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Executive Vice-President's Report 
A number of changes are being 

proposed for the Society. These 
proposals have long-range im- 
pacts on SRM members. It is, 
therefore, appropriate that the 
membership has a say in their 
enactment and in keeping with 
the theme of our Coordinated 
Resource Management Guide 
lines—none of us knows as much 
about something as all of us. 

Three proposed Bylaw changes will be on the ballot this 
fall for approval by the membership: anniversary date 
membership, a change in the nomination procedure and a 
change in the process used by the Society to handle 
policy issues. The fourth item that will be on the ballot is 
an opinion survey related to the proposed change of the 
name for the Journal of Range Management. 

AnnIversary date membership. Moving from a calendar 
year to an anniversary date membership has the primary 
advantage of being more cost effective and of spreading 
the work load of the Denver office staff over a longer 
period of time. Change to an anniversary date requires 
approval of the members to change Article 1 "Member- 
ship", Section 10 of the Bylaws. The Membership Com- 
mittee proposed that all members be allowed a one time 
opportunity to change their anniversary date should they 
desire, after which the anniversary date would remain 
fixed; that a two-month grace period be established for 
renewals and members, afterwhich individuals would pay 
for back issues of the journals, postage and handling; and 
that a list of delinquent members be provided to the 
Sections. 

NominatIng procedure change. The Nominating Com- 
mittee recommended a change in Article 3, "Nominations 
and Election of the Second Vice President and Elective 
Members of the Board of Directors", Sections 2, 3 and 4. 
Some changes are editorial, some are substantive. The 
substantive changes proposed are: new committee 
members appointed by the First Vice President must be 
confirmed by the Board of Directors; nominees will need 
to consent in writing to their nomination and their willing- 
ness to serve; the nominee's Section, when applicable, 
will be informed of the nomination; the removal of arbi- 
trary deadline dates that serve no purpose; and removal of 
the petition nomination procedure. Nominations are accepted 

from any qualified voting member or Sections and the 
petition nomination procedure is perceived to be redun- 
dant. 

PolIcy changes. The Public Affairs Committee recom- 
mended changes in Article Xi "Policy", Section 2, editor- 
ial corrections to Section 4 and the addition of Section 7. 
Section 2 changes would direct policy and position 
statements and resolutions through the Executive Vice 
President for referral of matters to the appropriate Society 
Committee and Advisory Council for their consideration 
and action. The addition of Section 7 is to detail position 
statement or resolution formulation. Section 6 in the cur- 
rent Bylaws does the same for policy formulation. 

The Public Affairs Committee also revised their hand- 
book which, among other things, added the Washington, 
D.C. Representative and the out-going Chair of the Advi- 
sory Council to their membership. The latter is proposed 
as a one-year appointment to assure continuity in devel- 
opment of Society policy, position statements and resolu- 
tions developed by Society committees and referred to 
the Public Affairs Committee through theAdvisory Council. 

Journal of Range Management name change. Last year 
the members changed Article 10 "Publications" of the 

Bylaws to give the Board of Directors authority to change 
the name of the journals upon the recommendation of the 
Advisory Council. The Advisory Council has reconsi- 
dered and again recommended that the Board of Direc- 
tors change the name of the Journal of Range Manage- 
ment to The Journal of Ran geland Science. The name 

change is so important to the Society that the Board was 
reluctant to make the change without broader input from 
the membership. This 1993 ballot will provide the mecha- 
nism for sampling member's opinion on this subject. We 
will also include a copy of the excellent article co- 
authored by Bill Krueger and Rod Heitschmidt (Read this 
Before You Vote! Rangelands 14:5, October 1992) on the 
pros and cons of name change. 

The proposed changes are indicative of an energetic, 
progressive Society. These are exciting times to be asso- 
ciated with rangelands. However, I am reminded of an old 
admonition: all change is not progress, just as all motion 
is not forward. So think about these proposals, discuss 
them with your friends and give us your guidance in 
determining the future course of the Society on this fall's 
ballot.—Bud Rumburg, SAM Executive Vice President 
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Meadow Salsify and Western Salsify—-Two Rangeland Weeds 
of British Columbia 

M.K. Upadhyaya, M.Q. 01, N.H. Furness, and R.S. Cranston 

Meadow salsify ( Tragopogonpraten- 
s/s L.), also known as meadow goat's- 
beard and Johnny-go-to-bed-at-noon, 
and western salsify (T. dub/us Scop.), 
also known as western goat's beard, 
(Fig. 1) are increasing as rangeland 

Authors are Associate Professor, Graduate Re- 
search Assistant, and Research Assistant, Depart- 
ment of Plant Science, The University of British 
Columbia, Vancouver. B.C., and Provincial Weed 
Specialist. B.C. Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries 
and Food, respectively. 

Acknowledgements: We thank Dr. Daryl Nolan 
for photography and Jean Bostock Memorial fund 
for financial support. 

weed concerns in British Columbia 
(B.C.). Both weeds are native to 
Eurasia and northern Africa and were 
introduced to North America at the 

beginning of this century as garden 
plants. 

Salslfy—The Weed Problem 
Meadow and western salsify seed- 

lings become successfully estab- 
lished over a wide range of sites, 
including bare soil, vegetation, and 

deep litter (Gross and Werner 1982; 
Gross 1984). Both species produce 
extensive root systems which com- 
pete with desirable grass species for 
water and nutrients. Salsify interfer- 
ence has been shown to reduce the 
leaf area and shoot/root ratio of blue- 
bunch wheatgrass, an important com- 
ponent of B.C. grasslands (D. Mdlv- 
ride, unpublished results). 

Meadow and western salsify are 
included in the Noxious Weed Lists 

FIg. 1. (a) A mature salsify plant. (b) Salsify seed heads ready to disperse seeds in infested range/and. (C) Seed heads and leaves of ws(ern 
salsify and meadow salsify. 
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under the Prince Edward Island, 
Ontario, Nova Scotia, and Manitoba 
Weed Control Act Regulations. 
They have not been added to the 
Noxious Weed List under the B.C. 
Weed Control Act Regulations. 

Distribution and Habitat 
Meadow and western salsify occur 

in all provinces of Canada, except 
Newfoundland. Western salsify is 
common in prairie provinces of 
Canada and meadow salsify in eastern 
Canada (Frankton and Mulligan 1970). 
In central and eastern Canada, the 
weeds are also found in limestone 
regions associated with pine forests. 

In B.C., meadow salsify was first 
reported west of Kamloops Lake in 
1919 (Royal B.C. Museum). It is cur- 
rently distributed throughout the 
Cariboo-Chilcotin and Thompson- 
Nicola regions. Large populations of 
meadow salsify are present in the 
Riske Creek and Dog Creek areas 
near Williams Lake. In addi- 

tion, the central Okanagan and Kootenay 
regions are becoming increasingly 
infested. 

Western salsify was initially found 
in the Merritt region in 1923 (Royal 
B.C. Museum). Large infestations of 
this weed are present in the southern 
Kootenay region and throughout the 

Thompson-N icola and Okanagan reg- 
ions. The Can boo region is relatively 
less infested by western salsify. Addi- 
tional populations of western salsify 
have been identified throughout the 
southern half of Vancouver Island. 

Meadow and western salsify have 
spead to a number of biogeoclimatic 
zones in B.C. with western salsify 
having a wider distribution (Taylor 
and MacBryde 1977). Both weeds 
are found in open park-like Douglas 
fir-bluebunch wheatgrass-sagebrush 
associations. They appear to be 
relatively shade tolerant and are found 
beneath ponderosa pine stands. They 
thrive on grasslands, meadows, 
forested areas, road sides and waste 
places and are found on soils ranging 
from sandy to clay loam. 

Biology 
Meadow and western salsify are 

herbaceous biennial or short-lived 
perennial species. Both species pro- 
duce a rosette of upright, grass-like 
leaves. Large, bright yellow flower 
heads are formed in the second or 
subsequent years. In B.C., flowering 
occurs between June and July (Frank- 
ton and Mulligan 1970). 

The probability of flowering in west- 
ern salsify has been shown to increase 
with rosette size (Gross 1981). It has 
also been suggested that exposure 
to low temperatures may be needed 
before western salsify will produce 
flowers (Gross 1981). 

Both salsify species produce two 
morphologically distinct seed types. 

Fig. 2. Seeds of (a) meadow salsify and (b) western salsify (Bar = 1 cm). 

Table 1. EvaluatIon of herbicides for meadow salslfy control in B.C.* 

Treatment Rate 
Rating dates 

85/07/11 86/07/09 88/07/14" 89/09/14 

2,4-D amine 
2,4-0 amine 

(kg a.i./ha) 
0.68 
1.63 

1.2" 
3.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

Picloram 0.28 6.5 8.5 7.5 7.5 
Picloram 0.56 8.2 8.8 8.8 8.5 
Dicamba 1.00 6.8 7.8 4.7 2.7 
MCPA amine 1.40 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
MCPA amine 2.10 3.6 2.0 4.0 0.0 
Control ——— 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

*FrOm Cranston, et al. 1986. 
**Cranston et al. unpublished data. * **values (means of three replicates) are visual estimates of weed control on a 0 (no control) to 9 

(complete control) scale. A rating of 7 or higher is considered commercially acceptable control. 
Treatment plots (14.5 meter square) were established on rangeland near Riske Creek, B.C. on June11 
1985. Treatments were applied with a hand held CO2 sprayer at 220 kPa in 460 L/ha water. Meadow 

salsify plants were 20 to 25 cm in height. 
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Seeds produced from the outer ring 
of florets on the receptacle are darker, 
heavier, and less numerous than 
seeds produced in the centre of the 
receptacle. The dimorphic seeds differ 
in dispersal potential and may differ 
in germination characteristics (Mc- 
Ginley 1989). Light is not required 
for germination of western salsify 
seeds (Gross 1984). Maximum seed- 
ling emergence for both species 
occurs from seeds at a soil depth of 2 
cm; seeds buried at 5 cm or deeper 
germinate but are unable to emerge 
(Qi and Upadhyaya, unpublished 
data). 

Although very similar in appear- 
ance, meadow and western salsify 
can be distinguished. The leaves of 
meadow salsify are curled at the 
apex and crisped at the margin; the 
extent of this crisping and curling 
varies significantly in nature. The 
bracts of western salsify are longer 
than its flowers, and the flower stalk 
below the flower head is thick and 
hollow (Fig. lc)(FranktonandMulli- 
gan 1970, Alex and Switzer 1976). 
Seeds of western salsify are generally 
larger and heavier than seeds of 
meadow salsify (Fig. 2). 

Hybridization frequently occurs be- 
tween salsify species in nature. There- 
fore, meadow and western salsify 
provide ideal material for the study of 
evolutionary relationships as well as 
genetic and cytological phenomena. 

Persistence of salsify appears to 
depend upon high seed production, 
effective seed dispersal, and seedling 
establishment. Both meadow and wes- 
tern salsify exhibit short-term innate 
(primary) dormancy. Secondary, 
dormancy can be induced by anaero- 
biosis (incubation in low oxygen 
atmosphere) in both species (Qi and 
Upadhyaya 1993). Secondary dorman- 
cy may discourage salsify seeds from 
germinating under conditions unfa- 
vourable for seedling growth. These 
weeds, however, do not generally 
maintain a large, persistent seed bank 
in soil (Gross and Werner 1982; Qi 
and Upadhyaya, unpublished data). 
McGinley (1989) found that western 
salsify produced ito 14 mature flower 

Tabie 2. Elf ect of herbicide treatments on 
meadow salsify control and grass yIelds 
In B.C. 

Treatment Rate 

Average weight 
Meadow 
salsify Grass 

2,4-D amine 
(kg al/ha) 

0.68 
(g m) 

24.1 12.4 
2,4-D amine 1.63 17.9 30.3 
Picloram 0.28 8.5 94.9 
Picloram 0.56 1.6 91.2 
Dicamba 1.00 13.0 97.9 
MCPA amine 1.40 24.9 32.1 
MCPA amine 2.10 15.3 49.0 
Control --- 30.5 21.6 

*FrOm Cranston, et at. 1986. 
Grass and salsify plants were clipped in one 
square meter plots in each replicate and dried 
samples were weighed on July 18, 1988. 
Values are means of three replicates. 

heads per plant, with each head (cap- 
itulum) containing from 20 to 127 
seeds. Gross and Werner (1982) repor- 
ted that wind dispersal of salsify 
seeds can occur over distances ex- 
ceeding 250 meters. Effective seed 
dispersal by wind is ensured by the 
presence of a large, broad, flat pap- 
pus. 

Saisify Management 
The flowering stalks and foliage of 

salsify are utilized by several verte- 
brates including deer, squirrels, and 
rabbits. Salsify is also a favoured die- 
tary item for pocket gophers; the 
rodents may consume 20 to 80% of 
the primary root (Reichman and Smith 
1991). 

Salsify greens early in the spring 
and is utilized heavily by livestock at 
that time. Results of simulated grazing 
trials in the Chilcotin District (D.E. 
Blumenauer, B.C. Ministry of Agri- 
culture, Fisheries, and Food, personal 
communication) haveshown that inten- 
sive but short-term early season 
removal of salsify can reduce the 
weed density by 25 to 50 % after 3 

years of clipping. Transect compari- 
Sons between areas grazed in early 
spring versus areas grazed in late 
spring show a similar density reduc- 
tion when salsify is removed early. 

Long-term (4-year) control of 
meadow salsify has been achieved 
with picloram herbicide at rates as 
low as 0.28 and 0.56 kg a.i./ha (Table 

1). Short term (1 year) control is 
achieved with dicamba herbicide at 
1.00 kg a.i./ha. In trials in British 
Columbia, both herbicides resulted 
in a significant increase in grass for- 
age by reducing salsify competition 
(Table 2). Other herbicides tested 
(2,4-D amine at 0.68 and 1.639 a. i./ha, 
MCPA amine at 1.40 and 2.10 kg 
a.i./ha) resulted in poor control 
(Tables 1 and 2). 

Effective control of these weeds 
can be obtained with a combination 
of selective grazing and judicious 
herbicide use. Biological control and 
cultural management of these weeds 
should be a long-term goal. In North 
America, meadow salsify has been 
identified as a host of rust-causing 
fungus Puccinia hysterium (Parmelee 
and Malloch 1972). Whether this fun- 
gus can be used as a biological con- 
trol agent for meadow salsify is not 
known. 

Literature Cited 
Alex, J.F., and C.M. Swltzer. 1976. Ontario 

Weeds. Ontario Ministry of Agr. and Food, 
Pub. 505. Toronto, Ont. 

Cranston, R.S., J.A. Woods, and D. Blumen- 
auer. 1986. Meadow goatsbeard control 
on rangeland. Expert Committee on Weeds- 
Western Canada, 1986 Res. Rep. 3:69. 

Frankton, C., and G.A. MullIgan. 1970. Weeds 
of Canada. Agr. Canada Dep. Agr. Ottawa, 
Pub. 948. 189-190. 

Gross, K.L. 1981. Prediction of fate from 
rosette size infour"biennial" plant species: 
Verbascum thapsus, Oenothera biennis, 
Daucus carota, and Tragopogon dubius. 
Oecologia (Berlin) 48:209-213. 

Gross, K.L. 1984. Effects of seed size and 
growth form on seedling establishment of 
six monocarpic perennial plants. J. Ecol. 
72:369-387. 

Gross, K.L., and PA. Werner. 1982. Colon- 
izing abilities of "biennial" plant species 
in relation to ground cover: implications 
for their distributions in a successional 
sere. Ecol. 63:921 -931. 

McGlnley, MA. 1989. Within and among 
plant variation n seed mass and pappus 
size in Tragopogon dubius. Can. J. Bot. 
67:1298-1304. 

Parmelee, J.A., and D. Malloch. 1972. Puc- 
cinia hysterium on Tragopogon: a new 
North American rust record. Mycologia 
64:922-924. 

01, M., and M.K. Upadhyaya. 1993. Seed 
germination ecophysiology of meadow 
(Tragopogon pratensis) and western (Tra- 
gopogon dubius) salsify. Weed Sd. in 
press. 

Relchman, O.J., and S.C. SmIth. 1991. Re- 
sponses to simulated leaf and root her- 
bivory by a biennial, Tragopogon dubius. 
Ecol. 72:116-124. 

Taylor, R.L., and B. MacBryde. 1977. Vas- 
cular plants of British Columbia: A des- 
criptive resource inventory. Tech. Bull. 4, 
The Bot. Gardens, Univ. of B.C. Press. 



RANGELANDS 15(4), August 1993 151 

"The Devil's Own"—Tamarisk 
Lee E. Hughes 

I. Statement of the Problem 
Tamarisk, also known as saltcedar, 

tamarack, tamarix, and many less 
mentionable names by those who 
have hiked through this occupant of 
stream banks, is considered an ag- 
gressive alien plant. The plant is a 

phreatophyte, awaterglutton. Edward 
Abbey (1977) stated: "Like that other 
typical desert plant the tumbleweed, 
tamarisk is not native to the American 
west. It comes from North Africa, and 
as is the way with other exotics, has 
spread like a plague....clogging the 
desert water courses and driving out 
the willow 

Tamarisk's ability to colonize ripar- 
ian areas rapidly, as well as ac- 

Editor's Note: 
The author is employed by the USDI-BLM, St. 

