
was established on the site. Precipitation was above normal, with the May 
precipitation being 4.78 inches and the May-June precIpitation being 5.92, 
compared to an average of 3.14 inches. Crested wheatgrass production was 
846 lb/A. 

1957 1961 1965 1969 1973 1977 1981 1985 1989 
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1959 PrecIpItation over the next two years was slIghtly below normal, with 
May-June precipitatIon In 1959 of 2.74 Inches. ThIs photograph shows the 
production (416 lb/A) resulting from slIghtly below average precipitatIon. 

1960 This year was drIer than normal, with only 0.54 Inches of precIpItatIon In 
May and only 0.31 in June. ProductIon, as a result, was much below normal 
at only 186 lb/A. 
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1961 Only 0.48 Inches of precipitation fell In May of this year. Although 0.85 
Inches of precipitation fell In June, growIng season precipitation was still 
below normal. Halogeton Is showing up In this photograph, Indicating the 
second year of drought. Crested wheatgrass production was only 247 lb/A. 

1963 Although 1962 began dry, a rain In the middle of May brought annual 
precipitation to about average. Precipitation was much above normal during 
the growing season of 1963 and rain fell during the summer. The grass 
remained green until about the time of the fall photograph. Grass production 
again averaged 846 lb/A. 
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I 

1964 SprIng moisture was well above normal. High temperatures produced a 
grass that was limited in leaf growth and heavy on stem growth. Regardless 
of IntensIty of use, animals generally lost weight during the fall. Crested 
wheatgrass production was 859 lb/A. 

Inches 

1965 

1965 ThIs year was much above normal in precipitation and temperatures were 
lower than In the previous year. The stems remained green through the time 
that the fall photograph was taken and production was 846 lb/A. 
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1966 November through May precipitation was below normal and June precip- 
itation was about one-half of normal. Crested wheatgrass production aver- 
aged only 246 lb/A. 

1966 

1967 The year was a little above average, although June precIpitation was well 
above average. Grass production was near average at 470 lb/A. 
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1968 The year started about normal in precipitation, but it rained all through 
the summer, with over three inches falling in August. FaIl animal gains were 
comparable to the early spring gains this year. Grass production was 450 
lb/A. 
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1969 May precipitation was much below normal. Although June precipitation 
was about normal, it came too late to compensate for May's low precipitation 
level. Grass production was only 262 lb/A. Note the similarity of this photo- 
graph with 1966. 
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1973 PrecipItation was about average during the months of May and June but 
was above average during the summer months. 

Inches 

1973 

1971 PrecIpitation was above normal In May and June, as reflected in crested 
wheatgrass production of 1,090 lb/A. 
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1975 

1974 May and June precipitation was much below average. The growth around 
the badger hole obscures how dry it was, but some indication can be ascer- 
tained from the vegetation in the background, with grass production only 
324 lb/A. 

1975 Again precipitation was slightly below average in May and June but 
above average in August and September. Plant stems retained some green 
Into the fall. 

Inches 

Inches 



162 RANGELANDS 14(3), June 1992 

20 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

0 

20 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

0 

Inches 

Inches 

1976 Although May and June precipitation was a little below average, August 
and September precipItation was sufficiently above average so that green 
growth was evident in the fall of the year. 

1977 May was exceptionally high in precipitation, but June was a little below 
average. Haiogeton was more evident around the badger diggings in this 
year. 

1 

1976 

1977 
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1978 November-AprIl precipitatIon was the highest since 1963 and 1965; but 
May precipitation was near average, and June precipitation was much below 
average. Haiogeton is evident near the badger mound. 

1978 

1979 The photograph shows the effects of the iow precipitation in May and the 

siightIy less than average precipitation in June. This was one of the drier 

years on record up to this time. 
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1980 Well above-average precipitatIon In May and June was reflected In the 
production thIs year. Pepper grass (Lepidlum perfollatum) occurred on the 
badger diggings. 
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1982 PrecipitatIon was above average during November-April, near average 
during May and well below average in June. it was above average in August 
and September, and the grass remained green In the stems well after the time 
of the photograph. 
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1983 
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1984 
1984 November-April precipitation was above normal and May was below 

normal. Precipitation for August and the rest of the year was above normal. 
As a consequence, the grass stems remained green during the summer. 

1983 May precipitation was well above normal but June was below normal. 
August through October precipitatIon was well above normal as well. 
Crested wheatgrass production was a little above normal. 
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1987 
1987 The below-normal precIpitation November-April was not compensated 
for by the above-normal May and June precipitation. Another gauge nearby 
showed a dearth of April precipitation. 

1986 November-AprIl precipitation was one of the highest on record. May 
precipitation was much above normal, while June was below normal. 
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1989 

1988 ThIs was the beginning of a three-year dry perIod. November-April 
precipitation was well below normal. May precipItatIon was 1.1 inches below 
normal and no precipitation was received in June. 

1989 November-April precipitation was about average for this period. May 
and June precIpitation was well below normal. Haiogeton was common and 

many crested wheatgrass piants had died, with production only 130 lb/A. 
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1991 PrecipitatIon In November-April was above normal and May was well 
above normal. June precIpitation was below normal. Crested wheatgrass 
seedlIngs were starting to appear on the slick spots and production was up at 
250 lb/A. 
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1990 November through April precIpitation was again about average, but May 
and June precipItation was much below normal, as reflected in production 
(140 lb/A). 
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Brush Utilization on the Rio Grande Plains 

C. Wayne Hanselka and Joe C. Paschai 

The Texas Rio Grande Plains include 22 million acres of 
land, 93% of which has a moderate to dense brush cover 
(Figure 1). The Prosopis-Acacia dominated mixed brush 
complex (mesquite, blackbrush, guajillo, catciaw, gran- 
jeno) is home to numerous white-tailed deer, other wild- 
life species, and supports a large cow/calf industry. The 
brush limits cattle carrying capacities to 1 Animal Unit 
(A.U.)/30—40 acres. Herbaceous production in the area 
averaged only 500 lbs/acre (air dried) on five locations in 
1985. 

Consequently, ranchers have burned, grubbed, cut, 
shredded, plowed, and poisoned brush for over 90 years 
trying to reduce the brush cover and grow more grass for 
their cattle. Early attempts at eradication failed. An era of 
"control" began in the the 1950's and the "management" 
era began in the mid-i 960's. Recognizing the importance 
of brush as wildlife habitat, the use of brush by cattle, 
importance of biodiversity and alternative options for 
rangeland uses, ranchers have continued to incorporate 
brush management into their operations. 

Management of brush involves manipulation of densi- 
ties, species composition, stature, and architecture of 
brush stands to meet range management objectives. This 
may involve modifying brush stands by seeding or trans- 
planting, or reducing stands with treatments of fire, chem- 
ical, mechanical, and/or biological technologies. Sequen- 

tial treatments of one or more of these methods may be 
necessary to maintain brush at desired levels. 

Most brush management practices in the Rio Grande 
Plains have been focused on reducing or thinning brush 
stands. The expense and other disadvantages of tradi- 
tional methods has forced a reevaluation of a biological 
method—the use of goats to suppress brush. A logical 
extension of this concept is to utilize brush with live- 
stock, manage it as a renewable resource, and market it in 
the form of livestock products. Goats have long been 
used to convert roughages to meat, milk, fiber, tallow, and 
leather on a world-wide basis. However, their use in a 
viable livestock industry and as a range management tool 
has just begun to gain wider acceptance in the U.S. 

The Status of Spanish Goats in South Texas 
Goats have browsed south Texas rangelands since the 

earliest Spanish settlements in the late 1600's and early 
1700's and were raised for meat and milk (Figure 2). These 
goats, in contrast with Angora goats raised for mohair 
production, are often called Spanish goats, but are also 
known as meat, brush, criollo, wood, or common goats. 
Recent estimates place the present Spanish goat popula- 
tion in Texas at 330,000 head worth over $4 million. Most 
Spanish goats in the region are located in two tiers of 
counties near the Rio Grande bordering Texas and Mex- 
ico (Mercado et al. 1991). Depending upon location, 
5%—13% of the ranchers in this area report having meat 
goat enterprises for sale and for producing meat for per- 
sonal use. However, over one-third keep Spanish goats 
strictly for a brush management. This is not surprising 
when over half of a typical South Texas ranch is brushy 
rangeland (Figure 3). Although many producers initiated 
their Spanish goat enterprises strictly for brush control 
purposes, most have begun to include utilization of brush 
and marketing goats as a range resource. 

Biological Brush Utilization on the Vaquilias Ranch 

Gene "Primo" Walker, Jr. of Mirando City, Texas, is 
such an individual. The Walker family owns and operates 
San Mateo Select "Natural" Cabrito, a business based 
upon utilization of range brush with meat goats. 

The Walker's Vaquillas Ranch is in the heart of the 
brush country about 50 miles east of Laredo near the 
Mexican border. Gene began experimenting with Span- 
ish goats for brush control in i978 but now considers 
brush utilization as a major objective. He now has over 
2,000 breeding nannies in two locations used to produce 
"cabrito" (milk-fed kid). His management allows the 
goats to keep the brush in check but maintains the most 

FIg. 1. The Rio Grande Plains of South Texas. 

Authors are Extension Range Specialist, Corpus Christi, Texas, and Exten- 
sion Livestock Specialist, Corpus Christi, Texas, respectively. 
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desirable species as a forage base for the goats and white 
tailed deer. 

The original herd of 1,000 nannies browse on a 1,600- 
acre pasture divided into several smaller pastures. Another 
1,000 nannies now browse four, 500-acre pastures at a 
separate location on the ranch. These pastures support a 
dense cover of mixed brush including mesquite, black- 
brush, guaj illo (A cacia berlandieri), guayacan (Porlieria 
angustifolia), and numerous other species. Goats prefer 
guajillo over other brush but will also consume large 
amounts of blackbrush, persimmon (Diospyros texana), 
and colima (Zanthoxylum fagara). Studies in Mexico and 
southern Texas report that over 50% of the annual diet of 
the Spanish goat is composed of leaves and stems of 
various brush species (Garcia G. et al. 1989, Warren et al 
1984). Goats also relish mast such as mesquite beans and 
pricklypear "tunas". 

Walker uses a decision-deferred grazing strategy for 
both Spanish goats and cattle. Grazing periods are 
determined by evaluating both forage and animal condi- 
tion. Goats and cattle are rotated together through the 
system of small pastures. White-tailed deer will move 
either ahead of or behind the goats and "goating" does 
not appear to interfere with the production of quality deer 

CLEARED RANGEL 

BRUSHY RANGELAND 
54% 

on the Walker ranch. 
Regional research is showing that continuous heavy 

grazing is detrimental to the brush as a forage base and to 
the nutritional plane of the goats. Heavy grazing is also 
detrimental to white-tailed deer populations. Stocking 
rates of 1 goat/.5 acre for 5 months completely removed 
all leafy material below a 5-ft browseline on an experi- 
mental pasture near Kingsville, Texas. However, continu- 
ous grazing at 1 goat/i-i .5 acres did not have any visible 
negative effects. Heavy stocking rates are necessary for 
brush control but more moderate stocking levels are 
required when other uses (i.e., a forage base for livestock 
or wildlife habitat) are considered. Walker uses Ca. i 
goat/1-2 acres depending upon vegetation conditions. 
However, stock densities may range from 1 goat/.25-.5 
acres for short periods of time in order to have a greater 
impact on the brush. The most desirable plants are 
browsed heavily very quickly. Since cattle prefer grasses, 
stocking rates will vary from 1 A.U./30 acres to 1 A.U./50 
acres on the Walker Ranch, depending upon range site. 