George, Utah 84770. 

commodate wide variation in its 
environment, has led to its being 
classified as a troublesome weed. 
Tamarisk has replaced willows and 
cottonwoods on the riversides of the 
Virgin River and Kanab Creek, both 
of which cross the Arizona Strip Dis- 
trict of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement (BLM). When willows and 
cottonwoods lost their dominance, if 
they indeed were dominant or co- 
dominate, on the Virgin River, is 
unknown. 

Old photographs, from the early 
1900's, show a very open and broad 
river (Photo 1 and 2), but also a river 
with what appears to be cottonwoods 
and willows on the river banks. But 
most photos are too blurry to ascer- 
tain plant species accurately. 

"When I was a boy in the 30's and 
40's the Virgin River was open, no 
brush on its banks. Then in the late 
40's and in the 1950's the tamarisk 
just seemed to roll down the river," 
claimed a resident of Mesquite, 
Nev. "I don't think there is anything 
that can compete with that tamarisk. 
Cottonwoods just die when 
they are near," commented a lifelong 
resident of Littlefield, Ariz., a small 
riverside hamlet on the Virgin. 

In reviewing the challenges of man- 
aging tamarisk, there appear to be no 
universal solutions. Each infested 
area has unique problems (Brother- 
son and Field 1987). In addition to 
being a formidable problem on the 
Virgin River and Kanab Creek, tama- 
risk is also a problem on lesser water- 
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ways of the Arizona Strip (Photos 3 
and 4). 

Ii. Past Failures to Reestablish 
Cottonwood 

What can be done with habitat 
dominated by salt cedar? Many claim 
'ittle can be done to replace tamarisk 
with native woody or herbaceous 
plants. in one case on the Arizona 
Strip District in the early 1980's, 2-3 
acres of tamarisk near Beaver Dam 
Creek on the Virgin River were bull- 
dozed, burned and then the area was 
planted to cottonwood poles. The 

poles were irrigated, no grazing was 
allowed. In less than 5 years the 
tamarisk exercised with grace, a "slam 
dunk" redomination. The cottonwood 
poles all died. Many guesses as to 
why the poles died were advanced— 
soil too salty, the water table dropped 
below the root zone and the tamarisk 
choked them out. With these results, 
the effort died to repopulate the ripar- 
ian zone with cottbnwoods. Dealing 
with tamarisk seemed hopeless. The 

thinking from the ground level was, 
and is, that to reduce tamarisk would 
require intense repeated chem- 
ical/mechanical/fire methods which 
would cost far beyond the benefits 
gained by reducing tamarisk stands. 

Bunkerviflo Bridge near Mesquite, Nev.,—1921. Very open and no salt cedar. What Bulrush Wash-1940. Thestreambanks are 

appears to be young cottonwood and willow are on the streambank in the foreground. free of any woody growth. 

1992. The same location as above. Tamarisk dominates in a big way. 

Bulrush Wash-1991. Tamarisk has plug- 
ged the channel. Demonstrates what was 
said about the Virgin River of how tamarisk 
plugged waterways. 
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Ill. influence of Grazing on Estab- 
lishment of Tamarisk 

The Virgin River and Kanab Creek 
have both long been grazed by live- 
stock. The Virgin River was used by 
Mexican livestock, as the Spanish 
Trail (1829-1850) followed the river. 
Later European settlers moved onto 
the river. It is possible the river banks 
have been without cottonwood and 
willow dominance for a century. The 
total lack of cottonwoods for long 
distances 5-15 miles, seems, but does 
not prove, that the streambanks have 
been without the cottonwood for a 

long time. 
Kanab Creek has had grazing since 

the 1860's. Grazing now occurs from 
OctobertoJuneon both Kanab Creek 
and the Virgin River. There are 3 
segments on the Virgin River that 
have been without grazing. A seg- 
ment is defined as a length of river 
divided out by geomorphology or by 
fence lines, resulting in a different 
livestock management (Table 1). One 
segment on the Virgin River, number 
6, due to geomorphology, has not 
been grazed, except by beaver and 
bighorn sheep, since about 1970. 
The other 2 segments, numbers 8 
and 9A, have had grazing excluded 

since 1970 and 1988, respectively. 
These 3 segments afford an oppor- 
tunity to assess the impact of a few 
years of rest from grazing on riparian 
vegetation in a particular locale. 

Inventory 
in 1991—2, the Virgin River and 

Kanab Creek were inventoried for 
soils, vegetation, geomorphic, and wild- 
life resources present. Riparian 
vegetation was inventoried by 
measuring dry weight of plant species 
occurring in a 9.6 square foot hoop 
which was placed along transects. 
Transects were done in 3 different 
zones in accordance to closeness to 
the stream's edge. The 3 sites run 
parallel to the waterway. One, the 
wet zone, is that narrow band of 
sedges and rushes at the water's 

edge. The next zone is wider and is 
called regeneration. This zone has 
the young woody vegetaton. The 
next zone is the floodplain. This zone 
has a mix of riparian and upland 
vegetation and is where adult trees 
or shrubs occur. Only the wet zone 
and regeneration zone vegetation will 
be discussed. 

The vegetation data shown in Table 
1 are from the plant composition 
data. Sedges, rushes, cattails, seep 

willow, arrowweed, reed grass and 
coyote willow are native riparian 
plants. Rabbitfoot grass, cockleburr, 
barnyard grass, dali isgrass, bermuda 
grass, clover, and tamarisk are exotic 
invaders. Of the exotics, the majority 
is tamarisk and rabbitfoot grass. 

Wet Zone 
The Virgin River wet zone (Table 1) 

segments two through four are domin- 
ated by exotics such as rabbitfoot 
grass with small amounts of natives 
such as sedges and cattails. Segment 
one's wet zone composition has twice 
the natives as in segments two 
through four. Segment one is under 
rotation grazing during the grazing 
season. Segment five's wet zone is 
mostly rock. Segment six is dominated 
by natives with small amount of rabbit- 
foot grass and other exotics. Livestock 
have not grazed this segment since 
about 1970. Segment seven is dom- 
inated by natives, mostly cattail. It 
receives livestock use every spring. 
Some years it has been rested during 
the spring when the pasture is not 
used because of drought or other 
stressful periods. Segment eight's 
natives dominant by a large margin. 
Livestock grazing has been largely 
absent since the early 1970's. Seg- 

Table. 1 FollowIng Is a list of the species composition of each segment's plant community. The numbers include all the native riparian 
vegetation (sedge, willow, re.dgrass, arrowweed), and exotic vegetation (rabbitfoot grass, daiiisgrass, tamarisk, etc.). 

PLANT SPECIES COMPOSITION 
VIRGIN RIVER 

f 
ZONE 

j 

WET 

lJ 2 

31%]. 
15% 

69%1 85% 

SEGMENTS 

4 5 6 7 8 [ 9 -- 

....lli.. 0% 82% 82% 83% 25% 99% 

89% 0% 18%* 18% 17%* 75% 

SPECIES 

NATIVE 

EXOTICS 

3 

86% 

REGENERATION NATIVE 7% 7% 0% 1% 10% 48% 12% 25% 28% 86% 

EXOTICS 93% 93% 100% 99% 90% 52%* 88% 75%* 72% 14% 

SEGMENT 
LENGTH 
(MILES) 2.5 3.25 1.0 5.0 3.0 2.75 2.25 3.0 9.25 2.5 

*No Grazing 

KANAB CREEK 

ZONE SPECIES SEGMENT 1 SEGMENT 2 
[ 

SEGMENT 3 SEGMENT 4 SEGMENT S 

REGENERATION NATIVES 67% 67% 97% 55% 50% 

EXOTICS 33% 33% 3% 45% 50% 

SEGMENT 
LENGTH 2 MILES 4 MILES 8 MILES 2 MILES 7 /4ILES 
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ment nine has only a small amount of 
natives with the exotics dominating 
this segment. Livestock graze this 
segment in the winter and spring. 
Segment 9A's wet zone is dominated 
by native sedge/rushes. This has not 
had livestock grazing since 1988. 

Regeneration Zone 
The regeneration zone on the Virgin 

River (Table 1) is, with the exception 
of segments six and 9A, dominated 
by tamarisk. Both those segments 
have been without grazing since 1970 
and 1988. However, Segment six is 
co-dominated by canary reed grass 
and tamarisk. Segment 9A is domi- 
nated by willow. 

Segment eight's regeneration zone 
has been without grazing since 1970, 
and shows more natives in its com- 
position than segments one through 
five and about the same as segment 
nine, which has grazing. 

The regeneration zone woody native 
species composition of Kanab Creek 
is more diverse (Table 1). In segments 
three, four, and five there is a dom- 
inance or measurable presence of 
natives, mostly willow (Photo 5). 
Perhaps, the reason the willow is 
making a healthier stand against 
tamarisk in Kanab Creek compared 
to the Virgin River is that Kanab 
Creek is about 2,000 feet higher. 

Phenologically the willow has more 
growth time after the livestock are 
moved out, as the livestock are in 
Kanab Creek the same time periods 
as in the Virgin. The heat and dry 
weather on the Virgin cause the woody 
vegetation to slow or stop growing in 
June, July, and August. 

The summer months, however, 
along Kanab Creek provide time and 
environment for good regrowth. 

IV. Conclusion 
What is observed from the data 

and pictures are: 
1. Thatthe Virgin Riverwas, in the 

early decades of this century, a wide 
sandy bottomed river with some ri- 
parian brush along its steambanks. 

2. No tamarisk had yet invaded 
onto its banks; more recent (1966) 
pictures (Photos 6 and 7) show the 
domination of the steambank by 
tamarisk but willow and cottonwood 
are evident also. 

Kanab Creek— 1991. Willow dominating on 
one bank and saltcedar on the other. 

Virgin River-Beaver Dam Arizona—1966. Then a more open river. Vegetation is a mix of 
willows, cotton woods, and saltcedar. 

1992. Vegetation is thicker with all species. Willow, saltcedar, some cottonwoods, and 
arrowweed. This is in Segment 8, which has not had grazing since 1970's. But big cotton- 
woods on the floodplain terrance are gone. 
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3. Where grazing has been more 
restricted or stream banks have been 
rested from grazing, the wet zone 
native riparian vegetation has respon- 
ded with redominance. 

4. The regeneration zone's woody 
native vegetation in the Virgin River 
in all segments appears to have been 
slower to respond to rest, both short 
and long term, and remains dominated 
by tam arisk. Segment six has shown 
improvement, however. But it's not 
woody plants but reed grass. 

5. Kanab Creek's regeneration 
zone has shown that woody natives, 
willows, can compete effectively with 
tamarisk and in some areas dominate 
with seasonal grazing. 

The best management solution to 
the tamarisk, is to work with the ripar- 
ian areas by providing rest from graz- 
ing, especially during the spring and 
summer periods. This would allow 
a slow return of such native riparian 
plants as willows, cottonwoods, 
sedges, rushes, and cattails into the 
areas now occupied by exotics as 
tamarisk and rabbitfoot grass (Photos 
and 8 and 9). In this scenario, tam- 
arisk, however, would remain a 
dominate, into the future, on the Vir- 
gin River and Kanab Creek but, with 
time, would give way and become 
a co-dominate in the riparian zone 
on these two river/creek systems. 
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Viewpoint: The Way Things Are 
Ray Banister 

Now that some of us have put the "balance of nature," 
"climax," and "equilibrium" behind us as Dr. Box (Range- 
lands, Dec. 1992), suggested in his "Viewpoint," it is time 
to start working on a new model as Dr. Laycock has been 
doing 

The new model should be simple but able to demon- 
strate the infinite complexity of the range ecosystem. A 
model based on differential equations would satisfy this. 
It also should include plant progression and regression. 
Clement's biggest mistake was assuming there was a 
climax condition instead of recognizing that nothing ever 
stays the same. It is either going up or going down. 

The dynamics of cheatgrass in the Northern Great 
Plains illustrates this point. When the range is distri'uted 
or wounded, you need a scab, and cheatgrass is an excel- 
lent scab. When perennial grass seed germinates, seed- 
lings are weak competitors in the first year. If they are 
grazed twice they are dead, which is 1 good reason why 
range should be rested every other year. But in the 
second year the perennial grass is at full power and will 
out-compete cheatgrass. If the perennial grass is not 
harvested at that point the stand stagnates and cheat- 
grass increases. 

In a wet fall, cheatgrass will invade the 1-year and 2- 
year-rested pastures. But there will be much less of it in 
the 2- year rested pasture. 

Dyksterhu is's increasers and decreasers should also be 
retained and used to analyze rangeland. His system was 
good—it's just that people other than Dyksterhuis labeled 
decreasers "good" and increasers "bad". This was never 
meant to be. The listing was only to establish the point of 
range site progression or regression. 

Dr Laycock's "steady state" and "threshold" model has 
excellent potential. It must be remembered that a steady 
state is predicated on: (1) seeds and roots, (2) diversity, 
and (3) velocity of the system. If you decrease or pollute 
the seed supply with invaders, decrease diversity, or 
increase the velocity of the system, you push the system 
toward and/or through thresholds into different steady 
states. 

Stability Is the ability to withstand disturbance. Follow- 
ing severe disturbance, nonlinear systems such as range 
return to the beginning (roots and seeds). This is different 
than a linear system, which continues on from where it 
stopped when the disturbance ceases. An example of this 
is the difference between a dial clock and a digital clock. 
When the power is cut to a digital clock, it returns to 
midnight when the power comes back on. When the 
power is cutto a dial clock, it will continue on from where 
it stopped when the power resumes. 

Range returns to the beginning when it is disturbed by 
Editor's Note: Author lives in Wibaux, Montana 59353. 

fire, buffalo, or drought. In the drought of '34 and '36, 92% 
of the grass at the Fort Keogh Research Station by Miles 
City, Mont., died regardless of whether previous use had 
been light, moderate, or heavy. Therefore it is important 
to have a large, diverse seed source. Some eastern Mon- 
tana and western North Dakota farmers believe a seed 
population of 1 million per acre is desirable for small 
grain. In range, because of seedling mortality and because 
of the need for seeds of all the diverse species, I recom- 
mend the hypothetical figure of 1 billion! 

Diversity of species is of prime importance. Plant pro- 
gression and regression is a truth which follows closely 
the Biblical truth "the first will be last and the last will be 
first." When a particular late successional plant dies or is 
killed, it is replaced by an early successional plant. With- 
out this process there is bare ground and no protection 
for seedlings of late successional plants. 

With a high degree of diversity there is always a species 
to fill a niche left by some disturbance. For instance, in 40 
years of watching the range on 1 hill top in eastern Mon- 
tana, I have seen 1 flush of scarlet globemallow and 1 

flush of milkwort. The flush of globemallow occurred 1 

year after the drought of '88. I'm not sure of the circum- 
stances responsible for the flush of milkwort, but both of 
these forbs were dominant for less than 1 year. 

The third thing that stability hinges on is the velocity of 
a natural system. Normal velocity of natural systems is 
boom-bust. Any tampering with the boom-bustiness 
accelerates the velocity of the system, forcing increased 
nonlinear behavior and possible extinction. 

By giving range peak rest, which in the Northern Great 
Plains is 2 years, followed by severe grazing, one enhan- 
ces the boom-bustiness of the system. This also prevents 
mode locking. 

Mode locking is a principle of chaos that states if you 
lock a biological system into 1 mode you enslave it, pre- 
venting it from adapting to change. Enslavement for 
range is continual rest, continual use, and take half— 
leave half. These systems leave range susceptible to 
grasshoppers, drought, fire, black grass bugs, noxious 
weeds, etc. In the longer run these factors also tamper 
with the boom-bust cycle. 

By enhancing the boom-bust cycle of range you also 
enhance competitive fitness and robustness. Competitive 
fitness is defined in regard to the survival rate of noxious 
weed seed. In hypothetical figures, if survivability of a 
noxious weed seed is one in a million, the range site is 
competitively fit, but if the survival rate of a noxious weed 
seed is one in a thousand, the range lacks fitness. 
Robustness is the relative speed at which range site 
revegetates following a disturbance. 
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Truths are divine principles which regulate all things, or 
in other words, we do not control truth but truth controls 
us. Rules on the other hand set perimeters to what can 
happen to us. Three rules that I think necessary for excel- 
lence in range management are: 

1. Severely graze the pasture. 
2. Let it recover. 
3. Keep pastures small enough that the animals can- 

not sustain themselves on regrowth. 
In summary, Dr. Box made some good points on why 

we should adopt a new model and Dr. Laycock's model of 
different steady states connected by thresholds is a good 
starting point. But don't throw the baby out with the bath 

water! Plant progression and regression and increasers 
and decreasers reflect the boom and bustiness of nature. 
One can however throw out the "good" and "bad" labels 
and the concept of climax (plant Utopia). 

Also since the range ecosystem is nonlinear, one 
should model using the principles of the science of choas 
to demonstrate: beginnings and ends; truths and the 
benefits of simple rules; the complexity of the thousands 
of variables in range science and the simplicity of range 
management (given the right conditions a pea-brained 
buffalo makes a good range manager. When you run out 
of food, move on.) 

Tall Larkspur Poisoning in Cattle: 
Current Research and Recommendations 

James A. Pflster, Michael H. Ralphs, Gary 0. Manners, Kip E. Panter, Lynn F. James, Bryan L. 
Stegelmeler, and Dale R. Gardner 

Tall larkspurs (Delphinium barbeyi, D. occidentale, and 
D. glaucesens) are the most serious cause of cattle 
deaths on mountain rangelands in the western U.S. 
(Ralphs et al. 1988). We have documented annual death 
losses from 4 to 15% per year on Forest Service allotments 
in Utah, Colorado, and Montana. The presence of tall 
larkspur on mountain rangelands also contributes to 
enormous forage losses, as cattle grazing is deferred or 
curtailed to avoid death losses on these highly productive 
ranges. 

Tall larkspur research has been a priority at the USDA 
Poisonous Plant Research Laboratory since 1985. The 
larkspur research team is composed of range scientists, 
veterinarians, chemists, toxicologists, and neurophysiol- 
ogists. Research objectives are to: (a) identify and isolate 
toxic alkaloids, and determine structure:activity relation- 
ships; (b) determinethe toxicity and mechanism of action 
of toxic alkaloids; (c) identify environmental factors that 
influence toxic alkaloid levels in plants; (d) understand 
cattle consumption patterns in pen and field grazing 
trials; and (e) evaluate management alternatives to pre- 
vent or reduce larkspur poisoning in grazing cattle. 

Toxic Alkaloids and Mechanism of ActIon 
The toxins in tall larkspur are diterpenoid alkaloids. Tall 

larkspurs contain 18—20 different individual alkaloids 
which vary greatly in toxicity (Manners et al. 1992, 1993). 
The most toxic major alkaloid is methyllycaconitine 
(MLA), to which we have assigned the relative toxicity of 
100. Deltaline, the most abundant alkaloid, often makes 
up over 50% of the total alkaloid concentration. Deltaline 
is relatively nontoxic, with a relative toxicity of 5. At least 1 

minor alkaloid is as toxic as MLA, and several other alka- 
loids are of intermediate and low toxicity compared to 
MLA. 

Levels of total alkaloids and MLA vary greatly from site 
to site and year to year. The MLA concentration in D. 
barbeyi is shown in Figure 1; these samples were col- 
lected from an area where 30 of 180 cows were poisoned 
near Steamboat Springs, Cob., in late August, 1991. In 
mid-June, 1991, Colorado MLA levels were highest as 
concentrations were about 1.4% in leaves of vegetative 
and newly budded larkspur. Cattle began eating larkspur 
in early August during the pod stage. Levels of MLA in 
leaves and pods declined in mid-summer, then increased 
as larkspur matured. Cattle increased consumption dur- 
ing the late season when there was an increase in toxicity, 
with disastrous results. Interestingly, tall larkspur from 
Oakley, Ida., during 1988 contained no or low MLA (range 
0 to 0.01%) during the entire summer. We don't under- 
stand why such large location or year differences exist, 
but these differences probably explain much of the varia- 
tion in cattle losses. 

How much larkspur does it take to kill an average cow? 

Pfister, Ralphs, Panter, James, Stegelmeier, and Gardner are with the 
USDA-ARS Poisonous Plant Research Lab., 1150 E. 1400 N., Logan, Utah 
84321. Manners is with the USDA-ARS Western Regional Research Lab., 
Albany, Calif. We thank J. Olsen, L. Mickelson, L. Kitchen, G. War, K. Price, T. 
Wierenga, P. Kechele, J. Johnson, B. Bunderson, and L. Balls for their contri- 
butions to the larkspur research program. 
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Date 

Fig. 1. Level (% of dry weight) of the toxic alkaloid, MLA, in tall 
larkspur near Yampa, Colorado, during summer, 1991. Larkspur 
was in the bud stage until mid-July, in the flower stage from 
mid-July to late July, and in the pod stage after August 2. 

A 1,000-lb. cow consumes about 26 lb. of forage (dry 
weight) per day. If larkspur contained about 1% MLA (dry 
weight), a cow could consume a toxic dose of MLA by 
eating about 3.5 lbs. of larkspur (dry weight) (Pfister et al. 
1993a). 

How does larkspur kill livestock? Evidence to date indi- 
cates that MLA blocks acetylcholine receptors in both the 
central nervous system and in muscles. With receptor 
blockage, muscles become progressively fatigued begin- 
ning with the fine motor controlled muscles of the mouth, 
ears, and limbs, progressing to the diaphragm, and lead- 
ing to respiratory paralysis. An inability to eructate also 
may result in death from bloat or aspiration of rumen 
contents into the lungs (Olsen 1978). Rats given a lethal 
dose of MLA can be kept alive indefinitely when respira- 
tion is maintained mechanically. Because exercise can 
heighten larkspur toxicity due to muscular fatigue, it is 
important that poisoned cows not be driven or excited. 

Cattle Grazing Tail Larkspur 
We have conducted grazing studies examining when 

and how much larkspur is eaten by range cattle for the 
past 7 years: 3 years in central Utah (Manti), 3 years in 
Colorado (Yampa), 2 years in southwestern Montana 
(Sheridan), and 1 year in southern Idaho (Oakley). Sev- 
eral significant findings have emerged from these studies. 
First, cattle generally eat little or no larkspur during years 
of severe drought. Although this may lower death losses 
to larkspur, some losses may still occur if cattle consume 
larkspur during storms. Conversely, cattle consume more 
larkspur at the same location during years of normal or 
above normal precipitation. 

Second, weather patterns and larkspur maturity are 
very important in determining consumption of larkspur. 
During years when larkspur is generally acceptable to 

cattle, cattle usually begin consuming leaves and flowers 
after larkspur elongates flowering racemes (Pfister et al. 
1988b). We have seen virtually no consumption during 
the bud stage in any of our studies. Consumption usually 
peaks during the pod stage later in the summer, when 
cattle may eat 25—30% of their diets as larkspur in any 
given day. This consumption pattern is often not fatal, but 
we have noted that rain or snow showers may greatly 
influence consumption and increase death losses. During 
or just after storms, cattle may consume large amounts of 
larkspur in short periods of time (i.e., 30 mm). We feel that 
these weather-related episodes are responsible for most 
cattle deaths. 

Because larkspur toxicity generally declines through- 
out the growing season and cattle tend to eat more lark- 

— spur afterflowering and in the pod stage, we havetermed 
8\14 the period of greatest danger a toxic window' (Fig. 2) 

Fig. 2. Relative toxicity and palatability (no units) of tall larkspur to 
cattle during years of normal precipitation on high mountain ran- 
geland. The time of greatest danger is losing cattle is termed a 
toxic window because of increasing palatability combined with 
relatively high toxicity in plants. This representation was deve- 
loped primarily from grazing studies near Manti, Utah. 

(Pfister et al. 1988a). Larkspur consumption is at or near 
zero when the plant is most toxic in the vegetative and bud 
stages. When larkspur elongates flowering racemes, cat- 
tle begin eating the leaves and/or flowers as toxicity is 
declining. Cattle may eat a great deal of larkspur in the 
pod stage, but depending on the weather and the loca- 
tion, at these stages larkspur is generally much less toxic. 
The late season increase in leaf MLA levels shown in 
Figure 1 may not be typical of other areas, although an 
increase in pod MLA concentrations is usually noted later 
in the summer. 

Can tall larkspur ranges be safely grazed? Deferment of 
larkspur ranges has been a sound practice for many 
years; however, much forage goes unused and cattle 
graze on ranges with declining nutritional quality in late 
summer and early fall. In the course of 3 grazing studies 
(Pfister et al. 1988a, Pfister and Manners 1991, Pfister 
unpublished data), cattle grazed larkspur ranges while 
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larkspur was vegetative or in the bud stage. In none of 
these years or locations (Manti, Oakley, Yampa) did cattle 
consume more than a few bites of larkspur before the 
plants flowered. Thus, we speculate that ranchers can 
safely graze larkspur ranges early in the summer, remove 
cattle after larkspur begins flowering, and then return for 
late summer grazing. This grazing pattern may minimize, 
but not eliminate the risks from grazing larkspur ranges, 
while providing greater use of available forage than sim- 
ple deferment. 

Preventative Measures 

Grazing Sheep Ahead of Cattle 
Although larkspur istoxicto sheep, sheep are4-6times 

more resistant to larkspur alkaloids than are cattle (Olsen 
1978). The reason(s) forthis difference in susceptibility is 
not clear. Sheep may graze ahead of cattle, eating or 
trampling larkspur, reducing subsequent availability (or 
acceptability) to cattle. Sheep readily graze larkspur late 
in the growing season, but for sheep grazing to be effec- 
tive, they must graze larkspur early before cattle enter the 
pasture. During some years sheep grazed 40-90% of the 
larkspur plants while in other years sheep refused to eat 
larkspur (Ralphs et al. 1991 a, Ralphs and Olsen 1992). 
When sheep did consume larkspur, they removed the 
leaves and inflorescence, or a combination of eating and 
trampling reduced the acceptability to cattle grazing 
later. We have also noted that concentrating sheep bands 
on patches of larkspur may reduce larkspur acceptability 
to cattle. 

Mineral SupplementatIon 
Many ranchers feel that providing mineral supplements 

will reduce cattle consumption of tall larkspur, or decrease 
its toxicity if they consume larkspur. We found that no 
level of mineral supplement altered the amount of lark- 
spur consumed by cattle (Pfister and Manners 1991, Pfis- 
ter unpublished data). We noted some effects of mineral 
supplements on water consumption, with higher levels of 
mineral resulting in increased water intake. However, 
mineral supplementation did not greatly affect ruminal 
liquid passage rate, suggesting no beneficial effect such 
as rapid dilution of larkspur alkaloids in the rumen. We 
have concluded that, if mineral supplements alter animal 
susceptibility to larkspur, then other, unknown mecha- 
nisms are operating. 
Aversive Conditioning 

Cattle can be trained to avoid eating larkspur through 
food aversion learning. We have successfully created 
aversions by feeding larkspur to an animal, then giving 
the animal a gastrointestinal emetic (lithium chloride 
LiCI) to induce nonlethal sickness (Ralphs 1992). The 
animal then associates larkspur with the illness and will 
not graze the plant. 

We have formed aversions to larkspur in pen-feeding 
trials, and then allowed these animals to graze larkspur- 
infested pastures to test the aversion (Lane et al. 1990). 
When grazing with other averted animals, heifers have 
refused to eat larkspur while control animals in other 

pastures have readily eaten larkspur. Animals tested a 
year later still avoided larkspur. However, when averted 
animals grazed with nonaverted animals that were eating 
larkspur, the aversion soon extinguished. The influence 
of other animals consuming larkspur apparently over- 
rides the aversive conditioning, and once averted animals 
graze larkspur with no negative consequences (i.e., LiCI 
dose), then the aversion rapidly disappears (Ralphs 
1992). It may be possible to permanently avert new or 
replacement cattle grazing a tall larkspur-infested pas- 
ture, but these averted animals would need to be kept 
separate from other animals for an unknown number of 
years. 

Drug intervention 
Because larkspur kills animals by blocking acetylcho- 

line receptors, drugs that increase acetylcholine concen- 
trations at the receptor sites have great potential for 
reversing larkspurtoxicity. We have tested one such drug, 
physostigmine, in cattle in pen and field situations (Pfis- 
ter et al. 1993b). Physostigmine given intravenously (i.v.) 
or intraperitoneally (i.p.) will rapidly reverse tall larkspur 
poisoning. We have injected physostigmine into cattle 
intoxicated by larkspur in the field, as well as in pen tests 
and found the drug simple and easy to use. Physostig- 
mine is not commercially available, nor is it licensed by 
the FDA for use in cattle. Related drugs that are more 
available may also reverse the poisoning. 
Herbicidal Control 

Cattle losses to larkspur can be reduced substantially 
by controlling larkspur with herbicides. The best control 
opportunity occurs when larkspur grows in large, dis- 
creet patches where cattle losses occur frequently. 
Although eradication is not feasible, reducing larkspur 
density may sufficiently reduce cattle ingestion rate to 
reduce animal losses. 

Tall larkspur is difficult to kill with herbicides. One must 
kill the entire tap root and the underground buds, or the 
top-killed plant will regrow the next year. Since the EPA 
withdrew registration for 2,4,5-T in 1983, we initiated 
research on alternative herbicides (Mickelsen et al. 1990; 
Ralphs et al. 1991 b; Ralphs et al. 1992). 

Picloram (1 to 2 lb/ac) was effective throughout the 
growing season, and may be used later in the summer 
when access is improved to high mountain areas. Metsul- 
furon (0.5 to 2 oz/ac) was effective only in the early veget- 
ative stage, and efficacy declined as larkspur matured. 
However, metsulfuron had no adverse effect on grasses, 
and low application rates and a short half-life make it 
environmentally acceptable. Efficacy of glyphosate also 
declined as larkspur matured; this nonselective herbicide 
must be spot-sprayed (2% solution) to individual plants. 
Herbicidal control can be economical under some cir- 
cumstances, and picloram, metsulfuron or glyphosate 
may be used effectively to kill larkspur. 

Conclusions 
In the past few years, we have seen a tremendous 
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increase in our knowledge about tall larkspur, from alka- 
loid chemistry and toxicity testing to knowledge about 
plant/animal interactions. Several promising management 
alternatives such as sheep grazing or grazing larkspur 
ranges early in the grazing season are being evaluated. 
Studies to examine how alkaloids change in tall larkspur 
due to environmental conditions and range site are 
underway, and may someday provide a model that will 
allow predication of relative toxicity before cattle are 
moved into pastures. Some form of drug therapy to alter 
animal susceptibility is a real possibility for future use. We 
are confident that as research on tall larkspur continues, a 
variety of possible solutions will be available to the live- 
stock industry to reduce or prevent livestock losses. 
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Grazing Workshop Changes Lives 
David Eaheart 

Jim and Peggy Twesten's lives 
changed when they attended two 
Management Intensive Grazing work- 
shops. After attending their second 
workshop, they decided to quit their 
jobs, sell their farm, and buy and 
move to a 1,000-acre grass farm in 
north Missouri. 

In 1990, the Twestens attended 
the first Management Intensive G raz- 
ing workshop held at the University 
of Missouri Forage Systems Research 
Center in Linneus, Missouri, Jim, a 
former body shop manager, and 
Peggy, a former learning disability 
assistant school teacher, owned a 
small grass farm and grazed steers 
iear Hillsboro, Missouri. 

The Twestens wanted to get the 
maximum use out of their grass. So, 
they attended the workshop to learn 
about grass farming and went again 
the second year to learn more. 

"We were excited after attending 
the schools," says Jim. 

After attending the second work- 
shop they made the decision to 
becomefull-timegrassfarmers. "We 
found the best grass farm in north- 
ern Missouri and decided on it 
because we were familiar with Mis- 
souri forages," says Jim. They based 
their decision on the knowledge 
they learned at the workshops. The 
Twestens are just one of hundreds 
of people whose lives have been 
changed by the grazing workshops. 

The Management Intensive Graz- 
ing workshops teach in-depth graz- 
ing management and construction 
of planned grazing systems. The 
three-day workshops held at the 
University of Missouri Forage Sys- 
tems Research Center bring a wealth 
of knowledge to participants through 
classroom and field experience. 

"Our primary purpose is to edu- 
cate producers and agency people 
in the fundamental understanding 

of grassland management," says 
Jim Gerrish, research assistant pro- 
fessor at the University of Missouri 
Forage Systems Research Center 
and workshop instructor. 

At the workshops students spend 
part of their time in the classroom 
and part of their time in the field. 
About 30 students are in the class- 
room while another 30 students are 
in the field. 

In the classroom students learn 
about basic grazing terminology, 
evaluation of resources, managing 
the soil resource, meeting nutritional 
needs of livestock on pasture, match- 
ing animal type to pasture systems, 
supplementation of cattle grazing 
high quality forages, water systems, 
and development of grazing sys- 
tems. Out in the field, plant growth 
and forage quality, pasture assess- 
ment, stockpiling and winter graz- 
ing, and fencing layout and design 
are covered. 

Students also develop a planned 
grazing system. The participants 
are divided into working groups 
and asked to develop a grazing plan 

for an actual farm situation. This 
year the workshops went to the 
Twesten's farm to do this exercise 
on a field. The classroom and field 
lectures, and the grazing plan help 
the participants take the informa- 
tion they learned and apply it on 
their farms. 

Gerrish says instructors focus on 
the entire plant, animal and soil 
complex. Instructors come with 
varied backgrounds from the Uni- 
versity of Missouri and the Soil 
Conservation Service. Grassland 
specialists, animal scientists, agri- 
cultural economists, forage spec- 
ialists and producers teach at the 
workshop. 

"It's a group of effective educa- 
tors that get the points across. Their 
credibility is high," says Ron Mor- 
row, University of Missouri animal 
scientist and workshop instructor. 

Students use textbooks in the 
classroom. The textbooks are Inten- 
sive Grazing Management: Forage, 
Animals, Men, Profits byBurtSmith 
and Forage-Animal Management 
Systems by Roy Blaser, along with 
a loose-leaf binder of materials on 
grazing management specific to the 
Midwest. 

Participants at the workshop are 
as diverse as the subject matter 
covered. They vary from producers 
with several thousand acres to part- 
time farmers with 20 acres. 

Several public agencies also send 
employees to the workshop for train- 
ing. The Soil Conservation Service, 
Missouri Department of Conserva- 
tion, Department of Natural Re- 
sources from several states, and 
University Extension have sent 
people to the workshop. Participants 
have come from 22 states. 

"It's a way to educate the educa- 
tor," says Morrow. SCS people use 
the information they learn when 
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helping producers with farm plans 
and other conservation practices. 
Maurice Davis, SCS range conser- 
vationist and workshop instructor, 
says the students have a high corn- 
m itment to learning about intensive 
grazing management. They're wil- 
ling to pay the cost and be gone 
from their farms for three days. The 
workshop costs $90 a person. 

"The producers add a lot to the 
workshop because they share the 
experiences they've had," says Davis. 