Regrowth brush is generally higher in digestible nut- 
rients and palatability. Two small traps for kidding in the 
goat pastures on the Vaquillas ranch have been roller 
chopped and/or shredded, leaving mottes of intact brush 
for cover. The goats have browsed the treated brush 
extensively over the past 4 years, maintaining the height 
at 3 ft. 

A diet predominantly composed of brush plants is usu- 
ally low in energy (Holloway and Varner 1985). Also, 
droughts and freezes lower forage availability and qual- 
ity. These conditions necessitate a supplemental feeding 
program. Gene feeds singed pricklypear during stressful 
times. Grazing rotations are halted and pricklypear is fed 
until the rains come again. He continues to burn "pear" 
even on fresh pasture so that the goats can make the 
transition to other forages themselves. Goats are fed 
coastal bermudagrass or buffelgrass hay during the win- 
ter months. The major poisonous plant in this area is 

coyotillo (Karwinskia humboldtiona) but it has caused 
only a few problems. 

Fencing and Predators 

The major problems limiting goat production in this 

Fig. 2. Spanish goats are well adapted to brushy range conditions. 

TAME PASTURE 
13% 

CULTIVATED CROPS 
11% 

Fig. 3. Land types ranched by the typical South Texas Spanish goat producer. 
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area are usually poorly designed fencing and an abun- 
dance of predators. Walker's fencing consists of 12-inch 
stay netwire on perimeters and along lanes. Spanish 
goats will get their heads and horns caught in 6-inch 
netwire so the larger size is preferred. Electrical fencing 
works well but requires special designs, maintainence, 
and behavioral adaptation by goats. Gene prefers to use 
additional strands of barbed wire on original 4-5 strand 
barbed wire fences. 

Since the brush country is the "coyote capital of the 
world", predators are a major problem. There are more 
coyotes per square mile in the region than anywhere else 
in North America. Bobcats also are numerous. One pre- 
dator avoidance strategy in the region is the use of guard 
animals (usually dogs). Four to five guard dogs/800 nan- 
nies are used on the Walker ranch. Mongrels are preferred 
by Walker and other area ranchers. Pups are bonded soon 
after birth to nannies by allowing them to nurse the does. 
They are also kept separated from other dogs. As dogs 
mature they bond to the goats, but their canine traits 
surface when the herd is threatened by a predator. The 
dogs stay with the goat herd at all times. When the herd 
moves to the protection of corrals at night, the dogs will 
constantly check for danger. Predation is usually heaviest 
early in the morning after the dogs have been awake most 
of the night and are sleepy. Predation is also lessened by 
reducing coyote populations in the pastures on the 
Walker Ranch by the use of snares. Buffer and other prey 
species (e.g., quail, cottontail rabbits, jackrabbits, and 
rodents) are encouraged as an alternative coyote food 
supply. A "pastor" (herder) is also employed to daily 
check over the herd and to assist with kidding to discour- 
age predation when the goats are most vulnerable. 
Another predator avoidance strategy is the adjusting of 
kidding to avoid coyote whelping seasons. 

Management of the Spanish Goat Herd 
Walker breeds his nannies 3 times/year but most of his 

does kid three times every two years. Kidding seasons in 
the spring, summer, and fall are synchronized to coincide 
with regional ethnic and religious holidays and subse- 
quent high cabrito meat demand. 

Thirty-five acre kidding pastures each hold about 
300-400 nannies during the kidding season. These traps 
have some patchy, dense brush mottes that the does use 
as cover to birth their kids. About 1 week before kidding, 
all pregnant nannies are placed in these traps and stay 
there until the kids are born. After kidding, the nannies are 
placed back in the herd and the kids are tethered on a 
stake in a small trap by the corrals (Figure 4). This allows 
the kids to remain separate so their scents do not CO- 

mingle and the does can easily identify their offspring for 
nursing in the evenings. After bonding is complete in 3—4 

days, the kids are released from their tether. The kids are 

marketed at 45—50 days of age so they are never exposed 
to predation in the main pastures. Walker markets kid 
crops ranging from 100—225% per year depending upon 
the year and season. 

Fig. 4. Kids are separated from their cohorts at birth to allow dam- 
kid bonding. 

Selection, culling, and replacement programs; parasite 
and disease control; reproduction management; and a 

good marketing program complement Walker's range 
management efforts. However, the nutritional basis for 
the Vaquillas Ranch Spanish goat herd is rangeland 
vegetation—primarily brush. Gene Walker is using a pre- 
viously undesirable and underutilized resource to sustain 
a profitable and unique rangeland enterprise. This is a 
classic example of integrated resource management on 
the Rio Grande Plains of South Texas. 
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Machinery Maintenance 
Bruce M. Pendery and Melvin D. Rumbaugh 

Many machines are used in range and agronomic field 
research and ranching/farming operations. Maintenance 
of these machines is important because it insures proper 
functioning, reduces repair costs, and reduces the possi- 
bility of injury. Maintenance is often neglected, however, 
because people forget about it in the day-to-day rush to 
complete work, or the manuals are stored in a file, out of 
sight, where they are less likely to be consulted. 

To encourage proper maintenance of our equipment, 
we developed a poster that lists maintenance require- 
mentsforthe machines that we use (Figure 1). The poster 
is 32 inches high and 28 inches wide and is mounted in 
our shop. This keeps the maintenance items plainly in 
view of the operators where they are less easy to forget. 

The poster is easy to make and maintenance descrip- 
tions can be as simple or detailed as needed. Mainte- 
nance charts in many manuals can be copied and mounted 
on the poster verbatim (a copyright release may be 
needed). Or, a checklist can be prepared using a word 
processing or graphics program. We covered our poster 
with plastic and mounted it on plywood to make it more 
durable. 

Other kinds of information could be included on a pos- 
ter. The names of those responsible for maintenance 
could be listed. The names, addresses, and telephone 
number(s) of machinery service centers might also be 
listed. 

Again, the primary advantage of a machinery mainte- 
nance poster is that it makes maintenance easier to 
remember because it combines maintenance schedules 
into a convenient, difficult-to-ignore, package. Neverthe- 
less, the poster is not a substitute for reference to a 
machine's owner's manual for details about maintenance. 

(see facing page for poster) 

Cooperative contribution of the USDA-Agricultural Research Service and 
the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station. Approved as Journal Paper No. 
4131. Authors are Range Scientist and Research Geneticist, USDA-Agricul- 
tural Research Service, Logan, UT 84322-6300. 

We thank Carolyn Lemon for help in preparing the poster. Howard Horton, 
Ray Cartee, and Glenn Shewmaker for reviewing an earlier draft of this paper. 
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MACHINERY MAINTENANCE 
SCHEDULES 

John Deere Tractoi 
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Restoration of the Tall Grass Prairie at Homestead National 
Monument, Beatrice, Nebraska 

David E. Hutchinson 

Homestead National Monument, a 
T-shaped quarter section of prairie 
and woodland is located five miles 
west of Beatrice, Nebraska, in the 
southeast corner of the state. It is 
built on the land claim of Daniel 
Freeman, one of the first applicants 
to file under the Homestead Act of 
1862. This monument commemorates 
the influence of the Homestead Move- 
ment on American History. It "is a 
memorial to the pioneers who braved 
the rigors of the prairie frontier to 
build their homes and fortunes in a 
new land." (Brochure on the Home- 
stead National Monument, National 
Park Service, 1987). 

Daniel Freeman is credited with 
building the first Homestead in the 
United States. At the Homestead site, 
he found good soil, adequate timber 
which he needed for lumber and fuel, 
and plenty of water in the creek for 
use in his home and to water the live- 
stock. The tall grass prairie provided 
feed for the livestock. The pioneers 
also used the prairie grass for build- 
ing their first homes, the sod house. 

Many attempts were made to make 
Daniel Freeman's homestead into a 
national park. In 1908, six weeks 
after Freeman's death, interested 
Beatrice citizens started a movement 
to preserve the homestead as a 
national park. 

Senator George W. Norris of Ne- 
braska introduced the legislation in 
the U.S. Senate on January 22, 1935. 
Unlike previous homestead bills, 
Norris's proposal did not die in a 
congressional committee. It was signed 
into law on March 19, 1936 by Presi- 
dent Franklin Roosevelt and the new 
legislation became Public Law 480, 
74th Congress, creating "The Home- 
stead National Monument of Amer- 
ica in Gage County, Nebraska". 

(Mattison, Ray H., Nebraska History, 
volume 43, number 1, March, 1962). 

After the Civil War, thousands of 
Veterans took advantage of the Home- 
stead Act. Population rapidly grew in 
Nebraska, the Dakotas, and Montana 
with the free distribution of public 
lands. By 1935, thesupply of suitable 
areas was exhausted. Today many 
descendants of the original Home- 
steaders still successfully farm the 
land. (Pamphlet on Homestead 
National Monument) 

In 1938, the National Park Service 
asked the Soil Conservation Service 
for help in re-establishing a tall grass 
prairie at the Homestead National 
Monument. Based on my experience 
and success in establishing tall grass 
prairies in Pawnee County, Nebraska, 

I was asked to help the Park Service 
at the National Monument. At the 
time, I was working as the District 
Soil Conservationist. 

Nineteen thirty-eight was a good 
year for the growth and harvest of 
native grass seed in southeast Ne- 
braska. Seed in a virgin native grass 
prairie, primarily of big bluestem, 
indian grass, and switchgrass, was 
found ontheJoeSchevefarm located 
near the Homestead National Mon- 
ument. The seed was harvested by 
cutting the grass with a grain binder 
and then separating the seed with a 
threshing machine. 

Big bluestem is the chief compo- 
nent of the tall grass prairie. It is the 
"king" of native grasses. It is often 
called the "ice cream" of native grasses 
cattle eat it so well. It is one of the 
most robust and colorful of the 
grasses. After frost it turns a light 
reddish color. Homesteaders found 
corn grew best where bluestem had 
grown. 

Indian grass was named for the 
American Indian. It is the state native 
grass of Oklahoma. It grows tall and 
is one of the most beautiful of the 
grasses with golden seedheads ap- 
pearing in September. 

Switchgrass is very deep rooted. It 
is a vigorous sod forming grass that 
is good for planting on road cuts, 
fills, and earth dams. It grows in col- 
onies or patches in uplands and low- 
lands. 

Once the big bluestem, indian 
grass and switchgrass seed was har- 
vested, the next step was planting. 
The land at Homestead National 
Monument, where the grass would 
be planted, had previously grown 
corn. The area was disced lightly in 
the Spring of 1939 to prepare the 
land for seeding the tall grass prairie 
seed. 