Gerrish agrees with Davis. The 
mix of agency people and produc- 
ers makes it a successful workshop. 

"That's the beauty of our work- 
shop. Everyone can interact and we 
all learn from each other," says 
Gerrish. 

This interaction allows the work- 
shops to take the direction the par- 
ticipants want. Out in the field much 
of the discussion is lead by ques- 
tions from the students. 

Producers bring a perspective the 
agency representatives might not 
be aware of and the agency people 
bring a side of the issue producers 
might not know, says Gerrish. 

Morrow and Gerris developed the 
workshop after giving several one- 

So the two came up with the idea 
of a three-day workshop. 

The workshops started in 1990 
with the intention of two workshops 
and 30 people at each workshop. 
The demand far exceeded expecta- 
tions so they added one more work- 
shop date and opened each work- 
shop to 60 people. 

"There was a demand for it and 
wewere turning people away," says 
Gerrish. 

Much of that demand comes from 
repeat students. Some students 
come every year, says Davis. 

Currently, the instructors are de- 
veloping a one-day ref resher course 
for past participants. It will cover 
advanced information and new develop- 
ments in intensive grazing research 
since past workshops. 

The workshop was the first one 
organized in the country in cooper- 
ation between a land grant univer- 
sity and the Soil Conservation Ser- 
vice. The workshop was held in May 
and August 1993. Another work- 
shop will be held in October. 

For more information about the 
Management IntensiveGrazing Work- 
shop contact the Forage Systems 

fighter presentations on intensive 
grazing. 

"It's too complex of a subject and 
we can't cover it in a one-night 
meeting," says Gerrish. "We were 
getting frustrated in the informa- 
tion system we were using. It was 
just enough information for pro- 
ducers to get in trouble because the 
exceptions were not covered." 
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Research Center, Route 1, Box 80, 
Linneus, MO 64653. 

Not everyone's lives will change 
as drastically as the Twestens did 
after attending the workshops. But 
the workshops do impact the way 
participants think about and use 
grazing on their farm. 

Not a day passes on the Twesten's 
they don't do something that was 
directly influenced by the workshop. 
They split a 160-acre field into six 
paddocks for rotational grazing this 
year. They developed the plan from 
the information they learned at the 
workshop. 

"I'm a grass farmer and some 
people wouldn't like to admist that. 
They would rather be called cow- 
boys, but I make my living from 
grass," says Jim Twesten. "And 
what I learned at the schools helps 
me do this." 

North Dakota's CRP Grazing and Haying Demonstration Project 
Jeffrey L. Prlntz 

With the passage of the 1985 farm bill, a program remin- 
iscent of the Soil Bank program of the 1 950s and '60s was 
born. The Conservation Reserve Program, or CRP, is sim- 
ilar to the Soil Bank program of the '50s and '60s in that 
CRP removes land from annual crop production and pla- 
ces it in permanent cover. Although similar to the Soil 
Bank program in this respect, the expressed goals of CRP 
were clear-cut and the qualification process for entering 
cropland into the program was very different. 

In North Dakota, almost 3 million acres have been 
enrolled in CRP. Most regard the impacts of this program 
on the soil and wildlife resources as positive. In North 
Dakota, CRP has resulted in thesaving of about45 million 
tons of soil per year, taken over 1 million acres of wheat 
base out of production, provided income support for over 
13,000 farmers, and created some of the highest wildlife 
populations since the Soil Bank days (Senechal 1990). 

Author is Area Range Conservationist. USDA-Soil Conservation Service, 
Jamestown, ND. 

Others view the impacts of CRP on the small local com- 
munities as negative. 

It has been 8 years since the first CAP bids were 
accepted and the first contracts written. In the fall of 1995, 
the first contracts will expire. What will be the future of 
these CRP acres? Will most be returned to annual crop 
production as happened when the Soil Bank contracts 
expired? Or will the contract holders find alternative 
methods of earning income from this land which will keep 
these acres in permanent cover? 

Many factors will influence the contract holder's deci- 
sions on post CRP land use. Certainly one of the more 
overriding factors will be the provisions of the 1995 Farm 
Bill. Other factors, such as the age of the contract holder, 
the presence of livestock on the farm and the condition of 
the grass stand on the CAP fields will have an influence on 
this decision. 

Without a doubt, the largest Influence will be econom- 
ics. The need to have some type of economic return from 
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the land, whether it be from raising livestock, the leasing 
of hunting rights, or some other enterprise(s), will be the 
ultimate factor. If contract holders are to make informed 
decisions about the future use of their CRP acres, they 
need good information on which to base their decisions. 

In a "proactive" effort to provide this type of information 
to North Dakota producers in a timely manner, a project 
was initiated in fall of 1989. This project, developed under 
the leadership of Arnold Kruse, wildlife habitat biologist, 
USD1-Fish and Wildlife Service, ultimately became 
known as the "North Dakota's CAP Grazing and Haying 
Demonstration Project." 

Because CRP guidelines expressly forbid grazing or 
haying of CRP contract acres, permission from Agricu Itu- 
ral Stabilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) was 
needed before such a project could begin. A project out- 
line was developed and submitted to ASCS at the Wash- 

ington, DC, level, requesting permission to establish graz- 
ing and haying demonstrations at key locations within the 
state. In March, 1990, permission was granted byASCSto 
establish grazing and haying demonstrations on CAP 
land at 4 sites in North Dakota. 

After receiving permission from ASCS to proceed with 
the project, the search began for suitable sites. Criteria 
for site selection consisted of the following. 

1. Willing participant. Stipulations placed on the pro- 
ject by one of the funding sources required that 
participants be willing to maintain the site in peren- 
nial cover and graze or hay it for a period of up to 10 

years after the initiation of the demonstration. 
2. Highly Erodible Land (H EL). Since the stated goal of 

the demonstration project is to keep 500,000 acres 
of HEL cropland presently in CRP in permanent 
grass (only 17% of the CRP acres in ND), the sites 
selected needed to reflect this type of land. 

3. Viable grass stand. Approximately 99% of the acres 
enrolled in CRP in North Dakota were established to 

a mixture of introduced grasses and alfalfa. Once 
established, all of these stands will be adequate to 
meet program objectives (control erosion). How- 
ever, after observing numerous stands, it is ques- 
tionable as to whether some will be able to produce 
adequate forage to sustain economically viable 
livestock numbers. 

4. Accessible location. The sites selected should be 
easily accessible, preferably along well-traveled 
paved county roads or state highways. 

5. Minimal improvements. Because of limited financial 
resources, structural improvements required to make 
the site usable needed to be kept to a minimum. 
Existing fences and water developments were used 
wherever possible. 

With its approval, ASCS also placed 2 restrictions upon 
the project. First, any livestock used to graze CAP acres 
must be state owned. Secondly, any hay obtained from 

CAP acres could only be utilized by state agencies or by 
local wildlife clubs. The requirement to use state-owned 
livestock, the need to collect reliable data from the sites, 
and the need for broad-based support for the project 
resulted in the organization of what is now known as the 
"North Dakota CRP Task Force." 

The North Dakota CAP Task Force consists of repre- 
sentatives of the following groups: North Dakota State 
University (NDSU) Department of Animal and Range 
Science, North Dakota Research Stations, North Dakota 
Extension Service, USD1 Fish and Wildlife Service, North 
Dakota Stockmen's Association, Agricultural Research 
Service, North Dakota Land Reclamation Center, USDA 
Soil Conservation Service, and USDA-ASCS. The Task 
Force advises and coordinates the activities of the dem- 
onstration project. 

While the hunt for suitable sites was underway, a search 
for funding sources was also being conducted. Wes 

Numerous tours of the demonstration sites were held during the 
1992 grazing season. Groups from Canada, the Outdoor Writers 
Association of America and various conservation organizations as 
well as local producers toured the sites. 

Billboards have been erected at all four sites. Annual progress 
reports highlighting the previous year's data are available at each 
site. 
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Ewine, RC&D Coordinator for the South Central RC&D 
Council, developed a grant proposal for obtaining fund- 
ing from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
through the North Dakota State Health Department. 
Other groups agreeing to provide financial support in- 
cluded Ducks Unlimited, Inc., US Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice, and the Stutsman County Soil Conservation District. 

Each site was fenced into 4 pastures in the early spring 
of 1992. On 3 of the sites (Stutsman, Ward, and Bowman 
counties), 1 pasture was designated to be grazed season- 
long while the other 3 pastures would serve as a three- 
pasture, twice over grazing system. The Adams County 
site was also fenced into 4 pastures, 3 of which would be 
managed under a three-pasture, twice over grazing sys- 
tem, while the fourth pasture would be hayed. The pas- 
ture hayed in 1992 will be rotated into the grazing system 
in 1993 and 1 of the other pastures will be hayed. This 
"graze/hay" rotation will be maintained for the remainder 
of the demonstration. 

The design of the grazing systems resulted in consider- 
able discussion among Task Force members. It was 
agreed the best situation would have been to utilize the 
CRP pastures as complementary pasture(s) for native 
rangeland. However, because of the need to use state- 
owned livestock and a desire not to compete with local 
ranchers for rangeland, this option was not feasible. The 
grazing systems selected reflect the best compromise 
between the Task Force's desire to demonstrate econom- 
ically sound alternative uses for these CAP acres and the 
limited funds available to collect the necessary data. 

Stocking rates for the first year were relatively conser- 
vative, primarily for 2 reasons. First, all 4 sites were 
located in areas of the state that had been under moderate 
to extreme drought conditions for the past several years. 
Secondly, the producers who agreed to participate in the 
demonstration are required to maintain vegetative cover 
in order to prevent erosion. Stocking rates will be reviewed 
following each grazing season and adjustments made the 
following year, if needed. 

The seasonlong and rotation systems at the Stutsman 
and Ward County sites were both stocked with cow/calf 
pairs at a rate of 0.9 AUM/ac and 0.5 AUM/ac, respec- 
tively. The Bowman County site was stocked with yea- 
rling heifers at a rate of 0.6 AUM/ac on the seasonlong 
and 0.8 AUM/ac on the three-pasture rotation system. 
The class of animals used on these 3 study sites may be 
switched from year-to-year, depending upon the availa- 
bility of animals. 

The Hettinger County site will be stocked each year 
with a mixture of yearling heifers and yearling ewes. The 
stocking rate used during the 1992 grazing season was 
1.2 AUM/ac. The ewes and heifers will be managed as a 
single herd, providing an opportunity to collect informa- 
tion on dual-species grazing. 

Grazing and haying operations went smoothly during 
the 1992 season. Becauseof the dry conditions duringthe 
spring, 2 of the livestock watering dugouts did not have 
adequate water when grazing was scheduled to com- 
mence. This resulted in the need to haul water for a por- 
tion of the grazing season. In addition, a solar pump was 

installed to move water from 1 of the dugouts to supply 
tanks located in the other pastures. The use of the solar 
pump proved very effective. 

Personnel from the Hettinger, Dickinson, and Central 
Grasslands Research Centers along with staff from the 
Animal and Range Sciences Department at NDSU are 
collecting both animal performance and plant data from 
all 4 sites. Soil erosion data are being collected from the 
Stutsman County site by the North Dakota Land Recla- 
mation Research Center. Erosion data at the Stutsman 
County site are being collected from the grazed and 
hayed fields as well as a control area. Data are also being 
collected to determine the effects of the grazing trials on 
upland nesting birds and the use of these areas by non- 
game birds by NDSU and South Dakota Cooperative 
Wildlife Research Unit. 

Results collected the first year indicated herbage pro- 
duction ranged from 2,236 lbs/ac to 3,991 lbs/ac. Utiliza- 
tion amounts varied from 52% to 59% among the study 
sites. Average daily gains for the yearling heifers ranged 
from 1.43 lbs/day to 1.81 lbs/day on the Bowman and 
Adams County sites. The average daily gain for calves on 
the Stutsman and Ward County sites ranged from 2.51 
lbs/day to 2.87 lbs/day. The sheep in Adams County 
gained 0.37 lbs/day. These gains would be considered 
acceptable by most producers in North Dakota (Nyren et 
al. 1993). 

Hay yields ranged from 0.8 ton/ac at the Ward County 
site to 2.0 ton/ac at the Bowman County site. Nutritional 
analysis showed percent crude protein levels averaged 
from 8.04 to 10.86 % for first cutting (Nyren et al.). It was 
felt that percent crude protein levels for the samples were 
low due to the high amount of previous years' material 
and late harvesting dates. 

Since economics will be an important consideration 
when a producer decides the future use of his or her CAP 
acres, the livestock production data collected from the 
grazed areas and forage production data collected from 
the hayed areas will be of major interest. This data will be 
utilized in an ongoing economic study being conducted 
by Paul Nyren, superintendent at the Central Grasslands 
Research Station. It compares the economic returns from 
cropping highly erodible cropland with the returns from 
retaining this type of land in grass and utilizing it for 
livestock production. 

As 1995 draws closer, the question as to the future of 
CAP acres will be asked with greater frequency by both 
producers and the general public. The organizers and 
participants of North Dakota's CAP Grazing and Haying 
Demonstration Project hope to provide the land owners 
and operators with some good, sound information on 
which to base their important decisions. 
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Range Trend Monitoring in Southern Arizona 
Steve Barker and Kristen M. Egen 

Pace Frequency monitoring has been used in southern 
Arizona for over a decade. It permits range managers to 
look at the response of upland and riparian plant com- 
munities to grazing management. It is also used to evalu- 
ate the effectiveness of vegetative manipulation, such as 
prescribed burning and range seeding. A range conserva- 
tionist and rancher can easily read two transects per day. 
Analysis of the results is fast and simple. 

Selecting and Establishing the Key Area 
The selection of the Key Area for monitoring is impor- 

tant in order to make effective management decisions. It 
should have the following characteristics: 

1) It should represent the major range site within the 
management unit or pasture. 

2) The entire transect should be located on 1 range 
site. 

3) The key area should be located on a site which has 
the potential to improve under management. 

4) There should be an adequate representation of key 
species found on or near the site. Characteristics of 
a key species include being relatively common on 
the site, consistent with management objectives, 
and palatable to the class of animal managed. 

When establishing the transect, a starting point is 
marked with a 1-post or pile of rocks. An easily seen 
marker helps in relocating the site. Select a distinguish- 
able landmark or use a compass to determine the direc- 
tion in which to run the transect. Try to select a site and 
direction where you can see the majority of the area from 

Authors are Area Range Conservationist and Range Conservationist, USDA 
Soil Conservation Service, Tucson Arizona 85719. 

z 

FIg. 2. Changes in Frequency of Key Species since 1981. 

the starting point, so that most of the site can be seen in a 

photograph. Take a picture from the starting point in the 
established direction. It helps to make a sign to put in the 
foreground which gives information about the location 
and date. 

Method 
Four lines with 50 plots in each line are read using a 40 

X 40-cm frame. Each frame is 1 pace (2 steps) apart. 
Transects are read following the growing season to aid in 
species identification. Data are collected for 3 com- 
ponents: 

1) Cover—Point cover is recorded for each frame. The 
cover categories are bare ground, gravel, rock, litter, 
or live vegetation (basal). 

20 

FIg. 1. Total annual rainfall since 1981. 

1I 
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Table 1. Typical summary sheet showing the kind of data collected 
using pace frequency monitoring. 

Range Site Granitic IlOls 

Mor Land Resource Area D4 1.3, Chihuahuan Semidesert Grassland 

ConditionScore 29 34 57 

Number of Plots 200 200 200 200 200 2001 200 200 200 200 

Transect Data Free 
1981 

Frect 
1982 

Frect 
1983 

Frect 
1984 

Frect 
198S 

Freq 
£986 

Freg 
1987 

Freq 
1988 1990 £991 

COVER 
Bare Ground 49 47 48 2 27 28 2 2 2 2 
Gravel 13 11 12 2 12 13 1 1 1 1 

Rock 20 22 23 2 24 20 2 2 1 1 

Litter 15 17 14 2 29 34 3 3 3 4 
Live Vegetation (Basal) 3 3 

}IRUBS AND TREES 

hrubby Buckwheat 9 93 91 9 100 90 

atclaw Macia 3 2 3 5 4 

else Mesquite 44 34 39 4 46 
nakeweed 4 4 4 6 1 

urpentine Bush 22 21 27 34 34 

PERENNIAL GRASSES 
Arizona Cottontop 3 3 __)0 

ack Grama 2 4 

airyGrama 3 4 — — — 
Rothrock Grams 3 8 15 20 14 1 2 3 4 

deoatsGrama 3 9 4 14 

enderGranta 2 3 4 9 7 1 1 11 I 
ama Lovegrass — 3 7 3 3 7 

Red Threeawn 2 1 2 14 3 7 5 5 

Wriahts Threeawn 

h 

DeerVetch 

5 I 3 2 3 

6 3 6 

41 

1 20 3 5 3 3 4 2 

40 

I 

34 

7 9 10 

7 12 13 5 6 £3 8 

3 u 5 9 10 

I 

io Ragweed 2 1 6 2 
Perennial Spurge 24 16 24 19 10 1 9 19 11 24 

Sniny Haplopuppus 1 1 3 2 1 1 

Sao Iy n M' b. f.d v.. 

2) Trees & Shrubs—A tally is keptof thetree and shrub 
species found in each frame. Trees and shrubs are 
considered to be in the frame if they are rooted in the 
frame or live branches overhang the frame. Seed- 
lings are not included. 

3) Grasses & Forbs—A tally is also kept for the grass 
and forb species found in each frame. Grasses and 
forbs must be rooted in the frame to be counted. 
Annual plants may be recorded by species or may be 
pooled together as annual grasses or annual forbs. 

Results 
The data are tabulated to show the percent of frames in 

which any given species was found. The data are com- 
pared with information from previous years to evaluate 
rarigetrend. Other information thatshould becollected includes 
range condition ratings, numbers of animals, season of 
use in the pasture, utilization, production, and precipita- 
tion. This information is reviewed with the rancher to 
determine the effects of rainfall, grazing systems, and 
vegetative treatments. 

Permanent frequency transects are an effective way for 
range conservationists with the Soil Conservation Ser- 
vice in southern Arizona to work with cooperating ranchers. 
Their use provides sound data to devise and adjust suc- 
cessful management plans. When the site is established, 
key species are typically found in a low percent of the 
frames and the range condition is high poor to fair. With 
the application of grazing management key species 
should increase on the site. Through pace frequency 
monitoring the rancher is able to see the impacts of 
management. 

4 

Photo record of changes on the granitic hills site, 1981 through 
1991. 
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The Jolly family has owned and operated the Seven 
Mile Ranch near Hugo, Colorado since Jolly's father 
bought it in 1949. Tom Jolly decided to implement time 
controlled grazing on his ranch as a means to stop the 
range deterioration he was seeing. 

The Seven Mile Ranch is cut by four main drainage 
areas and numerous side gullies. A water-bearing gravel 
lens varying from one foot to seven feet in thickness is 
located just above the shale in the riparian areas. The 
shale is from five to forty feet below the surface. The 
Seven Mile Ranch is dominated by two key range sites— 
alkaline plains and clayey plains. 

The alkaline plains range site is found on clayey and 
clay loam soils and has the potential to produce 1,300 
lbs./ac. of air-dry vegetative material annually. The site is 
predominantly perennial grasses with scattered shrubs. 
Potentially, the site can be dominated by alkali sacaton 
with blue grama, galleta, and western wheatgrass pres- 
ent. Shrubs include fourwing saltbush, winterfat, and 
rabbitbrush. 

Under continuous, season-long grazing, annual pro- 
duction on an alkaline plains range site may regress to 
600 lbs.ac. of air-dry material. Alkali sacaton decreases 
along with western wheatgrass, so the site becomes dom- 
inated by blue grama, galleta, prickly pear cactus and 
broom snakeweed. High value shrubs, such as winterfat 
and fourwing saitbush, decrease. Bare ground also 
increases. 

The clayey plains range site is on clay or clay loam 
soils. The site produces about 1,000 lbs./ac. of air-dry 
material annually. Perennial grasses are dominated by 
western wheatgrass, blue grama, and green needlegrass. 
Other grasses and grasslike plants include needle and 
thread, buffalo grass, squirreltail, red threeawn, and sun 
sedge. Small amounts of winterfat, fourwing saltbush, 
prickly pear cactus, and other forbs are also present. 

Under continuous, season-long grazing, annual pro- 
duction on the clayey plains range site may regress to 500 

Authors are scs Area Public Affairs Specialist, La Junta, Cob.; and SCS Area Range Conservationist, La Junta, Cob., respectively. 

Grazing Management Impi 
Production on Color 

Mary Peterson a 

lbs./ac. of air-dry material. Cool season grasses decrease 
(western wheatgrass, green needlegrass, and needle and 
thread). Blue grama changes growth form from a bunch 
grass to a sodbound grass. The desirable shrubs, such as 

fourwing saltbush and winterfat, decrease. When blue 
grama becomes sodbound, the plants become less pro- 
ductive. With the disappearance of the cool season 

grasses, blue grama dominates the site. Less palatable 
grasses, such as red threeawn, sand dropseed, and turn- 
blegrass also increase. 

When purchased by Jolly's father, the ranch was poorly 
watered with four low producing wells, three to four 
dams, a few natural spring holes, and rain dependent 
water holes. When it rainsed most of the water ran off the 
ranch in a flood. Annual precipitation averages 14 inches. 

After purchasing the ranch, Jolly's dad immediately 
hired a contractor to start building many large and small 
dams. H is goals were to have the large dams create reser- 
voirs, providing a steady source of water for the livestock, 
and to have the small dams slow the flood water, settle out 
the silt, and spread the flood water out to irrigate the 
bottoms of the draws. 

From 1949 to 1965, cattle and sheep were run on the 
ranch. In the summer, the sheep herders moved camp 
about every four weeks. During the winter, the sheep were 
kept in permanent camps. The herders were instructed to 

Entrance to the Seven Mile Ranch headquarters located about 
seven miles east of Hugo, Colorado. 

Photo point comparison from ran geland monitoring efforts. Photo 
A taken in 1984. Photo B taken in 1990. Both photos taken in early 
September. The range site is alkaline plains. The photos show a 
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'es Range and Livestock 
0's Eastern Plains 
len Berlinger 

have the sheep graze hills, only going to the creek for 
water. The cattle had free choice of the range but pre- 
ferred the creeks. 

Jolly's father sold the sheep in 1965. From 1966 to 1971, 
he ran mostly cows. In the early 70s, Tom and his two 
brothers took over the day-to-day operations of the 
ranch. They ran some yearlings with the cows and main- 
tained a summer-winter pasture rotation. 

Tom took over running the ranch in 1977. During this 
same year, he converted about half the ranch to a contin- 
uous summer grazing program for yearlings. He had one 
pasture that was 12 sections and was continuously 
grazed all season long. Another pasture was eight sec- 
tions split into two grazing units. Jolly used this pasture 
for a cow/calf herd. During the summer, the herd grazed 
one set of four sections. In the winter they grazed the 
other four sections. Another two sections were used by 
cows and yearlings. This program continued until 1982. 

In 1981, Jolly attended a course on Holistic Resource 
Management (HAM). Believing in the principles, he con- 
verted the entire ranch to a time controlled grazing 
method in 1982 and 1983. During those same years, Jolly 
sold his cow herd and switched to yearling cattle. One of 
the main reasons Jolly started using HRM was to allow the 
range the rest and rejuvenation it needed each year. 

According to Jolly, the ranch began to deteriorate 
when they removed the sheep from the ecosystem. Con- 
tinuous summer grazing on three-fourths of the ranch 
had turned out to be poor management with devastating 
effects on the environment. The draws were showing a 
decrease of cool season grasses and going more to the 
warm season grasses—blue grama and buffalo grass. 
Other downward trends included: 

• Western wheatgrass, which should be abundant on 
these plains sites, receded downhill to the bottoms of 
the draws. 

• Alkali sacaton decreased. 
• Bare ground increased on the alkaline plains range 

sites. The result was more soil erosion and weed 
growth. • Sodbound blue grama increased—mostly on the 
clayey plains sites. 

• Watering locations were overgrazed. 
Jolly's new goals for the ranch were: 
• To establish a sustainable condition for the ranch, • To increase the number of different kinds of plants 

and animals, 
• To improve the riparian areas, • To improve plant cover and production, • To increase stocking rates, and 
• To improve the quality of life on the ranch. 

TIme Controlled Grazing 
Under the new grazing method, Jolly cut the 12 section 

pasture into three cells. Each cell was four sections 
divided into eight pastures. An important concern with 
each cell is the distance from water and the number of 
animals in each herd. The eight sections formed one cell 
of 13 pastures. The two sections formed another cell of 
eight pastures. 

After one year of experience using the time controlled 
grazing method and after attending more seminars and 
classes, Jolly realized that he could double the number of 
pastures and double the herd sizes. He then combined 
two of the four sections, decreasing the total number of 
cells to two. One cell now has 16 pastures. By having the 
16 divisions, Jolly increases the rest period for the range 

Tom Jolly talks about his ran geland improvement goals involving 
the implementation of a highly intensive planned grazing system. 

significant increase of alkali sacaton since 1984, particularly on the 
right side of the frame. Overall ground cover has significantly 
improved. 



170 RANGELANDS 15(4), August 1993 

while decreasing the grazing time. 
To implement thetime controlled grazing method, Jolly 

installed 52 miles of electric fence to divide the pastures. 
He also put in an extensive watering system, which 
included two new wells and approximately six miles of 
pipeline. He also added some above and below ground 
storage tanks. 

Large amounts of water can quickly flow from the stor- 
age tanks into the drinking troughs. 

In the eight pasture cell, the average resting period for 
the pastures is 60 days. In the other cell that has more 
pastures, the average resting period is 65—68 days. The 
grazing periods on the different pastures vary from two 
days to about 11 days, depending on the growing con- 
ditions. 

The idea behind time controlled grazing is to minimize 
how frequently and severely the livestock bite the plants. 
After the grazed leaves begin to grow back, the new 
leaves shouldn't be grazed again until after they have had 
adequate time to recover. As a rule of thumb, this rest- 
recovery time varies from 30 to 90 days or more, depend- 
ing on the rate of grass growth. When the key forage is 
growing fast, it recovers sooner. Thirty days of recovery 
time is sufficient which means grazing periods are short, 
and livestock rotation is relatively fast. On the other hand, 
when the rate of grass growth is slow the rest-recovery 
time needs to be longer—90 days or more. In the slow 
growth scenario, grazing periods are lengthened, mean- 
ing the livestock are moved less often. 

Results 
As a result of this improved rangeland management, 

the yearling herd increased from 1,000 to 1,600. When 
figured on an animal unit equivalency basis, the grazing 
units produced peracre on the ranch doubled while main- 
taining performance. 

The rule of thumb under continuous, season-long graz- 
ing is that 50 yearlings per section will gain 50 pounds per 
head per month. This averages out to be 1.67 pounds per 
day. Under the new time controlled grazing method, the 
steers gained an average of 1.75 pounds per day while the 
heifers gained an average 1.6 pounds per day. 

Staff from the Hugo, Colorado SCS field office started 
to monitor different points on the ranch in 1983. By using 
photo points, the SCS and Jolly could see what effects the 
new grazing management method was having on the ran- 
geland. Photos were taken at the same time each year. 
Monitoring allows for maintenance of maximum flexibil- 
ity so necessary changes in grazing management can be 
made. 

Jolly says he now does more "brain work"—planning 
and monitoring controlled grazing. The result is less 
physical work as livestock are in a smaller area requiring 
less time and labor to provide greater care. 

The monitoring effort indicates that some of the range- 
land improvement goals have been attained. These include: 

• Species diversity improved. 
• Ground cover increased. 
• Perennial grass replaced the bare ground around 

water points. • Cool season grasses increased in the draws and side 
slopes. 

• Alkali sacaton and winterfat increased on the upland 
sites. 

• Success was limited in changing sodbound blue 
grama back to its natural higher production bunch 
grass state. 

The Jolly's recently sold the ranch. But, Tom and 
Cheryl Jolly are very pleased with what they have ac- 
complished on this land. Jolly believes the key to range 
improvement is reducing to a minimum the overgrazing of 
forage while increasing to a maximum the opportunity for 
plants to recover from being grazed. 

Electric fencing used on the Seven Mile Ranch. Yearling cattle are 
leaving a cell center after watering. 

Tom and Cheryl Jolly inspecting an alkaline plains range site near 
the center of a grazing cell. Aboveground water storage tanks are 
shown inside the cell center. Cattle had been removed from this 
pasture 13 days prior to taking the photo. 



The first annual Range Youth Camp 
in North Dakota began in June of 
1975. Sixteen youths from southwest 
North Dakota gathered together to 
call Dickinson State College campus 
their camp headquarters for the next 
4 days. 

The goal was to unite the state's 
finest educators to teach young peo- 
ple from an array of backgrounds the 
importance of proper range manage- 
ment...but how did it all start and who 
were the pioneers that shaped the 
foundation for such a successful pro- 
gram? 

Jim Kramer, former Range Con- 
servationist for the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service and Bill Johnson, a 
Slope County rancher, saw the suc- 
cess Montana was achieving with 
their own range youth program and 
felt it too would work in North Dakota. 
Jim and Bill brought their ideas before 
a local meeting of the North Dakota 
Chapter of the Society for Range 
Management (SRM). J.C. Shaver, form- 
er Grassland Management agent with 
the North Dakota State University 
Extension Service, soon became in- 
volved and would go on to play a 
major role in the establishment of 
North Dakota's Range Youth Camp. 

In Casper, Wyoming, December 
1974, a group of people with a com- 
mon goal conceived what was called 
"The Old West Regional Range Pro- 

gram" (OWRRP). The ultimate goal 
of the program was to bring about 
improved management and produc- 
tivity of rangelands through educa- 
tional efforts in Montana, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Dakota and Wyo- 
ming. 

The Old West Regional Range Pro- 
gram was very timely. It provided a 
source of funding, and helped to 
structure and standardize the youth 
camp's format. Information about the 
North Dakota Range Youth Camp 
began to spread. A committee of 
North Dakota Chapter SRM members 
began to organize the camp details. 
Since funding from the Old West 
Regional Range Program was not 
available for the first youth camp, 
individual students were sponsored 
by 7 Soil Conservation Districts in 
southwestern North Dakota and the 
HorseCreek and Little Missouri Graz- 
ing Associations. Travel, rooms, and 
meal accommodations had to be 
accounted for. Instructors from North 
Dakota State University, Dickinson 
Experiment Station, Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, U.S. Forest Service, Ex- 
tension Service, National Park Ser- 
vice, and individuals from the ranch- 
ing industry were all called upon to 
provide help in the areas of teaching, 
organizing and supervising the event. 

The first annual Range Manage- 
ment Youth Camp was an overwhelm- 
ing success! In 1976, the camp was 
held at the Badlands Bible Camp 
near Medora, N.D., June 2—5 and a 

second camp was held at the S hey- 
enne 4H Camp near McLeod, N.D., 
on July 14—17. Over the years, the 
camp has found its way back to 
western North Dakota. The last 2 
years have been headquartered out 
of the beautiful Logging Camp Ranch 
facilities owned by Bob, John and 
Jennifer Hanson near Amidon, N.D. 

The Range Youth Camp of today is 
run much as in the early years. Boys 
and girls from the ages of l3to 18 are 
eligible to attend. During camp regis- 
tration emotions run high. Suitcases 
and sleeping bags with feet scramble 
to the bunk house rooms. 

Right before the opening introduc- 
tion anxiety soars. Many of the stu- 
dents are waiting, wondering, and 
watching. Several voices are heard 
above the others. At this point most 
all are strangers. Before the day ends 
all will be friends. 

With the camp rules laid out and 
the agenda reviewed, it's on to the 
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North Dakota's 

Range 
Youth Camp 
Past to Present 

Josh Saunders 

The "range position"! Photo by M. Doyle 

Oenothera caespitosa, Butte Primrose 
or better known as Gumbo Lily flourishes 
on the scoria covered hills near the cam p. 
Photo by J. Saunders. 

Josh Saunders, Range Conservationist for the 
Soil Conservation Service, Devils Lake, ND., has 
helped operate the North Dakota Range Youth 
Camp since June, 1991. 
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principles of range management- 
classroom style. One-half hour later 
the students have been divided into 
four groups and are out the class- 
room door. Range sites with com- 
mon soils and plants have been iden- 
tified by the counselors. Students 
listen and learn about geology, range 
sites and identifying range plants 
common to the individual sites. Soils 
become a "hands on" experience. 

Watershed values are discussed 
and the importance of managing 
woody draws for wildlife habitat is 
emphasized. After a hearty supper, 
the campers are free to relax or enjoy 
a vigorous volleyball game. The day 
ends. Lights out at 10:00. 

Breakfast on the prairie tastes so 
good! Pancakes, eggs and bacon, 
milk and orange juice in the morning 
bring campers and counselors to life. 
Range condition, stocking rates, and 
range improvements are introduced 
to the class. Student attention at this 
point is high. The morning is filled 
with interesting topics. Situation maps 
are passed out and the campers are 
given an opportunity to determine 

animal unit month (AUM's), stocking 
rates, and the best range improve- 
ment options. 

After lunch, a trip to historic Medora, 
N.D., isunderway.Anaturehikethrough 
the scenic Theodore Roosevelt Nation- 
al Park captures everyone's atten- 
tion. The beauty of North Dakotas' 
badlands is breath taking. Buffalo 
roam the plains and prairie dog towns 
cometo life. Freetime is best utilized 
studying the plants along the flood 
plains and steep side slopes of the 
Little Missouri River. At last the horn 
blast signals it's picnic time. Sand- 
wiches, brownies, and watermelon 
have never tasted so good. 

After supper the campers are free 
to tour the city of Medora. Some 
shop, others enjoy old fashion ice 
cream, and miniature golf seems to 
satisfy some while frustrating others. 
The long day ends with a trip to the 
Medoraoutdoormusical. An enchant- 
ing evening with guest performers, 
lots of drama, action and history of 
days gone by when Teddy Roosevelt 
roamed the North Dakota badlands. 

Breakfast at 7:30 sharp! All campers 
gather outside to review the North 
Dakota range judging card which 
will be scored at the end of the 
course. They will need to identify the 
correct range site, range condition, 
degree of utilization, stocking rate, 
range improvement options and iden- 
tify all marked plants including life 
span, season of growth and grazing 
response of each plant on each spe- 
cific site. The practice sites are tough 
and time passes quickly. Campers 
get face-to-face with grasses, forbs, 
and shrubs. 