Ralph Shaver, superintendent of Homes- 
tead National Monument, standing in the 
tall big bluestem. Photo by D.E. Hutchin- 
son, Oct. 18, 1957. 

Author is retired Nebraska State Soil Conserva- 
tion Service Resource Conservationist. 
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Homestead National Monument Supt. 
Ralph Shaver standing in head high switch- 
grass. Photo by D.E. Hut chinson. 

The Soil Conservation Service in 
Pawnee County, Nebraska, owned a 
Minneapolis doublerun feed grain 
drill capable of planting "trashy" (seed 
plus stems, leaves) tall grass prairie 
mixtures. It was necessary to have a 
man standing on the back of the drill 
to keep the seed agitated with a stick. 

Supt. Ralph Shaver standing in indian 
grass. Photo by Darrel A. Davis. 

The drill was loaned to Homestead in 
the Spring of 1939 for seeding the 
restored prairie. 

Since being re-established, the 
farmers who live near Homestead 
have managed the tall grass prairie 
by cutting it for hay and by an occa- 
sional burning. 

The restored tall native grass prairie 
at Homestead National Monument is 
a replica of the original vegetation. 
The restoration shows present day 
visitors what the prairie looked like in 
the early days before it was disturbed. 
They get a feel for the land as it was 
when Daniel Freeman made his Home- 
stead claim. 

Today, seed for the tall grass spe- 
cies, grown on seed farms, is planted 
in rows like corn and then cultivated, 
irrigated, and harvested with a grain 
combine. Improved drills are avail- 
able for planting tall grass prairie 
seed. The trash goes down as mulch. 
Several hundred acres are planted 
annually for seed in the Midwest. 
Many miles are also planted along 
highways. Interstate 1-80, across 
Nebraska, is a good example. 

At one time, tall grass prairie covered 
millions of acres in North America. 
Today, only a few isolated patches 
remain. We take encouragement from 
the fact that more people are becom- 
interested in preserving and 
lishing prairies. 
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President's Notes (cont'd) 
more contributions of news and comments, and more 
support from advertisers. 

Obviously, I am excited about the Subscription Pro- 
gram as a new opportunity for SAM to reach out on a 
continuing basis to more people with what we as a 
Society probably produce best: our publications, meet- 
ings, and field tours. In my view these have far greater 
potential for affecting public knowledge and opinion in 
the long run than most attempts to "tell our story" as a 
quick response to "bad" publicity about current issues. 
As Ray Housley says, "The first shot in a media battle is 

usually the only one that's heard. The return fire, no mat- 
ter how quick, seldom gets much play." 

I recognize that a few members will elect to drop full 
membership for the Subscription Program that offers 
many of the benefits of membership. However, we will not 
be losing them from our family and I am confident that an 
aggressive "sales" program by sections and individuals 
will discourage dropouts and that losseswill be morethan 
overshadowed by gains in outreach and income (section 
and parent society). Let's all give this a good effort. We all 
must be salespersons. One-on-one contacts are the key. 
—Jack Artz, President, Society for Range Management. 



176 RANGELANDS 14(3), June 1992 

Capital Corral 

If you try to please everybody, 
somebody is not going to like it. 

Norman R. Augustine 
Federal land ownershIp would be limited by S.2326, a 

bill written by Sen. Steve Symms (A-ID) and co-sponsored 
by a dozen Republican Senators. The "No Net Loss of 
Private Lands Bill" would call for the federal land manag- 
ing agencies in the conservation category to privatize as 
much land as they acquire through exchange, purchase 
or donation in the states where there is 25% federal land. 
Lands administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service and 
Forest Service in eleven western states plus Alaska would 
be affected. Oddly enough, the bill omits the agencies 
who regularly acquire substantial acreage by eminent 
domain—Department of Defense (including the Corps of 
Engineers), Department of Energy, and Bureau of Recla- 
mation. The Symms Bill is not expected to get favorable 
consideration during the current session, which will be 
Sen. Symms' last; he has announced he will not run this 
fall. 

Private property rights is an issue on the judicial front 
as well; the Supreme Court agreed to review three cases 
dealing with legislative "takings" of property rights. The 
first of these cases, Lucas v. South Carolina, was heard in 
March. Lucas asks compensation for loss of his right to 
build on oceanfront property under a state law aimed at 
reducing shoreline erosion. The cases reflect a growing 
concern on both sides of an issue which promises to be a 
major one in the months and years just ahead. 

BLM range staffers are scrambling to put some meat on 
the bones of a grazing fee increase proposal surfaced by 
Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan in mid-March. Director 
Jamison called the proposal "just a concept" in testifying 
before the Senate Appropriations Interior Subcommittee. 
That concept, which would provide incentive discounts 
for permittee contributions to improved rangeland re- 
source management, sounds a lot like the idea advanced 
over a year ago by Maitland Sharpe of the lzaak Walton 
League. The challenging aspect of the approach lies in 
defining, and especially in quantifying, the precise value 
of specific elements in a "conservation formula" for fees. 
Unfortunately, it may be much more difficult to figure out 
how to apply this idea than it was to conceive it. Selling 
both the idea and the application will not be easy, either. 
Friends of the livestock industry in the Senate have indi- 
cated strong interest in a fee increase which might be 
more modest than proposals which have come out of the 
House the past two years. But industry spokespersons 
have been slow to indicate an interest in any increase in 
fees beyond the existing formula. 

if livestock producers and range managers didn't aleady 
have enough on their minds, a campaign called "Beyond 

Ray Housley 
Washington Representative 

Beef" was scheduled to begin in May with the objective of 
reducing beef consumption 50% by the end of the cen- 
tury. The group headed by Jeremy Rifkin and including 
Greenpeace USA, Public Citizen, Earthkind, Rest the 
West and others, intends to raise—and spend—a million 
dollars annually on an aggressive media campaign to 
discourage beef consumption on environmental, health 
and humane grounds. At an April 14 press conference in 
Washington, Rifkin blamed many of the world's ills on 
Western beef consumption. One of those he mentioned 
repeatedly was something he called "de-certification". 
Turns out he meant "desertification." Other interesting 
statements included a claim that it requires 2,400 gallons 
of water to produce a pound of beef, a figure industry 
spokespersons said was closer to 200 gallons. Rifkin, the 
Washington Post says, 5 years ago became concerned a 
cattle virus might be causing AIDS, and asked the 
National Institutes of Health to investigate. 

Howard Lyman is Executive Director of Beyond Beef. 
Before becoming a lobbyist for the National Farmers' 
Union, he was a cattle rancher and feedlot operator in 
Montana who ran (unsuccessfully) for Congress in 1982. 
He expressed concern over the "chickenization" of the 
beef industry, apparently worried about monopoly in 
marketing. Stay tuned for radio and TV plugs which 
Beyond Beef hopes to get aired free. The Food Facts 
Coalition, including several industry groups and the 
American Society of Animal Science, is taking the cam- 
paign seriously. FFC Representatives were on hand fol- 
lowing the BB press conference to provide carefully doc- 
umented material rebutting the more incredible alle- 
gations; they also distributed hamburgers along with 
press kits to the departing reporters. 

Moonlighting Feds who write or speak off duty for pay 
still have to do it free, or defer receiving payments. While a 
federal judged ruled that a ban on honoraria is an uncon- 
stitutional violation of free speech rights, he said the issue 
must finally be decided after appeals of his decision or by 
Congressional action. The latter had seemed a likely out- 
come, but with the uproar over perks for public officials, it 
may fall by the wayside. 

Mid-level professionals at Agriculture and Interior may 
not soon see an end to the stagnated promotions of the 
last year and a half. However, in January 1994, Senior 
Executive Service members are expected to start retiring 
in record numbers when they become eligible for sub- 
stantially higher pensions based on the big salary hikes of 
1991. At USDA, 42 percent of the 302 SES members will 
be eligible to retire; at Interior, 47 percent will be eligible. 
It seems unlikely that any incentive for early retirement 
will emerge from the Congress this year, although Sen. 
William V. Roth, Jr. (R-DE) has had a bill in for three years 
to relax age and service requirements temporarily. Ac- 
cording to Mike Causey of the Washington Post, the Roth 
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bill is stalled because federal unions and Democrats think 
the proposal is designed to gut government services and 
provide more work for contractors. (Sen. Roth has also 
proposed a national commission to recommend ways to 
downsize and streamline the government, moving deci- 
sionmakers and the decisionmaking process away from 
Washington. Action: unlikely.) Top federal personnel 
managers view the potential mass exodus of senior exec- 
utives as a major problem, and are beginning efforts to get 
candidates ready to replace the retirees. One of their 
concerns: the possible temptation to maximize use of 
political appointees in filling vacancies. 

The NatIonal Park ServIce was rocked by the report of a 
special panel appointed to examine the agency on its 75th 
anniversary. In addition to the problems associated with 
stagnated funding and growing pressures, the report 
describes political pressures and porkbarreling; it clearly 
implies leadership problems in an organization that treats 
its employees poorly, frustrating their "development, pro- 
fessionalism and initiative". The panel found that the NPS 
has virtually no scientific and research capability upon 
which to base its management and protection policies. 
Employees were extremely dedicated, but the agency is 
hurt by lacking educational standards, poor training, and 
"eroding professionalism", the report says. The NPS has 
not been headed by a career professional during recent 
years, though most Directors have had professional 
backgrounds and qualifications. 

Harlan DeGarmo has been reassigned from the Washing- 
ton Headquarters of the Soil Conservation Service to its 
National Technical Center, Lincoln, NE. 

The General AccountIng OffIce's report on BLM's mon- 
ItorIng activity says "inadequate" and recommends two 
solutions: reduce livestock numbers or increase fees. 
GAO correctly and consistently recognizes that the BLM 
range activity is underfunded and understaffed; Interior 
policy-level officials agree with that finding if they don't 
agree with the suggested actions. For a single copy of 
GAO-RCED-92-51, write GAO, P.O. Box 6015, Gaithers- 
burg, MD 20877 or call (202) 275-6241. Speaking of GAO, 
The Public Lands Foundation has written the Chairman of 
the House Interior Subcommittee on Public Lands and 
National Parks to defend GAO against the criticisms con- 
tained in the Resource Concepts, Inc., critique of several 
recent reports (see Capital Corral in the April issue of 
Ran gelands). PLF pulled no punches in its comments on 
the review and some of its endorsers. 

DownsizIng BLM Is gettIng bIgger—in scope, at least. 
Following a report by the USD1 Inspector General, the 
agency is taking a look at moving state and district level 

personnel to resource areas, and Director Cy Jamison 
has indicated that he is thinking seriously about a "two- 
level" organization in the field. Meanwhile, about 40 
vacant positions in the Washington Office have been 
moved to the field, and at least half-again that many jobs 
with incumbents are scheduled to go this summer, we 
have been told. Watch the fine print in the Appropriations 
Committees reports for a final reading on how Congress 
views downsizing. The downsizing is now officially named 
"BLM 2015" — a 25-year plan to improve agency effi- 
ciency. 

BUFFALO 
SIap Bros. 

Seed Company- 
(jdTxn' SEEDS FOR IMPRO ED RANGE SELECI NATIVE GRASSES 

AINOFHE: 
LV, KS 67850 1-800-4-p 
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-800-451-3779 AMARILLO, TX 798 

GREELEY, Co 80631 (303)-356-4710 
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Current Literature 
This section has the objective of alerting SRM members 

and other readers of Ran gelands to the availability of new, 
useful literature being published on applied range manage- 
ment. Readers are requested to suggest literature items— 
and preferably also contribute single copies for review—for 
including in this section in subsequent issues. Personal 
copies should be requested from the respective publisher or 
senior author (address shown in parentheses for each 
citation). 

Alfalfa Management Guide; by Dan Undersander, Neal Martin, Den- 
nis Cosgrove, Keith Kelling, et al.; 1991; Amer. Soc. Agron., Madi- 
son, Wisc.; 41 p. (Book Order Dept., Amer. Soc. Agron., 677 South 
Segoe Road, Madison, Wisc. 53711-1086; $4.50 postpaid) A prac- 
tical semi-technical guide to the establishment, production, and 
mechanical harvesting of alfalfa. 

Changes in Vegetation and Land Use in Eastern Colorado: A Photo- 
graphic Study, 1904 to 1986; by William J. McGinnies, Homer L. 
Shantz, and William G. McGinnies; 1991; USDA ARS-85; 165 p. 
(Send request to Charlie Townsend, USDA-ARS, 1701 Center 
Ave., Fort Collins, Cob. 80526) An assessment of vegetational 
changes resulting from land use and changes in weather patterns 
based on original 1908-17 photos by Shantz, interim photos and 
interpretations by Shantz and Wm. G. McGinnies, and 1985-1986 
pictures and final compilation by the senior author, also now 
deceased. 

Diet Selection of Cattle and Bonded Small Ruminants Grazing Arid 
Rangeland; by C.V. Hulet, D.M. Anderson, yB. Nakamatsu, L.W. 
Murray, and R.D. Piepor; 1992; Sheep Res. J. (SID) 8(1):11-18. A 
study on the Jornada Experimental Range in New Mexico of the 
effect of bonding (1) on grazing behavior and diet selection and 
(2) on liveweight changes in lambs. 

Eastern Redcedar: Oklahoma's Centennial Brush Problem; by Ter- 
rence G. Bidwell and Mark E. Moseley; 1989; OkIa. Agric. Ext. Cir. 
E-892; 4 p. (Cooperative Ext. Serv., OkIa. State Univ., Stillwater, 
OkIa. 74078) A brief introduction to this major brush problem in 
Oklahoma and alternative control methods. 

Economics of Lamb Production on Wheatgrasses and Wheatgrass- 
Sainfoin Pastures; by T.P. Karnezos and A.G. Matches; 1992; J. 
Prod. Agric. 5(2):290-294. (Dept. Agron., Hort., and Entom., Texas 
Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas 79409-2122) Compared the potential 
profitability of spring lamb production in northern Texas from 
three Irrigated wheatgrasses (Hycrest, Luna, and Jose) grown 
with and without sainfoin (Renumex). 

Effectiveness of Livestock Guarding Dogs for Reducing Predation 
on Domestic Sheep; by William F. Andelt; 1992; WildI. Soc. Bul. 
20(1):55—62. (Dept. Fishery & Wildl. Biol., Cob. State Univ., Fort 
Collins, Cob. 80523) Compared domestic sheep losses in fenced 

pastures and on open ranges with (22 respondents) and without 
(21 respondents) livestock guarding dogs in Colorado during 
1986; producer estimates of the value of sheep saved from preda- 
tors by guarding dogs also presented. 

Compiled by John F. Vallentine, Professor of Range Science, Brigham Young 
University, Provo, Utah 84602 

Effects of Burning and Clipping on Five Bunchgrasses in Eastern 
Oregon; by Carlton M. Britton, Guy R. McPherson, and Forrest A. 

Sneva; 1990; Great Basin Nat. 50(2):115-120. (Dept. Range & 
WildI. Mgt., Texas Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas 79409) Yields two 
years after defoliation of squirreltail, bluebunch wheatgrass, 
Idaho fescue, and junegrass were not reduced; but Thurber 
needlegrass was severely damaged by all defoliation treatments. 

Epidemiology and Toxicology of 2,4-D; by Wendell R. Mullison and 
Gregory G. Bond; 1991; Weed Tech. 5(4):898-906. (Dow Chemical 
Co., Midland, Mich. 48674) A review of earlier and the most recent 
studies on this subject, leading to the conclusion that 2,4-D" is 
probablythe most widely researched herbicide in the world..., has 
an excellent record as far as is known with regard to public 
health and is not particularly toxic to the wildlife and disap- 
pears rather rapidly from the environment." 

Estimation of Stocking Rate on New Mexico Rangelands; by Jerry L. 
Holechek and Rex D. Pieper; 1992; J. Soil and Water Cons. 
47(1):116-119. (Dept. Anim. & Range Sci., New Mexico State 
Univ., Las Cruces, N. Mex. 88003) Compared six stocking rate 
estimation methods using long-term data from moderately stocked 
Chihuahuan desert and shortgrass prairie experimental ranges in 
New Mexico; recommends a "quantitative stocking rate proce- 
dure" which the authors concluded 'can provide reasonable 
stocking rate estimates for most western U.S. rangelands, provid- 
ing reliable date are availabile on standing crop of the key forage 
species." 

Evaluation of Slender Wheatgrass-Alfalfa Mixture in a Semi-Arid 
Environment; by P.G. Jefferson and R.B. Irvine; 1992; J. Prod. 
Agric. 5(1):63.-67. (Agric. Canada Res. Sta., P.O. Box 1030, Swift 
Current, Sask. S9H 3X2) Concluded that alfalfa-grass mixtures in 
the same row should be continued to reduce bloat hazard, but 
suggested the use of slender wheatgrass as the companion spe- 
cies was limited by its short-term persistence. 

Grazing Systems for Humid Regions; by Carl S. Hoveland; 1992; J. 
Prod. Agric. 5(1):23—27. (Dept. Agron., Univ. Ga., Athens, Ga. 
30602) Discussed the importance of pastures in Eastern U.S. 

along with their issues, problems, new developments, and grazing 
systems used. 

Growth and Reproductive Performance of Helfers Overwintered In 
Range or Drylot Environments; by K.C. Olson, J.R. Jaeger, and 
J.R. Brethour; 1992; J. Prod. Agric. 5(1):72—76. (Fort Hays Branch 
Agric. Expt. Sta., Kansas State Univ., Hays, Kan. 67601) Wintering 
(with appropriate supplementation) and summering replacement 
heifers on grassland range did not reduce first-year reproductive 
performance and showed "promise as a means of maintaining 
foraging skills that positively affect subsequent performance." 

Growth Patterns of Perennial Grasses in the Annual Grassland Type 
of Southwest Oregon; by M.M. Borman, W.C. Krueger, and D.E. 
Johnson; 1990; Agron. J. 82(6):1093-1098. (Dept. Rangeland 
Resources, Oregon State Univ., Corvallis, Ore. 97331) Of the five 
perennial grasses transplanted into annual grassland plots, Idaho 
fescue and Palestine orchardgrass showed greatest promise for 
stand maintenance and long-term productivity. 
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Habitat Use and Movement Patterns by Migrating Muie Deer in 
Southeastern Idaho; by Terry R. Thomas and Lynn A. Irby; 1990; 
Northwest Sci. 64(1):19-27. (Idaho Dept. Fish & Game, At. 2, Box 
138, Kamiah, Ida. 83536) This study concentrated on timing and 
spatial patterns, important vegetation and physiographic features, 
and threat of hunting and human land use during migration. 

infiuence, of Patch Formation in Determining the Stocking Rate for 
Southern African Grassiands; by K. Kellner and O.J.H. Bosch; 
1992; J. Arid Environ. 22(1):99—105. (Dept. Plant Sc, Potchef- 
stroom Univ. for Christian Higher Education, Potchefstroom, 
2520, South Africa) A study of the formation of grazed and 

ungrazed patches in the semi-arid grasslands of southern Africa, 
with special reference to differences in species composition, eco- 
logical states, and production potential. 

infiuence of Suppiementation Method on Forage Use and Grazing 
Behavior by Beef Cattle Grazing Bluestem range; by S.D. Bran- 
dyberry, R.C. Cochran, E.S. Vanzant, T. DelCurto, and L.A. Corah; 
1991; J. Anim. Sci. 69(10):4128—4136. (Dept. Anim. Sci. & nd., 
Kansas State Univ., Manhattan, Kans. 66506) Feeding a salt- 
limited, 28% crude protein supplement during late summer and 

early winter did not alter forage intake, time spent grazing, or 
distance travelled in small pastures but did provide a considerable 
savings in labor compared with daily hand feeding of supplement. 

Leafy Spurge (Euphorbia esula) Response to Single and Repetitive 
Picioram Treatments; by David G. Hem and Stephen D. Miller; 
1991; Weed Tech. 5(4):881 —883. (Weed Science, Univ. Wyo., Lar- 
amie, Wyo. 82071) Single applications of picloram at 1.5 and 2.0 lb. 
a.e.Ia. maintained effective leafy spurge control above 80% for 3 
years after treatment, but lighter rates required retreatment. 

Long-Term Control of Aspen Poplar and Western Snowberry with 
Dicamba and 2,4-D; by G.G. Bowes; 1991; Can. J. Plant Sci. 
71(4):1121—1131. (Res. Sta., Agric. Canada, Regina, Sask. S4P 
3A2) Dicamba + 2,4-D applied at 1.5 + 2 lb. a.e./a. controlled aspen 
poplar for at least 9 years in the first experiment and 7 years in the 
second experiment, repeat applications being unnecessary for 
aspen control. 

Noxious Brush and Weed Controi; Range and Wildlife Management; 
Research Hlghilghts—1 991; by A. Scott Lutz and David D. Wester 

(Eds.); 1991; Texas Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas (Vol. 22); 42 p. 
(Dept. Range & WildI. Mgt., Texas Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas 
79409) An annual summary of the results of research directed to 
controlling noxious plants in Texas and to management practices 
subsequent to control treatment. 

Plant-Animai interface; by Samuel W. Coleman; 1992; J. Prod. Agric. 
5(1):7-13. (USDA-ARS, Forage & Livestock Res. Lab., P.O. Box 
1199, El Aeno, OkIa. 73036) Discusses the dynamics within the 
grazed ecosystem from both the plant and the animal standpoints, 
and concludes that research (and application as well) must be 
targeted not just to the season-long period but also be continu- 
ously monitored in the short term to assess changes. 

Range Magazine; by C.J. Hadley (Ed.); Spring 1991 (initial issue); 
Range Education Foundation, P.O. Box 639, Carson City, Nev. 
89702-0639; $15 annual subscription) A magazine—projected to 
become a quarterly by 1993—dedicated to 'uniting the friends of 
the livestock industry to improve the public and private lands and 
preserve a way of life." The initial issue includes 10 articles, all well 
illustrated and written in popular-to-semitechnical style. 