The lunch bell rings. Once again 
the cook house is the most popular 
place in camp. While appetites are 
being satisfied, several counselors 
are busy arranging the classroom. A 
guest speaker prepares a display 
which will show how less desirable 
plants replace more desirable plants 
as range condition declines. The dem- 
onstration is simple but very effec- 
tive. Students observe in a few min- 
utes what can happen in years when 
rangeland is misused. After the dem- 
onstration, time is given to the camp- 

Class of 1991 Range Youth Camp. Photo by J. Saunders. 



ers to study the material which will 
be on the written test tomorrow. 

Outside, several groups of counse- 
lors and students are doing some last 
minute plant identification as the sun 
begins to set behind the pine trees. 

Tonight a special event takes place 
in the classroom. A local rancher 
talks to the students. He has eve- 
ryone's attention. His words have a 
way of touching the heart. The land 
is the life line of his ranch. How it is 
managed determines his profit or 
loss. A deep respect and apprecia- 
tion for man and land become real. 

The final day has come. With break- 
fast out of the way, the campers 
complete a short written quiz on the 
material which was learned in class. 
The range judging contests begin. 
With hearts pounding and palms 
sweating each camper puts their very 
best performance on the line. 

The last card is in, the contests are 
over. While camp is being cleaned, 
the supervisors are busy totaling 
scores to see which individuals have 
earned this year's camp awards. 

The scores are in! The "top hand" 
award, second, third, fourth, and fifth 
place plaques are given. The "most 
improved" plaque goes to the one 

special person who accepted the 
most change during the week and 
never gave up. 

The time has come to leave. Dust 
from the dirt trail hangs thick in the 
air. As the last vehicle pulls away and 
disappears behind the hill a quiet- 
ness settles around the few supervi- 
sors who remain. The last 4 days 
have been intense. The camp help is 

tired, but it is a good tired. Plans 

begin for next year. 
A special thanks to the leaders 

who helped coordinate the camp 
activities over the last 18 years. Those 
peopleare: Bill Johnson,J.C. Shaver, 
Jim Kramer, Paul Bultsma, Michele 
Doyle, and Kevin Sedivec. 

To all of the Range Camp Speak- 
ers, Counselors, Organizers, Hosts 
and Cooks, a warm and sincere thank 
you for all you've done. Without your 
assistance and interest, the camp 
would not exist. 

To the contributing agencies and 
organizations who have provided the 
necessary funding it takes to keep 
the camp alive: the North Dakota Soil 
Conservation Districts, Grazing Asso- 
ciations, Stockmen Association, 4-H 
and the North Dakota State Univer- 
sity; a very special heart felt thanks to 
each of you. 

The North Dakota Range Youth 
Camp continues to improve each 
year. Over 600 North Dakota youth 
have attended the camp since 1975. 
Many North Dakota Range Youth 
Camp graduates have taken the know- 
ledge back home to the family farm 
or ranch. Some have pursued col- 
lege and other career callings. All 
have left camp with a different atti- 
tude and a better understanding of 
range management principles. These 
youngsters will have a positive effect 
on the future of North Dakota's ran- 
gelands for generations to come. 
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Lee Voigt, a Killdeer, ND rancher, (kneeling) teaches plant identification. 

Early pioneers. Left to right, back row—Dean and Connie Williams, Paul and Anne 
Nyren, Ken Dorhman, J.C. Shaver; Front row—Rich Inman, Bill Johnson, and Jim 
Kramer. Photo by Rob Runner 
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Seco Creek Water Quality Demonstration Project— 
Range Improvement Through Cooperation 

Joe Franklin and Phillip N. Wright 

Seco Creek is one of many important creeks and rivers 
in south central Texas that provides valuable water 
recharge to the Edwards Aquifer. The Edwards Aquifer is 
the sole water source more than 1.5 million Texans and 
103,000 acres of irrigated cropland. Ensuring the quality 
and quantity of water within the Edwards Aquifer is very 
important for the entire eight-county region that depends 
on the water source. Seco Creek originates in southwest- 
ern Bandera County and flows southward into Medina 
County where it crosses the Edwards Aquifer recharge 
zone. At the recharge zone, the stream becomes ephe- 
meral since most base flow enters the aquifer. South of 
the recharge zone the flow is intermittent to nonexistent 
depending on rainfall. 

The Seco Creek Water Quality Demonstration Project 
was initiated in April 1990, through a joint effort of the 
USDA-Soil Conservation Service (SCS), Texas Agricul- 
tural Extension Service (TAES), USDA-Agricultural Sta- 
bilization and Conservation Service (ASCS) and Texas 
State Soil and Water Conservation Board (TSSWCB). 

Authors are respectively USDA-SCS, Area Resource Conservationist 1022 
Garner Field Road, Uvalde, Texas 78801 and USDA-SCS, Seco Creek Project 
Manager, 1616 Ave. M, Suite 100, Hondo, Texas 78861. 

Phillip Wright, Project Manager for SCS, and Wesley 
Newman, Project Manager for TAES, coordinate the 
efforts of 26 local, state and federal agencies involved in 
the project. 

This project is part of the national USDA Water Quality 
Initiative. The project is distinct from other national pro- 
jects because the primary focus is on rangeland. About 88 
percent of the project area is rangeland, 10 percent is 
cropland and 2 percent is pastureland. It covers 267 
square miles in the Edwards Plateau and Rio Grande 
Plains Major Land Resource Areas. It is located 50 miles 
west of San Antonio. The project area consists of the 
Seco Creek watershed that lies in portions of Bandera, 
Medina, Uvalde and Frio counties. 

The primary goal of the Seco Creek Project is to dem- 
onstrate and transfer technology to local landowners and 
operators. This new knowledge will lead to a voluntary 
increase in practices that maintain or improve water qual- 
ity and result in water augmentation. 

The project calls for application of best management 
practices on the various land uses within the 171,000 acre 
privately owned watershed. Landowners are applying 
conservation practices through the Great Plains Conser- 

Seco Creek flows above ground until it reaches the recharge zone of the Edwards Aquifer. 
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Cooperating landowners are provided with a sign depicting the 
best management practices they are applying on their land. 

Numerous practices are being utilized by landowners 
within the project area. Prescribed burning and mechani- 
cal brush management have been completed on 4,500 
and 6,000 acres, respectively, resulting in improvement of 
range condition, higher forage quality and increased 
water infiltration. Alternative methods of chemical brush 
management on species such as mesquite, twisted acacia 
and persimmon have been completed on more than 2,000 
acres, reducing the threat of water quality degradation. 
Range seeding and pasture planting have been com- 
pleted on 4,000 acres. These practices increase infiltra- 
tion, improve forage quality and decrease soil erosion. 
Cross fencing, livestock water pipelines and watering 
facilities have helped landowners achieve better livestock 
grazing distribution and improved wildlife habitat. Sedi- 
ment and water control structures and vegetative filter 

k 

RECHARGE ZONE AREA 
32,500 Acres 

Recharge Zone of the Eds.ards 
Underground Reservoir as defined in 
Texas Water Quality Board Order 75- 
0128-20 

Watershed Planning Staff 
Soil Conservation Ser',ice 
Temple. Texas. June 1989 

SECO CREEK W&TERSHED 
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Brush management results in water augmentation and increased 
forage production for livestock and wildlife. 

vation Program and the Annual Conservation Program, 
however, many landowners receive only technical assis- 
tance. 

Virgil Boll, landowner, and James Alderson, Plant Materials Spe- 
cialist, evaluate a range seeding mix of big bluestem, 'Alamo' 
switch grass, 'Lometa' Indian grass, wilman lovegrass, 'Selection 75' 

kleingrass,, 'Haskell' sideoats grama, 'Sabine' Illinois bundle flower 
and western indigo. 
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strips in and around riparian areas have reduced erosion 
and increased recharge potential. Management practices 
such as proper grazing, grazing systems and pasture 
management have been applied to more than 65% of the 
watershed. 

Demonstration and monitoring sites have been estab- 
lished within the watershed to evaluate best management 
practices. Nine small watersheds are monitored to evalu- 
ate two broadcast chemical applications for water quality 
and quantity. Two additional small watersheds are being 
monitored to determine water use by ashe juniper, one of 
the major non-economic water using species in this area. 
Five spring enhancement sites are being monitored for 
spring flow following ashe juniper management. One site 
is yielding a 25% increase in spring flow when compared 
to pre-treatment baseline data. 

A cooperative agreement with United States Geologi- 
cal Survey (USGS) has allowed for establishing six gaug- 

ing stations within the watershed where water quality 
parameters are constantly monitored through a complete 
chemical scan according to Environmental Protection 

Agency standards. The project will also evaluate and util- 
ize data from the watershed in computer models designed 
to predict water yield and non-point source pollution. 

Interest in the project has been outstanding. More than 
50% of the landowners within the watershed are involved 
in the project, applying practices to more than 60% of the 
land area. More than 150 tours, field days and presenta- 
tions have reached more than 11,000 people. Efforts of 
the Seco Creek Demonstration Project and application of 
the best management practices will have significant 
effects on the water quality and quantity in this area of 
Texas. The project has also demonstrated that landowners 
will voluntarily apply practices to maintain or improve 
water quality and quantity. 

Prescribed burning is an economic and effective tool used to manage ashe juniper and improve forage quality. 

Tom Fl/linger, Soil Conservation Technician for the Seco Creek 
Demonstration Project, monitors spring flow behind a V-notch weir 
before and after brush management. 

Vegetative filter strips are planted in riparian areas to reduce the 
effect of sedimentation from crop/and on water quality. 
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Experimental Stewardship Program—An U nderpublicized 
Success Story 

Dan Pence, Maynard Smith, and Michael R. Frlsina 

An outstanding alternative for resolving historical re- 
source conflicts has been demonstrated by 3 national 
Experimental Stewardship Programs in Montana, Idaho, 
Nevada, and California. The Experimental Stewardship 
Program (ESP) was authorized under Section 12 of the 
Public Rangeland Improvement Act. 

The original legislation directed the Secretaries of 
Agriculture and Interior to implement, on an experimental 
basis, a program providing incentives to, or rewards for, 
the holders of grazing permits whose stewardship results 
in improvement of lands grazed under these permits. 
Rewards have included significantly improved land man- 
agement on several federal allotments without reductions 
in livestock numbers. Since the Stewardship Steering 
Committee consists of all the various interest groups, 
permittees' problems are usually addressed and resolved 
quickly. Original participants involved all concerned 
interests as required by other legislation into an extremely 
successful, expanded Coordinated Resource Manage- 
ment program. 

Resource managers are at a critical threshold concern- 
ing the future of the Experimental Stewardship Programs. 
We have shown that our process works, but have not done 
a good job of "marketing" the results. Critics are circling, 
claiming that we have spent a lot of time and money yet 
have no concrete evidence to show that we have really 
accomplished anything. 

Now, 10 years into our program, many of the original 
participants have moved on. Many of their replacements 
do not understand, or have any committment to, the pro- 
cess. These individuals, and other interests who do not 
understand the process, feel more comfortable in contin- 
uing to resolve resource management conflicts through 
the more familiar win-lose process of dictation, appeals, 
and litigation. However, those of us who have seen Exper- 
imental Stewardship Programs work believe the program 
is too valuable to let it slip into history through lack of 
interest. 

The program has worked. It involves a tried and true 
process that will work in the win-win atmosphere of coor- 
dination, cooperation, and committment on resource 
problems, providing participants are interested in seeing 
these problems resolved in an equitable manner. 

The 3 nationally designated Experimental Stewardship 
areas established following passage of the Public Range- 
lands Improvement Act of 1978 are the Challis, near Chal- 

lis, Ida.; the Modoc-Washoe in northwestern Nevada and 
northeastern California near Alturas, Calif.; and the East 
Pioneer near Dillon, Mont. 

All 3 areas had significant rangeland problems before 
the Experimental Stewardship Program. Resource con- 
flicts existed, and vegetative condition and trend needed 
to be improved. Relations between ranchers, agencies, 
and other user interests were at or quickly approaching 
the point where no one would even discuss the problems. 
In many instances, costly legal action appeared to be the 
most likely alternative for all interests involved. This pro- 
gram essentially forced the different interests to sit down 
and discuss just what they really wanted for the rangeland 
areas involved. 

All 3 areas developed a "Steering Group" to identify 
common objectives, direct the program, and make needed 
decisions and recommendations. Organization within 
this steering group is key to a successful program. Repre- 
sentatives on the steering groups vary in number from 13 
on the East Pioneers to 21 on the Modoc-Washoe. 

Three critical considerations appear necessary for 
structuring an effective steering group: 

1. Be certain that all major interests concerned 
about management of the area in question are repres- 
ented. Be realistic, too many representatives can 
render the group unworkable. One individual may have 
to represent more than one group or agency. It is 
essential that all interests are represented or they will 
have to be dealt with outside the process which intensi- 
fies the potential for conflict. 

2. Representatives must hold sufficient status within 
their agency or organization to truly represent that 
interest and must be able to make decisions for the 
interests they represent. It is also critical that they 
honor these committments. 

3. Representatives must be willing to understand 
other points of view and negotiate to achieve desired 
objectives for the involved area. 
Once the steering group has been identified, common 

objectives must be established. We found that all respon- 
sible interests are usually after the same thing—a healthy, 
vigorous environment capable of supportng multiple 
resource values and uses. Alternatives must be identified 
for achieving objectives. 

A technical action group, composed of resource spe- 
cialists, landowners, permittees and representatives from 
other interests, is the next key group. They review the 
area's resource capabilities on the ground, identify alter- Dan Pence is resource staff officer, Beaverhead National Forest. Dillon. 

Mont. 59725; Maynard Smith, rancher, Glen. Mont. 59732; and Michael R. 
Frisina, wildlife biologist, Montana Fish. Wildlife and Parks, Butte, Mont. 
59701. 
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natives, including their preferred alternative, and present 
this information to the steering group. 

The steering group reviews the alternatives. Differen- 
ces are worked out through the negotiation process with 
the objective of reaching consensus on a final alternative. 
Once a decision is made, it becomes a group decision and 
all interests are committed to its successful application. 
This alternative is presented to the agency line officer as 
the 'proposed action" for completion of necessary pro- 
cedural "paper work" and approval, followed by on the 
ground implementation. Normally no problems are en- 
countered as long as legal and other regulatory require- 
ments are addressed. The "experimental" part of the Stew- 
ardship Program can even be considered here, if 
regulations appear to impede action needed to meet on 
the ground objectives. As long as laws are not violated, 
adjustments in regulations may be considered. 

As indicated, this process works very well within the 
Stewardship Areas. The process has been applied to 
other resource problems with equal success in areas 
where extreme polorization has not predated the effort. 
We believe that this process can be applied successfully 
to help solve essentially any problem involving resource 
conflicts. However, individuals or interests who are unwil- 
ling to recognize and consider the valid interests and 
needs of others will have a difficult time accepting this 
process. 

The initial legislation stressed the need to identify 
incentives necessary to get grazing permittees to improve 
range condition. All groups determined that the real 
incentive to get participants working together is simply to 
improve communications and to work in a coordinated, 
cooperative process where all interests can be heard. 
Unlike many special programs, significant funds were not 
diverted in an effort to force the program to work. Con- 
gress did not appropriate additional funding for the pro- 

Fig. 1. A water wheel pumps water to the Dry Hollow pasture of the 
Vipond Allotment. 

gram. In the East Pioneers, an objective wasto "make do" 
with available funding to avoid creating an "artificial" 
program supported by special dollars that are not avail- 
able in normal circumstances. 

Costs under the Experimental Stewardship Program 
have been less than in non-Experimental Stewardship 
Program areas. Table 1 illustrates expenditures in East 
Pioneer grazing allotments and compariable non-Experi- 
mental Stewardship Program allotments for involved 
interests. Note that the average expenditure per animal 
month in the Experimental Stewardship Program allot- 
ments was $16.15, compared to $17.41 for the non- 
Experimental Stewardship Program allotments. We do 
not view $1.26 as a real significant difference. However, 
the unquantifiable costs of appeals, litigation, and lack of 
commitment that have been avoided by the process must 
also be considered. 

All 3 areas made no attempt to restrict incentives and 
rewards to grazing permittees, but recognized the valid 
interest held in rangelands by all user interests. Specific 
effort is made to keep everyone involved. Most important 
of all, the basic rangeland resources have benefited, as 
have the user interests who have worked together to make 
it happen. 

Fig. 2. Big Hole River is a nationally important trout fishing stream. 
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Table 1. Summary of expenditures on East Pioneer grazing allotments and comparlable non-ESP allotments. 

East Pioneer Allotments 
Number 

Allotments of AUMS 
FS 

Costs 
BLM 

Costs 
SCS 

Costs 
Permittee 

Costs 
Total Cost 
Per AUM 

I2FS 17,624 
24 BLM 7,021 

(3)SCS* (6,810)* 

$165,469 
$114,289 

$8,600 

$66,540 
$43,038 

$13.16 
$22.41 
$1.26 

Total 24,645 $165,469 $114,289 $8,600 $109,578 $16.15 

Non-East Pioneer Allotments 
$274,696 

$221,457 
$128,403 
$ 63,311 

$16.75 
$18.43 

19 FS 24,066 
23 BLM 15,449 

Total 39,515 $274,696 $221,457 $191,714 $17.41 

Three allotments and related 6,810 AUM5 are already included in total AUM numbers on Forest and BLM where SCS assisted in ESP. 