The Relationship Between Soils and Vegetation; by M. Hironaka, 
Maynard A. Fosberg, and Kenneth E. Neiman, Jr.; 1991; USDA, 
For. Serv. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-280, p. 29-31. (Dept. Range 
Resources, Univ. Idaho, Moscow, Ida. 83843) "A review of basic 
concepts of soil and vegetation development indicates that vege- 
tation and soils are mutually associated with each other, both 
being the product of the same environmental variables. The mut- 
ual association is between the whole soil and vegetation, not 
individual soil properties and vegetation or selected attributes of 
vegetation." 

Risk-Eflicient Production Management Alternatives for Ranchers 
Using Public Grazing; by Gerald E. Marousek, Leroy D. Stodick, 
and Joseph G. Schimmel; 1992; J. Prod. Agric. 5(1):38—44. (Dept. 
Agric. Econ. & Rural Soc., Univ. Idaho, Moscow, Idaho 83843) A 
study undertaken to specify production and marketing alterna- 
tives available to rangeland beef cattle producers dependent on 
public land forage, and to determine the income/risk relationships 
of those options. 

Sufur Cinquefoil: A New Threat to Biological Diversity; by Peter M. 
Rice; 1991; West. Wildlands 17(2):34-37, 40. (Div. Biol. Sci., Univ. 
Mon., Missoula, Mon. 59812) Describes the rapid expansion of this 
exotic, invading weed species (Potenti!la recta L.) into western 
and south central Montana and provides background information 
about its biology, ecology, and management. 

Terminology for Grazing Lands and Grazing Animals; by Forage 
and GrazingTerminologyCommittee; 1992; J. Prod. Agric. 5(1 ):191 -201. 
A reprinting of the original works by this committee, thereby 
making the materials more readily available; refer to annotated 
listing in "Current Literature," Rangelands 13(5):248, October 
1991. 
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Society for Range Management 1992 Annual Meeting 
Board of Directors Meeting Highlights 

The Board of Directors agreed to destroy all records of 
the rankings, ratings, resumes, and lists of applicants for 
the Executive Vice-President's position from all perman- 
ent records of SAM, with only the specific process and 
criteria used in the selection being retained. 

A proposal has been submitted to have the abstracts of 
articles from the Journal of Range Management trans- 
lated from English to Spanish. incoming Executive Vice- 
President Rumburg, the Journal of Range Managment 
Editorial Board, and the international Affairs Committee 
will work on developing a sound process for this. 

The Board accepted the report of the SAM International 
Rangeiands Congress Task Group, which shall also be 
known as the "iRC Organizing Committee", affirmed the 
organizational structure of the Committee, and requested 
Phil Sims to continue in the "Chairman/President" role. 
The Committee will report to the Board at the 1992 
Summer Meeting. 

The recommendation from the Excellence in Range 
Management Committee for recognition and an award at 
the annual SRM Success Symposia was referred to the 
Awards Committee for review. 

A recommendation was accepted to initiate a payroii 
deduction method and other means of deducation for 
membership fees for employers and their employees and 
others who elect to take these options where each is 
practical and feasible, with the proviso that the $5.00 
rebate for members who recruit new members will not 
apply. 

The Leadership Skills and Empioyment Affairs Seiect 
Committees were rechartered for another five years. The 
Affiliations Committee was reauthorized to continue until 
its next regularly scheduled sunset date. In reauthorizing 
this Committee, a Task Group was appointed which will 
work to prepare the Committee Handbook and new oper- 
ating guidelines for review at the 1992 Summer Meeting 
with an objective for more proactive/effective/respon- 
sive/coordinated partnerships, and a final document to 
be prepared at the 1993 Annual Meeting. 

The Board approved recommendations from the Range- 
iand Reference Areas Committee for changes to the 
Committee Handbook. 

A Study Panel was established to evaluate the Journal 
of Range Management concerning the proposai for a 
name change and the American Forage and Grasslands 
Council proposai on possible joint publication. The Study 
Panel will include Incoming Executive Vice-President 
and Chair and other Panel members to include the JAM 
Editor, Chair of Research Affairs, Chair of Publications 
Committee, and other members as needed. The Panel will 
review both alternatives and mechanisms. 

The SRM Board of Directors endorsed the glossary, 
"Terminology for Grazing Lands and Grazing Animals", 

developed by the interdisciplinary Forage and Grazing 
Terminology Committee, with the Plan of Work for the 
Publications Committee to include consideration as to 
whether the definitions from the "Terminology for Graz- 
ing Lands and Grazing Animals" should be reviewed for 
possible incorporation into the SAM Glossary of Terms in 
future revisions. 

The SRM Board of Directors will consider utilizing the 
interest from the Endowment Fund interest monies as a 
source of funding to publish a book entitled "Ecological 
implications of Livestock Herbivory in the West", result- 
ing from papers presented at the American Institute of 
Biological Sciences (AIBS) Symposium in 1991 which 
was co-sponsored by SRM and the Animal Sciences 
Society of America. 

The International Affairs Committee report highlights 
were: the Committee will look for financial sponsorship 
for international Affairs Soclais held in conjunction with 
Annual Meetings; Guillermo Nava was appointed to the 
1995 International Rangelands Congress Organizing Com- 
mittee to represent Mexico, and Murray Anderson will 
represent Canada; the International Liaison Program will 
serve as the communication link between SRM and inter- 
national organizations/individuals, while the International 
Newsletter will serve as the information exchange link; 
the Mexico/US Range Management Task Force has 
agreed to develop an inventory of existing natural resource 
projects in Mexico by US organizations/individuals; the 
Committee will write to each international range/grass- 
land management organization requesting they submit 
articles for the international Newsletter; additional edi- 
toral suggestions were made on the International Range- 
land Brochure by both the Publications and Information 
and Education Committees; and, SRM will contact the 
Society of Tropical Forester's Executive to ask him to 
represent SRM's interests at the United Nations PrepCom 
IV meeting for input on the United Nations Conference on 
Environment and Development. 

TheTask Group on Unity in Concepts and Terminology 
was reauthorized for two more years with the existing 
membership of the Task Group being retained, except for 
some changes, and its work assignments to be: (1.) to 
continue to work with the various federal agencies toward 
refinement and acceptance of unified concepts and 
procedures, and the establishment of an interagency 
working group for this purpose as recommended in the 
Task Group's report to the Board July, 1991; (2.) to 
develop, in cooperation with other appropriate SRM 
Committees (Information and Education and Profession- 
al Affairs Committees and the Advisory Council) and the 
Sections, educational materials and programs to explain 
these concepts and terminology to SRM members and 
other interest groups; (3.) to develop specific recommen- 
dations for research (working in conjunction with the 
Research Affairs Committee) needed for implementation 
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of these concepts and procedures; (4.) to provide recom- 
mended changes in the SAM Glossary of Terms through 
the Publications Committee for its next revision; (5.) to 
assist the President and Board of Directors in responding 
to issues or providing technical review of documents 
relating to the subject of rangeland classification and 
condition assessment; and, (6.) to consider initiating the 
international implications of the Task Group, particularly 
with Mexico and Canada. The Task Group was com- 
mended for their hard work and a special commendation 
being noted for the Board Representative, Phil Sims, for 
his work with this group. 

The Annual Meeting Handbook Committee needs to 
include guidelines for insuring low registration rates for 
students into this year's revisions. 

SRM reaccredited the undergraduate degree programs 
of the Rangeland Resources Department at Oregon State 
University; the Natural Resource Sciences—Range Man- 
agement program at Washington State University; and 
the Department of Range Resources at the University of 
Idaho. 

The Board approved the recommendations of the Nom- 
inations Committee for the Second Vice-President and 
Directors positions in the order presented and further 
contacts will be made by the Committee to determine the 
final nominees for the 1992 ballot. 

A newly appointed Endangered Species Task Group 
will be reviewing the Endangered Species Act which is up 
for reauthorization in Congress this year; will consider 
issues based on past experience, issues of primary con- 
cern, and proposed modifications to the Act; and will be 
reviewing whether SRM should become pro-active in the 
Endangered Species Issue and its implementation and, if 
so, how to do that. 

The Executive Vice-President was authorized to pro- 
vide up-front funding for the joint sponsorship of sym- 
posia. 

The Special Interests and Liaison Task Group was 
appointed to review several segments of the Society's 
membership and committees to determine future action. 
The Task Group reported as follows: (1.) members 
representing military lands will meld into SRM, as do 
representatives from other land interests, with no special 
class distinction. Washington DC Representative Ray 
Housley will make the necessary contacts at the national 
level to emphasize the need for military members to be 
able to actively participate in the Society by attending 
meetings and serving on committees; (2.) the Commer- 
cial Affairs Committee was reinstated for a period up to 
one year with consideration being given on the legitimate 
functions of the Committee being incorporated into other 
committees of the Society; (3.) Representatives and 
members representing mining interests should be melded 
into SRM; as members of other interests are. Mine land 
rehabilitation matters should continue to be addressed 
through the Rangeland Technology and Equipment Coun- 
cil; (4.) and, the Rangeland Technology Equipment Coun- 
cil (RTEC) should remain as an entity outside the SRM 

organization , but should be closely allied with SRM 
because of the commonality of membership and missions 
of the two organizations. The Society and RTEC should 
annually review this relationship, one with the other, and 
make any appropriate adjustments. Having completed its 
assignments, the Special Interests and Liaison Task 
Group was disbanded. 

The Board of Directors 1992 Summer Meeting will 
begin on Saturday afternoon, July18; will meet all day on 
Sunday, July19; and, be completed on Monday morning, 
July 20. 

A Task Group of the Board, chaired by Murray Ander- 
son, and members consisting of Barbara Allen-Diaz and 
Dennis Phillippi, will draft a strategic planning discussion 
document and a plan for member input into the planning 
process for review at the 1992 Summer Meeting. 

Committees and Task Groups that will be reviewed in 
1992 are Major Enhancement, Public Affairs, and Remote 
Sensing. 

The Board approved the second draft of the Sustained 
Lifetime Achievement Award submitted by the Awards 
Committee with relevant criteria and presentation des- 
cription, with a clarification to be made within the criteria 
that the award does not have to be given each year. The 
basic concept of the American Lands and Resources 
Foundation proposal for a joint award presentation was 
accepted and the 1992-1993 Awards Committee Chair 
will be allowed to develop the opportunity to potentially 
implement this program and to bring the proposal back 
with an implementation plan and structure. 

The Public AffaIrs Committee reported on the following 
items: Coastal Zone Management; Clean Water Act; a 
Threatened and Endangered Species Draft Policy State- 
ment has been refined and referred to the Advisory Coun- 
cil for changes; Coordinated Resource Management 
Draft Position Statement—was developed and reviewed 
by the Advisory Council; a Biological Diversity Draft Pol- 
icy Statement was reviewed by the Advisory Council; 
Review of Existing Policy and Position Statements—the 
Committee is waiting for the Riparian/Watershed Com- 
mittee to comment on the "Riparian Values" Statement; 
on the GAO Report on BLM's Hot Desert Grazing Pro- 
gram, the Committee recommends there is no need to 
prepare a formal response to the GAO Report at this time, 
and should Congress decide to address the points in the 
GAO report, SRM could make specific recommendations 
then. The committee did not ask for any action on the 
Policy or Position Statements at this time. 