Allotment Management Planning was a major job. 
Involving all concerned interests helped expand other 
resource consideration. Committment and coordination 
were necessary to make these plans meaningful. Imple- 
menting allotment management plans means little unless 
the results are monitored. Evaluation of 41 monitoring 
stations on the Beaverhead National Forest indicates that 
27 show an obvious upward trend. This improvement has 
occurred in spite of 5 years of serious drought. Four 
stations show no discernible trend. Of the 10 indicating a 
downward trend, 8 are in areas where sagebrush was 
treated in the past. The primary reason for the downward 
rating relates to the return of sagebrush, which is a natu- 
ral successional process in sagebrush habitat types. The 
Forest Service trend evaluation standards consider the 
re-establishment of sagebrush as undesirable, hence the 
downward trend. 

Review of the 91 studies on 16 BLM allotments indi- 
cates key plants and the total ground cover is being main- 
tained or improving slightly in most instances. All areas 
have experienced 5 years of serious drought conditions, 
coincidental with the number of years most allotments 
have been under improved management, which has hin- 
dered measurable improvement. 

It is important to note that both the Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Management monitoring stations are all 
on upland sites. Recently, monitoring stations were in- 
stalled in riparian areas. 

Success Stories 
The following examples are from our East Pioneer area: 
• Critical elk winter range was identified on the Vipond 
Allotment where livestock water development was 
planned. The water was not developed to help reserve 
forage for wintering elk. 
• Lack of water seriously restricted livestock distribu- 
tion on the Dry Hollow pasture on the Vipond Allot- 
ment. A water wheel was installed to pump water over 
900 vertical feet with minimum maintenance. Water is 
held in a storage tank and distributed as needed to 
water troughs on lands administered by the Forest Ser- 
vice, Bureau of Land Management, and Departments of 
State Lands. The SCS cooperated in survey and design 

of this and 2 other water systems (Figure 1). 
• Noxious weed invasion became a serious problem. A 
coordinated program was implemented to control weeds 
on all ownerships. Landowners, utilities, agencies, and 
sportsmen have taken an active interest in seeing this 
program succeed. It has proven very successful in con- 
trolling noxious weeds, and is being used as a model for 
expanding this type of program throughout Montana 
and other states. The state legislature used it as a model 
when passing legislation resulting in additionalfunding 
for noxious weed control. 

• The Bureau of Land Management administers a 
significant river front area along the Big Hole River, a 
nationally important trout fishing stream. Efforts to 
develop a recreation plan to guide management along 
this river corridor had encountered opposition. They 
requested assistance from our Steering Committee. 
Using this approach, the plan was completed in less 
than 1 year without further opposition (Figure 2). • Vehicular travel management is a major program for 
maintaining wildlife security, during hunting season, 
and preventing the spread of noxious weeds and soil 
erosion. Our Stewardship Committee helped the BLM, 
Forest Service, and Montana Department of Fish and 
Wildlife and Parks revise the Interagency Travel Plan 
for Southwest Montana. 
• An experimental program was initiated to transplant 
beaver back into streams where they were trapped out 
in the past. The objective of this program was to 
improve riparian values and increase water storage in 
the headwaters to achieve late season water flow. 
Hopefully this opportunity can be expanded in the 
future (Figure 3). • A technical action group was assigned to evaluate 
bighorn sheep re-introduction into a historic use area. 
An increasing herd exists in part of the Experimental 
Stewardship Program area, but an additional herd may 
be added (Figure 4). 
• One of the first proposals obstacles considered 
resulted in disagreement. The proposal was to remove 
livestock from a major Forest Service allotment and 
place them on rangeland managed by the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, while evaluat- 
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sing elk response to the livestock removal. Thankfully, 
this disagreement did not discourage participants, 
allowing many subsequent successes. 
• Changes in personnel occasionally result in forgot- 
ten committments. For example, in the Lost-Willow 
Allotment Management Plan, agreement was reached 
that some sagebrush/tree encroachment needed to be 
burned, but the Allotment Management Plan was not 
site-specific. When it came time to evaluate the burn, 
the Forest Service district utilized normal procedures, 
ignoring the Experimental Stewardship Program pro- 
cess. An appeal resulted. Successful sagebrush burn- 
ing programs have been conducted elsewhere where 
opposition by some interests was likely had it not been 
for Stewardship Program evaluation. 

• A continual problem is getting new people who come 
into the area to understand and utilize the process. 
Private interests apparently don't want to take the time, 
and some agency administrators seem to fear the pro- 
cess will somehow endanger their decision making 
authority. 
We are pleased with the progress we have made. The 

program does not just include the livestock permittees 
and leasees, as identified in the original legislation, but 
the agency, wildlife, environmental, and other interests 
are directly involved in management decisions on the 
ground! 

In conclusion, we have learned a great deal as an Exper- 
imental Stewardship Program and would like to provide 
information that might be useful to others solving resource 
problems. 

FIg. 3. Beaver Dam in the Upper Big Hole Watershed. 
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On Rewarding Good Stewards 
A Viewpoint 

Thadis W. Box 

The health of America's rangelands is a major national 
environmental issue. Even experts argue over the condi- 
tion of the range. Regardless of who is right, the land 
should be managed for sustainability. The best way to 
accomplish this may be as simple as Aldo Leopold's for- 
mula for maintaining his land ethic: rewarding good stew- 
ards and punishing those who abuse the resource. This 
concept seems to have become lost in the argument over 
the present condition of our rangelands. 

In one camp we find environmental activists who point 
out, quite correctly, that overgrazing can severely dam- 
age the land. They want livestock removed from the pub- 
tic range. Their position was stated succinctly by Dr. Paul 
Ehrlich in a NBC Today Show last year. Their extreme 
remedy is found in Earth First!'s slogan "cattle free by 93". 
They feel that all grazing is overgrazing, and is therefore 
bad for the environment. 

In another camp, we find some livestock producers who 
tend to be defensive and see environmentalists as ene- 
mies. They point out, again quite correctly, that they have 
developed water and made improvements that benefit 
wildlife, recreation, and other uses. Their extreme posi- 
tion is that grazing is not a privilege guided by the ethics 
of stewardship, buta right. They feel that a lack of grazing 
is unhealthy for the land, therefore all ranchers are doing 
good for the land. 

Most range professionals believe that grazing is a natu- 
ral process; plants evolved with grazing. Overgrazing, 
overstocking to the point where the plant community and 
soil deteriorate, is bad. Proper grazing is an effective tool 
in maintaining a sustainable environment. We send a 
mixed message: some grazing is good for the environ- 
ment; some is destructive. 

It is easy to see why the lay public is confused. Who is 
right? What should we believe and what do we do about 
it? 

Some say it is not possible to have hummingbirds, 
clean water, and to protect endangered species where 
cattle graze. Those things are not possible on land 
Edward Abbey said was "cow burnt." Yet the Nature Con- 
servancy bought the Gray Ranch in southwestern New 
Mexico because it had rare species and beauty. It has 
been grazed as a commercial cattle ranch for over a cen- 
tury. Its wildlife and aesthetic values have been main- 
tained while its owners produced livestock. Managers of a 
working cattle ranch knew that in order to grow cattle 
effectively, it paid to protect the land. 

Author is Gerald Thomas Professor, College of Agriculture and Home Eco- 
nomics, New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, N.M. 

Many of the first European settlers in America overes- 
timated carrying capacity, and many range areas were at 
some time "burnt" by cows and sheep. But it is also true 
that range plants evolved with grazing, and that the graz- 
ing animal is the most powerful tool available for improv- 
ing the range. Grazing animals are not nearly as environ- 
mentally damaging as herbicides, improper burning, or 
yellow tractors. A goal of many good ranchers is for their 
children to be ranchers; to meet this goal they must pro- 
tect the land. 

Since the first national range survey was done in 1936 
ranges have slowly improved. In 1936, the U.S. Senate 
report showed 16% of rangelands to be moderately 
depleted (good condition), 5% materially depleted (fair), 
and 58% severely or extremely depleted (poor condition). 
In 1987 the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement reported the range to be 40% in good and excel- 
lent condition, 40% in fair condition, and l6% in poor 
condition. A report by the National Wildlife Federation 
and the Natural Resources Defense Council, published in 
1989, shows that the public range is 33% good and excel- 
lent condition, 42% fair, and 26% poor. Any data set that is 
used shows range improvement. 

Rangeland classificatIon Is confusing to laymen and 
professionals alike. Currently, committees from the Society 
for Range Management and the National Academy of 
Science/National Research Council are attempting to 
standardize terms and make sense out of variable data. 

The debate continues as to the true condition of the 
range. Well-meaning people look at similar data: one says 
the glass is half full; the other that it is half empty. Both 
ignore the improvement that has been demonstrated in 
the last 60 years. Instead of suggesting models where 
livestock grazing has worked to improve range condition, 
the debate centers around eliminating or keeping grazing 
on the public range. 

What the land needs Is a system to encourage good 
management; a program to reward good land stewards 
and remove poor graziers. While most range people agree 
with the general concept of rewarding good stewards and 
removing poor ones, most are skeptical that it can be 
done fairly. Some have serious doubts that our profession 
has the tools to measure range condition and best man- 
agement practices accurately. Others doubt that the 
range profession can even define best management prac- 
tices for rangeland. There is also distrust from both 
ranchers and environmentalists that any system of rewards 
and punishments will be administered properly. 

While we range professionals argue and express doubt 
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about our ability, we find that auditors and lawyers are 
defining best management practices for the land we say 
we represent. In my opinion it is time to test a system to 
reward good management. 

One possibility for rewarding good stewards might be 
through a variable grazing fee tied to the health of the 
range. Such a proposal would (1) stimulate debate on the 
concept of incentives for good management and (2) focus 
our profession on the kinds and precision of measure- 
ment tools needed to administer such a concept fairly. 

Now all ranchers pay the same fee based on a formula 
that has been battered out in public hearings, courts, and 
dozens of articles. It varies with the year, depending on 
the price of livestock and other factors, but it is a little less 
than $2.00 per animal unit month. 

Environmentalists say the rancher is subsidized; 
ranchers say that they pay a lower fee than lessees on 
private land because they have to take care of fences, 
water developments, and other improvements. The debate 
centers around the economic valuation of an average "fair 
fee" rather than applying the best management to the 
range. 

Public land laws and the courts say grazing on public 
lands is a privilege, not a right. Ranchers, backed by the 
IRS and bankers who loan money based on grazing per- 
mits, say it is a property right. In practice, the value of the 
permits is now capitalized into the value of most ranches: 
the larger the number of permitted livestock, the greater 
the value of the ranch. 

For example, a ranch with 200 permitted animal units 
on poor condition range is worth more than a ranch with a 
permit for 150 head on good condition range. Whether the 
permit is a privilege or a right, the person who wants his 
estate to have a higher dollar value willfight to keep more 
permits. The system has told him that his wealth depends 
upon keeping as large a permit as possible. A recent study 
by Dr. Allen Torell of New Mexico State University sup- 
ports the ideas that the value of a ranch is directly related 
to the cost of the grazing fee. 

Why couldn't an IncentIve for good management be 
created by charging less for good condition range? For 
example, a standard fee of about $2.00 per animal unit 
month could be charged for grazing fair condition range 
(the average condition of most of ranges). If the range 
was in good condition, the fee could be $1.00 perAUM; 50 
cents for excellent condition range. On poor condition 
range the fee might jump to $4.00 or even $8.00 per head. 

This approach would accomplish several things. First, a 
variable fee based on condition would set new values on 
all public land ranches. Those who have been good stew- 
ards would seethe value of their ranches increase. Those 
who have practiced average management would not be 
affected. People who have "mined" the land would pay for 
past abusethrough a reduction in the valueof their ranch. 

Second, a strong incentive for good management 
would be created. If a rancher could improve the condi- 
tion of the allotment it would lower his operating costs 

and increase the capitalized value of his land. The rancher 
would make more profit, and we citizens would see our 
public rangeland managed to keep options open for the 
future generations. 

Conservationists would benefit because ranges would 
improve with grazing as a solid partner in multiple land 
use. The livestock industry would benefit by removing the 
operators who are giving good ranchers a bad name. 
Society would benefit because the land would be man- 
aged to leave options open. 

When ranches are sold today the grazing permit usually 
goes with the base property, or private land. The public 
land manager usually adjusts the number of permitted 
livestock at the time of transfer. Sometimes a buyer thinks 
he is buying a 500 cow ranch and finds out later that the 
revised stocking rate may be 400. Although the reduction 
in stocking rate may be well justified and long overdue, 
the buyer usually attacks the Government agency rather 
than suing the sellerforfraud. A higher charge for grazing 
fees on poor condition range would lower the selling 
price of the range, and should alert the buyer that he 
thought he was buying something that could not be his. 

Every rancher who has a permit or applies for a transfer 
to graze the public land should be required to make his 
track record as a land steward a part of the application. 
We require an intensive investigation of a couple's moral 
and financial condition before we allow them to adopt a 
baby, yet we allow them to adopt a piece of land with only 
cursory examination. 

Let's look at the buyer of the previously described 500 
cow ranch. The old permit is for 500 cows; the profes- 
sional range conservationist says the land will safely 
carry only 400. Whatever the suggested stocking rate, the 
land should not be passed to another poor manager. If an 
examination of the records showed the applicant's cur- 
rent range (privately owned and/or public permit) is in 
good condition, his calf crop 9O%, aesthetics protected, 
and other measures of good management achieved, he 
should be given a permit for 400 cows at the lower, good 
condition, fee. If the newly leased range did not improve 
in 5 years, the fee would then be based on the actual 
condition of the land. 

If an applicant has no record, coming out of some other 
business for instance, he would pay the standard fee 
based on the actual condition of the land until he is able to 
establish a record of his management. 

If the buyer is a rancher whose current land, public 
permit or private ground, is in poor condition, the transfer 
of any permits to him should be denied. 

Society loses when livestock is forced off the public 
ranges or when livestock producers defend poor ranchers 
with a "my industry right or wrong" policy. The goal 
should be to get best management practices on the land. 
Environmentalists, indeed all citizens, need good ranchers 
to take care of the land. Ranchers must make a profit or 
they cannot take care of our public ranges. We need a 
flexible grazing policy that will make the rangelands, and 
the rural communities around them, sustainable. 
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We should celebrate good land managers, public and same for any ethic: social approbation for right actions; 
private; we should admit that ailing areas of rangeland social disapproval for wrong actions." 
remain, and apply what we know to make them well. We Now is the time to apply that land ethic. We should do it 
should never tolerate poor land use. We should punish for the sake of good ranchers, for environmental activists, 
those who deplete the land, whoever or wherever they and for those born far away from the controversy over 
are. In Sand CountyAlmanac, Aldo Leopold wrote beauti- rangeland's present use. 
fully of a land ethic: "The mechanism of operation is the 

The PROCEEDINGS OF THE IVth INTERNATIONAL RANGELAND CONGRESS WHICH CONVENED IN 
MONTPELLIER, FRANCE, 22-26 April 1991, are now available. They consist of three volumes with a total of 
1,280 pages. Vol. 1 and 2 are 592 and 401 pages long, respectively. They contain the 255 original articles 
accepted by the Scientific Committee and presented at the Congress by regularly registered participants. These 
articles are gathered into 16 different subject matter symposia. Vol. 1 includes symposia 1 to 8 dealing with: 
Ecological Bases of Range Science (11 articles), Dynamics of Rangeland Ecosystems (32 art.), Functioning and 
Productivity of Rangeland Ecosystems (16 art.), Ecophysiology of Range Plants (17 art.), Range Resources (11 
art.), Ecological Adaptation and Phytogenetic Resources (24 art.), Plant/Animal Interactions (19 art.), Descrip- 
tive and Geographic Aspects of Woody and Herbaceous Range (20 art.). 

Vol. 1 also contains a detailed statistical analysis report on the geographic origin of participants, their 
disciplines, the geographic origin of the papers presented, the number of participants and papers by country and 
geographic area, subject matter, etc. 

Vol. 2. includes symposia 9 to 16 addressing the following subjects: Selection and Intake of Plants by 
Herbivores (21 papers), Performance and Productivity of Domestic and Wild grazing Animals (11 papers), Range 
Production Systems (13 papers), Diagnosis and Improvement Method in Range Utilization (12 papers), Rational 
Management of Rangeland Systems (8 papers), Utilization and Control of Woody Ranges (10 papers), Socio- 
Economic and Legal Aspects (15 papers), Education and Training, North-South Relationship (16 papers). 

Vol. 3 contains the Syntheses of each of the 16 Symposia, their Conclusions and Recommendations, the 4 
Plenary Lectures, various speeches delivered at the 'Forum of Development Actors', Historical Notes on IRCs, 
list of Continuing Committee, Organizing Committee, Scientific Committee, List and mailing Addresses of the 
620 participants and various business items, vol 3 is 287 p. long. 

The selling price is 1350 FF, surface mailing and taxes inclusive, that is approx. 245 US $. Orders should be 
sent to CIRAD/CIDARC, S.C.I.S.T. (Attn Dr J.F. Giovanetti), 2477, Avenue du Val de Montferrand, B.P. 5035, 
F-34032, Montpellier Cedex 01, France, Tel. (33) 6761 5848, Fax: (33) 67 61 5820. 
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Let's Redo Mesquite History 
Mesquite with thorns and leaves & stems, 
Roots, flowers, beans and tiny limbs, 
And hidden buds beneath the soil, 
That propagate unless they're oiled, 
Or cut away with grubbing hoe, 
Or chemical so they won't grow, 

It's such a most successful pest, 
On rangeland through the great Southwest! 
In summer growth mesquite is green. 
The thorns it grows are sharp and mean. 
It flowers and it grows its pods 
And dominates the short-grass sods. 