Abbreviated Advisory Council Minutes 
Second Vice President's Report. Gary Donart gave an 

informal presentation on what he envisioned for the Advi- 
sory Council (AC), and gave the history of the AC from its 
beginning to the present, noting growing importance and 
input. One positive change made recently was the inclu- 
sion of the AC Chair in the Executive Committee 

President's Report. Stan Tixier spoke on the need for 
higher visibility, and the work being done toward this goal 
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such as recent trips made to Washington, DC, to meet 
with other societies, agencies and interest groups. Tixier 
explained that difficulties in raising visibility, often through 
lack of funding, had brought some ideas for fund raising 
such as CRM training workshops, grants, Ran gelands 
color inserts, other books similar to the Cowboy Cook- 
book, and symposia/conferences. He informed the AC of 
an opportunity for SRM to work with film makers in pre- 
paring a tape which would promote good rangeland use. 

FIrst VIce-PresIdent's Report. Jack Artz invited Coun- 
cil members to participate in the Strategic Planning 
Workshop, and expressed hopes of raising SRM visibility 
through: (1) membership growth, (2) improved and in- 
creased Section activities, and (3) outreach to other 
organizations. 

Executive Vice-President's Report. Pete Jackson ex- 
pressed his pleasure in working with SRM over the past 
nine years. He told of the continuing success of the Cow- 
boy Cookbook, and of the growing success of three 
handbooks now being sold by SAM—Fences, Facilities 
for Watering, and Facilities for Handling Livestock. He 
also asked for range management videos to be sent to the 
SRM Headquarters Office to help the development of a 
video library. 

Incoming ExecutiveVice-President. Bud Rumbu rg spoke 
on the need for more sources of revenue and visibility, 
stating membership was SRM's greatest resource as it is 
their participation which is needed to accomplish goals. 

Sections Reports. Most of the Sections reported hold- 
ing successful youth/range camps, the growth of their 
Endowment Funds, and of donations of one or more schol- 
arships. Many Sections reported working with other 
agencies/groups on important issues such as Coordi- 
nated Resource Management (CAM),water quality issues, 
and others. There have been numerous symposia co- 
sponsored by individual Sections on many of these 
issues. 

Oklahoma Chapter PetItion. The Kansas-Oklahoma 
Section petitioned for the formation of the Oklahoma 
Section and the reorganization of the Kansas Section, 
which passed with a unanimous vote of the Advisory 
Council. 

Past Advisory Council Recommendations to the Board 
of Directors Review of past recommendations by the 
Council showed 90-95% of those made to the Board of 
Directors were accepted, with subsequent action taken. 

Subscription Proposal. Murray Anderson addressed 
the Advisory Council with a subscription proposal, writ- 
ten in lieu of the Affiliate Membership Proposal. The 
Council discussed this item, and found it to be a sensible, 
workable idea which would allow availability of subscrib- 
ing to Ran gelands, the accompanying Trail Boss News, 
and Section Newsletters. 

interaction between Sections and SRM Headquarters 
Office. The AC was informed of the progress being made 
with the new computer database, and the availability of 
faster, more reliable data and reports. Items needed by 
the SRM Office are home and work phone numbers and 

continual updates of address changes. The availability for 
advertising Section sale items in the Trail Boss News was 
also mentioned. One upcoming project at the SRM Office 
is the cataloguing of videotapes on the new database. 

Awards Committee Report. The Awards Committee is 

checking into outside awards given by other organiza- 
tions or agencies which may be appropriate for SAM 
members. 

Public Affairs Committee. This Committee is working 
on Policy Statements on Biological Diversity and one on 
Endangered Species, and a Position Statement on Coor- 
dinated Resource Management (CAM). The Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency's (EPA) document addressing 
Coastal Zone Management and Clean Water Act was dis- 
cussed. The Committee wrote a letter to the EPA express- 
ing a need for flexibility in their document, which was well 
received. 

Livestock Grazing on Western Riparian Areas. Dan 
Merkel told of the success of this publication, with work 
on a second document and hopes for training possibili- 
ties to follow. 

Endowment Fund. John Hunter, Chair, told of the 
growth in the Endowment Fund, partially due to contribu- 
tions from Laurence Riordan and Wes and Marget Hyatt. 
Hunter informed the Council members of a way to 
increase their Section Endowment Funds while, at the 
same time, helping the parent's Fund to grow, through the 
sale of lapel pins, and a split in the profits. 

Membership Committee Report. Kent Taylor, Chair, 
thanked the AC members for their support, efforts, and 
hard work. SRM ended the 1991 year with a 1/2% increase 
in membership, with figures ending in 1990 at5,290 and in 
1991 at 5,317. SRM has shown a steady increase in mem- 
bership for the past five years. With retention of members 
as a priority, the Membership Committee has gone to the 
Board with a proposal to provide for payroll deductions 
for the payment of annual dues. Bill Frost is incoming 
Committee Chair. Also discussed by the Council was an 
idea to pursue uniform payroll deduction as an alternate 
method for payment of SRM annual membership dues. 

1997 Annual Meeting Bids. Region II was opened for 
bids by the Sections. Two Sections volunteered to host 
the 1997 meeting, with the South Dakota Section being 
awarded the bid. 

Journal of Range Management (JRM). Editor Gary 
Frasier told the Council the JRM Editorial Board dis- 
cussed a potential name change for this publication, with 
the possible new name accepted by the AC as Journal of 
Range Science. 

In formation and Education Committee Report. This 
Committee is developing a strategy for public outreach 
with proposed development of public service service 
announcement type videos (one on watershed and one 
on people in rangelands), and obtaining airtimeforthese; 
and development of a curriculum in range management 
and range science for kindergarten through twelfth grade 
students. 

Chair-Elect Eiection Nominations were received for 
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the position of Chair-Elect, and a vote was taken with 
Darrell Ueckert becoming the new Chair-Elect. 

Joint Meeting of the Board of Directors and 
Advisory Council 
RecommendatIon 1: the dissolution of the Kansas- 
Oklahoma Section, and the formation of the Oklahoma 
Section, and the reorganization of the Kansas Section. 
The Board of Directors approved the dissolution of the 
Kansas-Oklahoma Section, the reorganization of the 
Kansas Section, and the formation of the Oklahoma 
Section. 

RecommendatIon 2: that the 1995 Summer Meeting be 
held directly prior to the 1995 International Rangelands 
Congress (IRC), or at a completely different date and/or 
location. The Board referred this item to the IRC Organ- 
iz-ing Committee to consider in its planning for the 1995 
IRC and The IRC Organizing Committee will report back 
to the Board at the 1992 Summer Meeting. 
Recommendation 3: that the SRM Board of Directors 
needs to streamline the process of formulating Society 
positions and responses. Such methods should include, 
but not be limited to: 
a. utilize the Executive Vice-President to draft responses 
and news releases for Immediate Executive Committee 
review and approval; 
b. Board of Directors draft responses without committee 
referral; and, 
c. give more discretionary authority to the Executive 
Vice-President to make responses and give interviews. 
This is an informational item to be considered by the 
Executive Committee. 

Recommendation 4: that the SRM should take an active 
role in providing scientific input to the upcoming review 
of the Endangered Species Act. Emphasis should include 
using the total ecosystem approach. The Board deferred 
this item until the reports of the Public Affairs Committee 
and Endangered Species Task Group. 
Recommendation 5: to accept the resolution on wetland 
conversion exemption which asks SAM to consult with 
the Secretary of Agriculture for the purposes of seeking 
an exemption of the FSA and FACTA wetland conversion 
regulations regarding constructing and maintaining live- 
stock and wildlife watering facilities on range and pas- 
turelands. The Board referred the Resolution to the Pub- 
lic Affairs Committee for consideration. 

Recommendation 6: that the Board of Directors work 
with the Annual Meeting Planning Committees in insur- 
ing the lowest possible student registration rates at all 
future Annual Meetings of the Society. The Board referred 
this recommendation to the Annual Meeting Handbook 
Committee. 

Recommendation 7: that the South Dakota Section be 
host Section for the 1997 Annual Meeting. Both the South 
Dakota and Idaho Sections submitted bids for this meet- 

ing. The Mexico Section submitted a bid but was asked to 
resubmit their bid next year when they are eligible for the 
1998 Annual Meeting bid. South Dakota is recommending 
the city location be Rapid City. The Board approved 
Recommendation 7, and scheduled the Annual Meeting 
for South Dakota in 1997 at Rapid City, SD, with the 
agreement that a change in the city location could be 
made at a later time. 

Recommendation 8: to change the existing name of the 
Journal of Range Management (JRM) to the Journal of 
Ran geland Science. This item was referred to an ap- 
pointed subcommittee for investigation. 
Recommendation 9: that the Society for Range Man- 
agement (SRM) urges that the management personnel of 
Yellowstone National Park assemble, with the assistance 
of SAM, a team of range scientists, well versed on the 
range ecology of the Northern Rocky Mountain region. 
The charge to that team shall be to conduct a comprehen- 
sive report on the health of the Park's natural rangeland 
ecosystems and make management recommendations.- 
Pro fessional A ffairs Committee has recommended a let- 

ter be sent to the National Park Service on the need for 
more range management professionals to be employed, 
in addition to this Advisory Council Recommendation. 
Comments are to be given to President Artz on what 
needs to be included in the letter to the National Park 
Service to incorporate both the Professional Affairs 
Committee's concerns and the Advisory Council's con- 
cerns. 

Recommendation 10: that SRM adopt a Ran gelands sub- 
scription proposal. As an outreach or extension of current 
efforts to extend range management information and 
involve individuals in section activities such as tours, 
general information meetings, technology transfer activi- 
ties, and other like sessions, it is proposed that: 
* Individuals may subscribe to the newsletter of a Section 
and/or Ran gelands. * Sections may set a subscription fee for their own news- 
letter and maintain their own mailing lists. 
* Individuals wishing to subscribe to Rangelands in Sec- 
tions may do so at a fee of $30.00. 
* The subscription would start with the issue following 
receipt of the order and would continue for one year. * Sections would receive a rebate of $5.00 from each 
subscription order. 
* Subscriptions would only include the Trail Boss News 
in each Ran gelands issue. * The effect of this action on SAM membership should be 
monitored by the Denver Staff. 
The Board of Directors approved the recommendation to 
adopt a Ran gelands Subscription Proposal as outlined in 
the Advisory Council recommendation. 

Recommendation 11: that the Leadership Skills Commit- 
tee, due to sunset, be continued to work with the Advisory 
Council and Section Presidents to develop leadership 
skills for Section members. The Board noted they have 
reauthorized the Committee for another five years. 
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Recommendation 12: to not accept the proposal for SAM 
to sponsor joint awards with the American Lands and 
Resources Foundation. The Board has directed the 
A wards Committee to continue to work on this proposal 
over the next year and it will be investigated with caution 
and the Advisory Council's concern considered. 

Recommendation 13: to pursue uniform payroll deduc- 
tion for payment of SAM membership dues, as proposed 
by the Membership Committee. The Board of Directors 
has accepted this proposal. 
RecommendatIon 14: that SRM adopt a Policy Statement 
on Biological Diversity. 
Recommendation 15: that SAM adopt a Policy Statement 
on Threatened and Endangered Species. 
The Advisory Council reviewed these draft Policy State- 
ments prepared by the Public Affairs Committee, and 
after discussion, each Section reviewed and submitted 
their conceptual comments and recommendations back 
to the Advisory Council Chairs who consolidated these 

and passed them back to the Public Affairs Committee. 

Recommendation 16: that SAM adopt a Position State- 
ment on Coordinated Resource Management. 
The Advisory Council reviewed the draft Position State- 
ment prepared by the Public Affairs Committee, and after 
discussion, each Section reviewed and submitted their 
conceptual comments and recommendations back to the 
Advisory Council Chairs who consolidated these and 
passed them back to the Public Affairs Committee. 

No action on the Policy or Position Statements was taken 
at the meeting, but action deferred until clarification can 
be made of the specific process for the development and 
acceptance of these statements. First Vice-President 
Donart will prepare a report on this matter. 

Recommendation 17: The Advisory Council would like to 
express their gratitude and appreciation to Pete Jackson, 
Executive Vice-President, for his tireless efforts and 
commitment in behalf of the Society for Range Manage- 
ment. 

Moving? 
If you are changing your address, notifying the post office is not sufficient to keep your 

journal coming on time. Please send your new address and the label with your old address to 
the Society for Range Management, 1839 York Street, Denver, Colorado 80206, USA. 



Winning Teams, 1992 Annual Meeting 

3rd Place: South Dakota State University. SRM President Stan Tixier, 
Mary Sundstrom, Kindra Beiteispacher, Krecia Beiteispacher, Jenny 
King, Shawn Welshaar (5th Place Individual), Bruce Nachtigall, and Jeff 
Tomac. 
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Range Plant Identification 
Contest 

1st Place: Universidad Autonoma Agraria—"Antonio Narro." juan 
Arreguin, J. Hugo Soto, Florentino Montoya, Genaro Rodriguez (1st 
Place Individual), FeIlpe Pacheco (2nd Place Individual), Car/os Daza, 
Juan J. Lopez, and Mario A. Guzman and SRM President Stan Tixier. 

2nd Place: Universidad Autonoma Chapingo. Front Row—Rafael 
Hernández R., Benito Morales M., Berta Rodriquez, Antonia Gonzalez, 
and Rigoberto Callejas U. (3rd Place Individual). Back Row—Julián 
Huerta H., Lucio Valencia G., Rodolfo Corral V., J. AscenciOn Durán V., 
Jorge Castre//On M. (Coach), and Ange/ Guevara R. 

1st Place PI—Genaro Hoclrlquez 
(Antonio Narro) 



4th Place: Texas A&M University. SRM President Stan 
Tixier, Brian Hays, Susan Siems, Jodie Lloyd, Lance 
Wenmohs (4th Place Individual), Eric Zimmerman, and 
Patricia Wilson. 

5th Place: Texas Tech University. SRM President 
Stan Tixier, Ernesto F/ores-A ncira (Coach), Philip 
Vandygriff, Keith Klement, Ron Smith, Mike Lloyd 
(Holding the plaque), Mark Benton, and Patrick Chubb. 

Undergraduate 
Range Management Exam 
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1St Place: Universidad A utonoma Agraria— "Antonio Narro". M. Con- 
suelo Pefla V. (5th Place Individual), Genaro Rodriguez, Maximo Gon- 
zalez, Jose J. Torres, Jose 0. Jaramillo, Jose C. Gonzalez (2nd Place 
Individual), Ricardo Reynaga(Coach), Eli Gonzalez, and Luisa Guerrero 
and SRM President Stan Tixier. 

2nd Place: University of Alberta. SRM President Stan Tixier, Barry 
Creighton, Darren Hayduk, King Campbell (3rd Place Individual), Lisa 

March, Tracy Rain forth, Pola Genoway, and Karen Sundquist. 
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2nd Place URME—Jose Gonzalez 
(Antonio Narro) 

4th Place: Texas A&M University. SRM President 
Stan Tixier, Jodie Lloyd, Eric Zimmerman, Susan 
Siems, Jim Alford, Lance Wenmohs, Patty Wilson, Jeff 
Hughes, and Steven Evans. 

5th Place: South Dakota State University. SRM Presi- 
dent Stan Tixier,Jennifer King, Kindra Beitelspacher, 
Bruce Nachtigall, Krecia Beitelspacher, Mary Sund- 
strom, Rod Voss, Shawn Welshaar (1st Place Individ- 
ual), and Jeff Tomac. 

3rd Place URME—King Camp- 
bell (University of Alberta) 

3rd Place: Utah State University. SRM President Stan Tixier, Bridget 
McCann, Janae Carpenter, John Stewart, Jason West, James Potts, Earl 
Daly, Amy Smith, Shane Green, Melissa Biscornet, and Kent Ellett. 

1St Place—Shawn Weishaar (South Dakota State) with Bob Williamson 
(Forest Service) and President Stan Tixier, receiving Undergraduate 
Comprehensive A ward. 
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High School Youth Forum Winners 

Mindy Smith, 1st Place (Cedar 
Valley, Utah). 

Julie Lachowski, 2nd Place (Salt 
Lake City, Utah). 

Amy Speelmon, 3rd Place (Mill 
Iron, Montana) 

4th PIaceURME—PatSpeirs (Un!- 
versity of Nebraska) 

5th Place U RME—M. Consuelo 2nd Place Pl—Felip Pacheco (An- 
Peña V. (Antonio Narro) tonio Narro) 

3rd Place Pl—Rigoberto Ca/leg- 
/as U. (Chapingo) 

4th Place P1—Lance Wenmohs 5th Place PI—Shawn Weishaar 
(Texas A&M) (South Dakota State) 
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PROCEDURES FOR CERTIFICATION OF 
RANGE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 

Preamble 

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

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

Purpose 
The general well being and quality of our rangelands depends much on the level of professional competence brought to bear on their use 

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

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

Definition 

A certified range management consultant is a professional who has demonstrated expertise in the art and science of applying the 
principles of ecology to management of the rangeland resource; has a designated minimum level of educational training and experience; 
and, is deemed qualified by the SRM to render professional consulting services. 

Area of Specialization 
The area of specialization to be certified, within the broad definition of range management, is that of "grazing and its impacts on plants 

and soils". The intent is to avoid certifying ecologists, botanists, agronomists, reclamation experts, land administrators, land appraisers, 
and individuals with other specialties closely allied to range management. 

Application and Renewal Procedures 

Initial Application 
1. Individuals wishing to apply for certification and entry on the Register of Certified Range Management Consultants should request 

an Application Form from the Executive Vice President, Society for Range Management, 1839 York Street, Denver, Colorado 
80206. 

2. An applicant must submit ten (10) copies of the following documents to the Executive Vice President: 
a. Application Form. 
b. Record of Employment and Professional Activities. 
c. List of Publications and Consulting Reports, and 
d. Two relevant publications or reports. 

3. An applicant also must request: 
a. Registrar's Certified Transcripts of Academic Training and, 
b. Four or more Letters of Recommendation from peers, clients, or employers. 

Transcripts and Letters should be mailed directly to the Executive Vice President, or if included with the Application, should be in 
original sealed envelopes. 
4. All documents and appropriate fees must be received by the Executive Vice President by October 1 for certification to begin the first 

of the following calendar year. Applicants approved between January 1 and October 1 will be certified for the remainder of the year 
and for 4 successive years pending payment of annual renewal fees (see paragraphs 6, 7, 9, and 11). 

5. A copy of all documents submitted with an application and documentation of Panel review will be retained on file by the Executive 
Vice President until Certification has lapsed or been revoked. In the case of applicants who have been denied Certification, the 
documents will remain on file for one year after the date of denial. 

Renewal of Certification 
6. Certification must be renewed annually. Payment of the appropriate fee shall be made to the Executive Vice President on or before 

December 31. Consultants with unpaid renewal fees by April 1 will be dropped from the registry for the current year. 

7. Failure to renew will automatically cause a lapse in certification. An individual will be re-instated following a lapse of 4 years or less 

by letter request and payment of all lapsed renewal fees, provided that all the eligibility requirements are maintained. 

Revised October 1991 
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8. Every fifth year, a Certified Range Management Consultant must submit an Application Form and an updated resume and 
description of employment and professional activities (ten (10) copies) for review by the Panel. This shall include professional 
maintenance activity and a statement of reasons for continued certification to confirm credibility as a Certified Range Management 
Consultant. This 5-year update of documentation must be received by the Executive Vice President by October 1 for renewal at the 
beginning of the next calendar year. 

Re-Application 
9. If renewal has lapsed for 4 years or more, a new application for certification will be required. 

10. An individual whose certification has been denied or revoked may reapply after 12 months from the date of Panel action, provided 
that additional information is available for Panel review. 

Fees 
SRM Member Non-Member 

11. Application/Certification $ 200.* $ 300.* 
Annual Renewal 25. 75. 

* Includes first year annual fee 

A $50. processing charge will be deducted if an application is denied, with the remainder of the fee refunded. 

12. Fees may be revised by recommendation of the Panel and! or the Executive Vice President and approval by the Board of Directors 

Eligibility Requirements 
13. An applicant must meet the requirements of the "Standards of Conduct for SRM Members Providing Public Service" and the "Code 

of Ethics, Society for Range Management", copies of which will be provided with an Application Form. 

14. Requirements for academic training and professional experience are as follows: 
a. A B.S. degree in range management or its equivalent, plus five years of professional experience in range management, or 
b. An M.S. degree in range management, plus four years of professional experience in range management, or 
c. A Ph.D. degree in range management, plus two years of professional experience in range management. 

15. The SRM Certification Panel will evaluate degree requirements by the following criteria: 
a. The Panel will not distinguish among range-management degrees presented by different colleges or universities, or among 

range management degrees presented at different times by any one college or university. A degree in range management (range 
science) must be documented by a Registrar's Certified Transcript of credits. 

b. The standard for judging the equivalence of a non-range degree shall be the following: 
(1) Courses in range science and related resources management: 

(a) Eighteen semester hours of range subjects that include five of the following subject matter areas: 
Principles of range management 
Range plants (excluding taxonomy) 
Range ecology 
Range resources inventory and analysis 
Range improvement 
Range or ranch operations and planning 

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

(c) Six semester hours in animal science, with at least one course in animal nutrition and one in production and management. 
(d) Six semester hours in soil science or soil-geology 
(e) Six semester hours in economics, to include agricultural or resource economics. 

(2) Basic or foundation biology courses. A formal course in each of the following subjects (16 semester hours): 
(a) Basic biology (plant and animal) 
(b) Plant physiology 
(c) Plant classification including all applicable angio-spermfamilies (Plant Systematics, including Agrostology, will not 

count as a range science course under item (I) (a), above). 
(d) Genetics 

(3) Physical sciences (12 semester hours). Courses in mathematics and physical science to include at least: 
(a) Mathematics, to include trigonometry 
(b) Chemistry, to include organic or biochemistry 
(c) One course in statistics 

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

(5) Communications. Will include at least 9 semester hours of communication skills, including both oral and written communication. 
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16. The professional experience of the applicant must be diverse; for example, includes at least three distinctly different kinds of 
rangeland resource situations or problems that have been dealt with satisfactorily and have been documented by letters of 
recommendation and! or reports and publications. The applicant must also demonstrate (1) satisfactory ability to observe, collect, 
evaluate, analyze, and synthesize information related to impacts on plant and soil systems, (2) expertise in the art and science of 
applying the principles of ecology to management of the rangeland resources, and (3) ability to write clear, concise reports. 

17. Applicants not meeting the above requirements but holding a B.S. or higher degree from an accredited college or university in a 
subject matter field closely related to range management and having ten years experience formally classified and working as a range 
conservationist will be considered for certification. They must submit a statement explaining in detail why and how they meet the 
requirements for academic training and! or professional experience. 

Denial or Revocation of Certification 

18. Certification may be denied or revoked for any of the following reasons: 
a. Failure to supply all documents requested; 
b. Failure to endorse and comply with the Standards of Conduct for SRM Members Providing Public Service, and the Code of 

Ethics for Range Management; 
c. Failure to meet academic and experience requirements; 
d. Misrepresentation on an application, or transmittal of incorrect information regarding academic training, professional 

experience, employment, or publications, and, 
e. Professional incompetence. 

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

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

21. Complaints or charges of unethical conduct or incompetence against a Certified Range Management Consultant must be submitted 
in writing to the Executive Vice President for transmittal to the Panel. 

Certification Review Panel 

22. The Certification Review Panel consists of nine (9) members appointed by the President and approved by the Board of Directors of 
the SRM. The Chairperson shall be appointed by the President. Each member serves a three-year staggered term, and can not serve 
Two (2) full terms consecutively. 

23. Each member of the Panel shall meet the eligibility requirements for certification as a range management consultant. 

24. The Panel shall meet in conjunction with the SRM Annual Meeting. Additional meetings may be called by the Chairperson. 
25. Approvals for certification or renewal shall require 6 affirmative votes of Panel members by secret ballot. A panel member may not 

vote on his own application. Closed sessions may be announced for discussion and action on applications. 

Executive Vice President 

26. The Executive Vice President shall issue certificates to those approved by the Panel; shall issue wallet cards each year after payment of 
renewal fees; shall maintain and publish annually a Register of Certified Range Management Consultants; shall publish annually the 
Procedures for Certification of Range Management Consultants; and, shall reimburse Panel members for expenses incurred for 
certification activities, when requested by the Panel. 

27. These Procedures may be revised by recommendation of the Executive Vice President and! or the Certification Panel and approval 
by the Board of Directors. 

Appeal of Denial of Certification 

28. If the Certification Panel re-affirms its denial of certification after a hearing, the applicant may appeal the denial to the Board of 
Directors. An appeal to the Board of Directors will be scheduled only after a hearing before the Panel has been held and the Panel has 
re-affirmed denial of certification. An appeal to the Board of Directors is a review of the original application, the hearing by the 
Panel, plus any additional supporting material from the Panel. It is not a complete re-hearing of the entire case by the Board of 
Directors. However, the applicant will be allowed to present an oral statement as outlined below. 

29. When the applicant is informed that the Panel has re-affirmed its denial of certification after a proper hearing before the Panel, the 
applicant will also be informed of the right to appeal the decision. This appeal request must be filed with the Executive Vice President 
within 60 days after the receipt of the letter re-affirming denial. 
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30. In the appeal request the applicant must submit evidence of additional pertinent experience, education, or publications which have 
occurred since the original date of filing of the request for certification. No additional written material may be submitted. 

31. The appeal review by the Board of Directors will be made within 8 months following the receipt of the appeal request from the 
applicant. Appeals normally will be held in conjunction with one of the regularly scheduled meetings of the Board of Directors. 

32. Upon receipt of an appeal request, the Executive Vice President will notify the Chairperson of the Certification Panel. The 
Chairperson will then prepare a brief of the original application proceedings and of the hearing. This brief will outline the reasons for 
the original denial and for the re-affirmation of the denial. Attached to the brief will be copies of: 

(a) the original application material, 
(b) an in-depth reviewers report, 
(c) the original denial letter, 
(d) the letter requesting a hearing, 
(e) the letter re-affirming denial, and, 
(1) any other needed supporting material. 

These will be sent to the Executive Vice President who will send copies of the complete brief and the appeal request to the Board of 
Directors, at least 4 weeks before the scheduled appeal date. Publications or other supporting reports or documents originally submitted 
to the Panel will not be sent to each Board member unless one or more of these documents is involved in the reason for denial. 

33. In the appeal, the applicant will be given 20 minutes in which to present oral arguments for their case before the Board of Directors. 
This time limit will be rigid and can be extended only by a majority vote of the members of the Board of Directors present. 

34. The final discussion and vote by the Board of Directors will be held in Executive Session. The motion to act on the matter will be to 
grant certification. Passage will require an affirmative vote of 2/3 of the Board members present. Failure of the motion to pass will 
constitute re-affirmation of the denial of certification. 

35. If the applicant is available after the vote is taken, they will be orally notified, but no public notice of the outcome will be made. The 
applicant will not be allowed any further time before the Board. Written notice will be sent to the applicant within 30 days of the date 
of the appeal stating that the Board of Directors either granted certification or re-affirmed the denial. No further explanation will be 
given. If the certification is granted, the certificate speaks for itself. If certification is denied, the Panel will have already provided the 
reasons for the denial in previous correspondence and the Board is simply upholding their decision. 

CODE OF ETHICS 
Society for Range Management 

EACH MEMBER WILL: 

1. foster an environment where all people are encouraged to participate in the Society and the ,nanai ni :ii / 

enjoyment of rangelands; 
2. use her/his knowledge, skills and training when appropriate to find ways to harmonize people s neeas, 
demands, and actions with the maintenance and enhancement of natural and managed ran geland ecosystems; 
3. promote competence in the field of range management by supporting high standards of education, employ- 
ment, and, performance; 
4. manage or perform services consistent with the highest standards of quality, integrity, and with respect for 
the rangeland plant and animal resources, the employer, and the public; soil, water, air 
5. disseminate information to promote understanding of and appreciation for, values of ran gelands to those 
with a direct involvement in range management, and to the general public as well; 
6. offer professional advice only on those rangeland issues in which they are informed and qualfled through 
professional training and experience; 
7. in any communication, give full and proper credit to, and avoid misinterpretation of the work, ideas, and 
achievements of others; and 
8. encourage the use of sound biological information in management decisions. 



Life Members (continued) 
Neils L. Martin Hamdy S. Oushy Winthrop P. Rockefeller Robert L. Storch 
S. Clark Martin Kyle Owen Ernest D. Romero James Stubbendleck 
Chris Maser G.E. Owensby James T. Romo Sherman R. Swanson 
Lamar R. Mason Karl G. Parker Robert L. Ross Faisal K. Taha 
Bowman M. Mauldin Bob D. Patton Elno 0. Roundy Charles E. Taylor 
Harold E. Mayland Gene F. Payne John M. Row Nora Taylor 
Henry F. Mayland Jerry L. Payne Philip R. Rumpel Paul G. Taylor 
Richard D. McClure C. Kenneth Pearse Brad Russell Peter W. Taylor 
V.P. McConnell Dorothy Pearson Faith E. Ryan Wayne F. Taylor 
Kirk C. McDaniel Henry A. Pearson Warren K. Sandau Clair E. Territi 
Neil K. McDougald J.F. Pechanec Kenneth 0. Sanders Courtney A. Tidwell 
Dan McKinnon Rudy J. Pederson H. Reed Sanderson David P. Tldwell 
Ed A. McKinnon Mike L. Pellant Gary D. Satter Stan Tixier 
Eleanor McLaughlin W.C. Pendray Ted Scherer, Jr. Lynn D. Todd 
Floyd A. McMullen, Jr. Gregory K. Perrier Al F. Schlundt T.W. Townley-Smith 
Patrick C. McNulty Ronald R. Perrin Harold B. Schmidt George T. Turner 
Joel T. Meador Willard P. Phillips Joe M. Schmidt Robert B. Turner 
Daniel L. Merkel Ellen J. Picard Ervin M. Schmutz Albert L. van Ryswyk 
John Merrill Beatrice C. Pickens Martin R. Schott Dee Moore Vanderburg 
Virginia Merrill T. Boone Pickens, Jr. Charles M. Schumacher Robert E. Wagner 
John L. Merrill, Jr. William D. Pitman John L. Schwendiman A.H. Walker 
Donald W. Messer Rod Player Milton Sechrist Mrs. A.H. Walker 
Keith H. Mickelson Jennifer J. Pluhar Donald J. Seibert Ronald M. Walters 
Wayne H. Miles A. Perry Plummer Douglas V. Sellars Carl L. Wambolt 
Jack R. Miller Ivan R. Porter Harold E. Shamley Clinton H. Wasser 
Janice Miller Jeff Powell Daniel L. Sharp Fred L. Way 
R. Keith Miller Scotty G. Prescott Gail E. Sharp J. Wayne Weaver 
Steven B. Miller J. Boyd Price Weldon 0. Shepherd Noel H. Wellborn 
Willie Milliron L. Glen Quigley Thomas N. Shiflet Dick Whetsell 
John E. Mitchell Charles M. Quimby John A. Shrader Steve Whisenant 
M. Pat Morrison Clayton L. Quinnild M. Silia Warren C. Whitman 
John R. Morse Klaus Radkte Chester L. Skilbred Gerald 0. Widhalm 
Allen D. Morton Bob J. Ragsdale Jon M. Skovlin Kay W. Wilkes 
Mark E. Moseley Michael H. Ralphs Arthur D. Smith Calvin E. Williams 
John W. Mumma Dan D. Ratliff Michael A. Smith Clayton S. Williams 
Lyle D. Nattrass Janis J. Reimers Sydney E. Smith Robert E. Williams 
Don J. Neff William A. Reimers Terry J. Smith W.A. Williams 
Stephen A. Nelle Steven T. Revie Floyd L. Snell Robert M. Williamson 
Donald W. Nelson, Jr. Kara Ricketts Carol A. Sparks Terry Wilson 
Joe B. Norris Matt J. Ricketts Thomas L. Sparks Leaford C. Windle 
Kay V. Norris Ronald E. Ries Steven M. Spencer H. Peter Wingle 
Paul E. Nyren Laurence E. Riordan Bill Stark Gale L. Woiters 
Thomas M. O'Connor Walter M. Risse Stan Starling Jerome H. Wysocki 
Joseph F. O'Rourke Larry R. Rittenhouse Warren J. Stevens Jim Voakum 
Paul D. 'Ole" Ohlenbusch Joseph H. Robertson 

Names appearing in bold print are 1992 SustaIning 