Some compensating force instead, 
May see the value of its spread, 
Its wood when burned gives pleasing smoke, 
When polished, outlooks quartered oak. 
But I for one would like to see, 
A chance to redo history. 

I'd bring back soil that's washed away. 
I'd graze the grass a different way. 
And burn it with Apache cry, 
In summer when the weather's dry. 
I'd train red ants to eat the seed, 
And follow cattle when they feed. 

Instead of herding northward so, 
I'd trail the cows to Mexico. 
The beans they eat they'd take along, 
A little ways, with cowboy song, 
And pass them downward in a while, 
Well fertilized and in a pile. 

The only place mesquite could grow, 
Would be next to the Alamo, 
And maybe scattered one or two, 
Where any kind of shade will do. 
And all the beans we'll confiscate 
And grind them up for catfish bait. 

What if we'd lived some time ago, 
And kept mesquite from spreading so? 
Would it be so rare today, 
That EPA would look and say, 
"Mesquite's endangered in this state, 
Recovery we'll negotiate!" 

In Balance With Nature 
Dr. John Carew 

Michigan State University 

In the beginning 
There was Earth: beautiful and wild 
And then man came to dwell. 

At first he lived with other animals 
Feeding himself on creatures and plants around him. 
And this was called IN BALANCE WITH NATURE. 
Soon man multiplied. 
He grew tired of ceaseless hunting for food; 
He built homes and villages 
Wild plants and animals were domesticated. 
Some men became Farmers so that others might become 
Industrialists, Artists, or Doctors. 
And this was called Society. 
Man and Society progressed. 
With his God-given ingenuity, man learned to feed, 
clothe, 

protect, and transport himself more efficiently so he 
might enjoy Life. 

He built cars, houses on top of each other, 
and nylon. 
And life was more enjoyable. 

The men called Farmers became more efficient. 
A single Farmer grew food for 41 Industrialists, Artists, and 

Doctors. 
And Writers, Engineers, and Teachers, as well. 
To protect his crops and animals, the Farmer produced 

substances to repel or destroy Insects, Diseases and 
Weeds. 

These were called Pesticides. 
Similar substances were made by Doctors to protect 

humans. 
These were called Medicine. 
The Age of Science had arrived and with it came better diet 

and longer, happier lives for more members of Society. 
Soon it came to pass 
That certain well-fed members of Society 
Disapproved of the Farmer using Science. 
They spoke harshly of his techniques of feeding, protect- 

ing and preserving plants and animals. 
They deplored his upsetting the Balance of Nature; 
They longed for The Good Old Days 
And this had emotional appeal to the rest of Society. 
By this time Farmers had become so efficient, Society gave 
them a new title; 
Unimportant Minority. 
Because Society could not ever imagine a shortage of 
food, 
Laws were passed abolishing Pesticides, Fertilizers, and 
Food Preservatives. 
Insects, Diseases and Weeds flourished. 
Crops and animals died. 
Food became scarce. 
To survive, Industrialists, Artists, and Doctors were forced 

grow their own food. 
They were not very efficient. 
People and government fought wars to gain more agri- 
cul tural land. 
Millions of people were exterminated 
The remaining few lived like animals, 
Feeding themselves on creatures and plants around 

them. 
And that was called IN BALANCE WITH NATURE. 

Jake Landers 
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A 

Capital Corral. 
rTTUfT 

"You know you're out of power 
when your limousine is yellow 
and your driver speaks Farsi." 

James Baker 
The National Wildlife Federation's Public Lands Direc- 

tor went to work June28 at the Department of the Interior. 
Dave Al berswerth is a special assistant to Bob Armstrong, 
Assistant Secretary for Lands and Minerals. Alberswerth, 
a long-time advocate of higher grazing fees and occa- 
sional critic of federal agency range programs, will deal 
primarily with mining and range management matters in 
his new job. 

Agriculture and Interior appointees and agency range 
staffers have been hard at work on "Range Reform" since 
early June or before. The new look in policy and man- 
agement direction was expected to surface in public at 
the same timethe Administration announces its proposed 
approach to grazing fee increases. Secretary of the Inte- 
rior Bruce Babbitt told CNN in mid-June that the fee 
proposal would be unveiled by the end of July, and that 
there would be time for public comment after that. 
Agency range staffers seem enthusiastic about the atten- 
tion that rangelands are getting in the new administration, 
both in Agriculture and Interior. "Reform" at its best could 
translate into su pport for range programs—and funding— 
that has been conspicuous by its absence for too long. 
Assistant Secretary Armstrong recently said the reform 
proposal will be a detailed description of where the 
government and public lands users need to go with range- 
land management; public comment will be invited and 
studied, he said. There is the impression that "reform" will 
take a more deliberate route to a final set of actions, as 
contrasted to the fee activity's fast track. 

Secretary Babbitt was reported at first to be "depressed" 
at losing out on a nomination to the Supreme Court after it 
appeared for a while he had a "lock" on it. Environmental 
organizations and leaders have been widely credited with 
scuttling the nomination on the grounds that it would be 
impossible to find anyone as qualified as Babbitt to run 
the Interior Department. He might well have felt for a 
while that with friends like these, he didn't need any 
detractors. There are no present indications Mr. Babbitt 
has slowed in his enthusiastic approach to his job. On the 
contrary! 

Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy started moving in mid- 
June to consider candidates for Chief of the Soil Conser- 
vation Service. That job, and some others, had been on 
"hold" pending consideration of reorganization propos- 
als for a "Farm Services" unit at USDA. But the Appropria- 
tions Committees on Capitol Hill didn't go along with a 
USDA budget presentation that would have implemented 
the new approach; the Department will apparently have to 
seek legislative approval if it actually decides to proceed 

Ray Housley 
Washington Representative 

with restructuring. Secretary Espy will need to take some 
drastic steps to effect the savings the budget proposal 
said were possible. When 0MB heard the brags about the 
efficiencies that could be achieved through reorganiza- 
tion, it just took the money out of the budget. 

Candidates for the Science and Education Assistant 
Secretary post at USDA never really numbered any but 
minorities, according to insiders. Cultural diversity was 
not the hallmark of appointments atAg in the early going, 
to say the least. 

The National Academy of Sciences' report by its Board 
on Agriculture (the work of the Busby Committee) is 
expected to be published and released by the end of 
October. The result of that scientific look at describing 
and evaluating rangelands and their condition is expected 
to closely parallel and complement the work of SRM's 
Unity Task Force, although the NAS is characteristically 
closemouthed about its products until their release and 
this case is no exception. Bud Rumburg's recent visit with 
top staff at the Board of Agriculture produced agreement 
on a jointly conducted symposium to consider both SRM 
and NAS products to be held in Washington, probably 
around the first of December. 

The proposal for a new Biological Survey agency in 
Interior has attracted more than a few detractors, and 
some tough questions and concerns are being raised. 
First, a lot of folks want to know where the money for the 
new agency will come from unless it is taken from existing 
programs. (For example, since BLM has to contribute, will 
it be able to its rangeland inventory and monitoring job?) 
National Parks Service supporters are concerned that the 
agency could not begin to initiate the independent 
research capability called for in a recent series of blue- 
ribbon committee reports. State wildlife agencies are 
wondering about the impact of a new BS on existing 
research programs in the Fish and Wildlife Service, espe- 
cially the Coop Wildlife Research Units across the coun- 
try. On the other hand, there is considerable agreement 
that the kind of broadened data base the Survey could 
build would have bigtime payoffs in the long run. It would 
cost less than either the superconducting supercollider 
or the scaled-down space station, wouldn't it? 

Mollie H. Beattie, a forester from Vermont, is Director of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service; she had reportedly been on 
the short list for the Natural Resources and Environment 
Assistant Secretary job at Agriculture early on. Ken 
Smith, who was environmental assistant in Arkansas 
when President Clinton was governor, is the Deputy 
Director of the FAWLS. Roger Kennedy is Director of the 
National Park Service; he is the former director of the 
National Museum of American History at the Smithson- 
ian. According to a Washington Post story, Kennedy beat 
out Paul Pritchard, of the National Parks and Conserva- 
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tion Association. It may be a long 4 years for Pritchard, 
who fired Kennedy's wife from her job at NPCA a few 
years back. Kennedy is also hiring Destry Jarvis another 
NPCA aide fired by Pritchard. The Post reported Robert 
Redford and Tom Brokaw turned down the Park Service 
job. 

H.R. 1893, introduced by Rep. Hansen (R-UT) would 
require that the heads of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Park Service be appointed by the President for 
5-year terms, subject to Senate confirmation. 

Tom Williams, veteran Senate Energy Committee staffer, 
had one of the shortest careers on record as Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks. He 
reportedly left to return to the Senate Energy Committee, 
chafing under the administrative chores at USD1. 

Washington Representatives of major natural resour- 
ces organizations (including SRM) met with USDA Dep- 
uty Secretary Richard Rominger just before top Agricul- 
ture brass held their retreat to discuss reorganization 
options. The reps steered clear of urging any particular 
organization structure, focusing instead on general prin- 
ciples and the relationship of agency functions within the 
Department. The Deputy Secretary proved to be an atten- 
tive listener as the group shared its concerns and offered 
help. Rominger was accompanied at the meeting by his 
new executive assistant Charlie Rawls, a longtime Hill 
staffer well versed in agriculture and natural resource 
issues. 

Bob Burford, Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment from 1981 to 1988, died of cancer June17 in Grand 
Junction, Cob. Hewas 70 at thetime of his death. Burford 
was educated at the Colorado School of Mines and was a 
livestock producer for many years in western Colorado. 
He served in the Colorado legislature from 174 to 1988, 
the last two years as House speaker. 

SCS History buffs will be interested in Readings in the 
History of the Soil Conservation Service, a collection of 
writings by Douglas Helms, SCS National Historian. Con- 
tact the author at Social Sciences Division, SCS, Box 
2890, Washington, DC 20013-2890. 

Administration support for environmentalist versions 
of the California Desert legislation was expressed by 
Secretary Babbitt at a June15 House subcommittee hear- 
ing. He urged amendment of H.R. 518 to deal with about a 
thousand inholdings in the Lanfair Valley, an area where 
public lands are slated by the bill to gain National Monu- 
ment status. 

The Colorado RARE II wilderness bill (H.R. 631) is mov- 
ing again after agreement on federal water rights that 
neither denies nor reserves them. The Senate counterpart 
(S. 206) as introduced by both Colorado Senators. The 
bills would designate only headwaters areas, forbid 
assertion of federal water rights in administrative or court 
proceedings, and restrict water development projects. 

P.O. Box 140 
Healy, KS 67850 

Phone: (316) 398-2231 
Fax: (316) 398.2220 

Seed Company 
SEEDS FOR IMPROVED RANGE 

AND 
DISTURBED-SITE REVEGETA TION 

•q,4 
I,',, ' 

BRANCH OFFICES: 

8700 Dumaa Drive Amarillo, TX 79108 
(806) 383-7772 

101 E. 4th Street Road Greeley, CO 80631 
(303) 356-4710 (800) 421-4234 

P.O. Box 237A Route 4 Clinton, MO 64735 
(816) 885-7551 (800) 451-3779 

1.-S 
-Si 

S. 

Sharp Bros. 
T 

'.1 ., 

MAIN OFFICE: 

\-L'4' 

BUFFALO BRAND 

SELECT NATIVE GRASSES (800) 4•NATIVE 



RANGELANDS 15(4), August 1993 187 

Readers Write 
Letter to the Editor 

I'm concerned about our Society and feel the article 
about its demise paints a sad picture. I share their con- 
cern for our Society but offer a remedy to their article 
titled: Range Management: An Obituary Born 1930-Died 
1998 by Paul T. Tueller and Wayne Burkhardt in Range- 
lands 15(1), February 1993. 

My first assumption is that we have consensus on the 
goal and objectives of the Society for Range Manage- 
ment, paraphrased we desire to properly take care of 
basic resources of soil, plants, and water; develop an 
understanding of range ecosystems and principles; to 
assist all to keep up with range science; improve effec- 
tiveness and obtain products and values for humans; 
develop public appreciation for range environments; 
increase professionalism of all. Membership is encour- 
aged to anyone engaged in or interested in any aspect of 
the study, management, or use of rangelands. 

My second assumption is that we truly want to be the 
kind of organization that encourages all view points, 
searches for true science, willingly invites people with 
opposing points of view to field trips, sessions, and work- 
shops. The Society was established to involve all interests 
in rangeland to discuss problems and resolve differences. 
A handful of federal agency people, interested scientists, 
afew ranchers, and fewer wildlife biologists started SRM. 
They represented the scope of interests and ideas. Since 
then, the numbers of interested people and differences of 
views have grown geometrically. Our Society has not kept 
pace with the changes. 

If we can recapture that original idea of embracing all 
the interests in rangeland and bring all views together, 
consensus on the goals for the future for any specific 
rangeland area can be obtained. The rangelands are very 
diverse and the people interested are also different. Pres- 
ently, all the people interested in rangelands are like a 
dysfunctional family: we don't talk with certain members 
because they don't think like we do. Some people in trying 
to discredit opponents have resorted to name calling like: 
range grubbers or environmental extremists. The dys- 
function of people interested in rangelands didn't just 
start with the environmental policy act or threatened and 
endangered species act. Another example of lack of func- 
tioning was and is some of our reactions to wild horses 
and burros. When I hear that the problem is wild horses, 
or desert tortoise, or spotted owls or salmon, I want to 
scream. These animals are not the problem. The problem 
is people and their different views. 

Our first consideration should be the health of the 
ecosystem. From it comes the sustainability of the site to 
function and provide for its regeneration and yes, if we are 
careful, human needs. The acts of congress you hear as 
causing problems or the listing of species is not the prob- 
lem. The problem is that we collectively have not solved 
the problem when it was small and local. Laws and 

court decisions dictating actions on rangelands are a 
result of someone (usually a large group of somebodies) 
not being satisfied with the status quo. We didn't listen, 
involve them in a solution, arrive at consensus, nor try to 
solve the problem with people who think differently than 
we. These are the evidence of offended people's frustra- 
tions. 

There was a time once, when the local folks took care of 
their local problems. They trusted their neighbors more 
than they trusted their representatives in Washington or 
the state capitals. Now, frustration levels are high and the 
first recourse is judicial or political. If we could rekindle 
the trust of neighbors (all people interested in rangeland), 
our tasks would be easier. Our rangelands are too com- 
plex to be decided by our judicial or political systems. 

Our society should be mature and secure enough to 
seek out opposing views in an open forum on any issue. 
The diversity of thought will yield superior results. We, as 
a society should hesitate supporting one group over 
another. Each time someone seeks our society support 
on their position, we should study it thoroughly. We have 
alienated many whose viewpoints are vital to rangeland 
problem resolution. We need every person especially 
those with opposing ideas. 

If the Society for Range Management is not interested 
in welcoming all interests in rangelands then, yes, our 
days are surely numbered. We should be the voice of the 
basic resource (soil, water, native plants, and animals). 
These silent resources need us to champion their cause. 
Let us re-dedicate ourselves to the health of rangeland 
ecosystems first! And, let us all study thoroughly before 
embracing the views of any narrow interest or user. 

Sincerely, 

R. Keith Miller 
SRM Life Member 

Dear Editor, 

I read with interest the article on grazing systems com- 
parison by Charles Taylor, et al. in Ran gelands Vol. 15 No. 
2 of April 93. 

In the article the authors referred to SDG and some very 
old papers written by myself in the 1970's. Unfortunately 
not only was the work they referred to considerably out of 
date, but the SDG system they tested was not the same as 
the SDG planning process I wrote olin those papers. 

With their version of SDG in their comparison they 
came up with little advantage really from different grazing 
systems and showed net incomes ranging around $7 to $9 
per acre. I am sure their research is accurate and this is a 
correct conclusion. However, equally certain is the fact 
that the original SDG produces, and always has pro- 
duced, very different results. In case any of your readers 
are interested, the original SDG planning process (which 
is completely different from that tested) is all written up in 
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a more recent publication, Holistic Resource Manage- 
ment, (Island Press, 1988), and its companion, the Holis- 
tic Resource Management Workbook (Island Press, 1990). 
These publications have been updated quarterly since 
their publication by the Center for Holistic Resource 
Management in the HRM Quarterly. The original SDG, as 
used in holistic management, is showing very different 
results. Increases in total net income on the ranch of the 
order of 300% to 400% have been maintained in the long- 
est operation for over 25 years now. In addition to the 
greater financial return, the original work is showing very 
dramatic improvement of land at considerably higher 
stocking rates—again the land improvement has been 
continuous and the stocking rates have been maintained 
at more than double for over 25 years in the longest case. 

I would urge ranchers to use the original and more 
up-to-date version of SDG and I would urge researchers 
to join with us in monitoring some of the results. I suggest 
monitoring and reporting on results of on-ranch work, as 
the grazing planning of SDG in Holistic Resource Man- 
agement cannot be researched with the reductionist 
approach taken in standard research. 

Yours sincerely, 

Allan Savory 
Founding Director 

The Nature Conservancy 
Arizona Chapter 

State Office: 
300 East University Blvd., Suite 230 
Tucson, Arizona 85705 
(602) 622-3861 Fax (602)620-1799 

Dear Editor: 

In the August 1992 issue of Ran gelands, Rebecca Love 
Kourlis writes in 'Multiple Use Land Management...," 
page 197, in the eighth paragraph: "Recreation is not one 
of the uses enumerated in FLPMA." 

My copy of FLPMA, which is the 1976 act, Section 102 

(a) begins, "The congress declares that it is the policy of 
the United States that—" and paragraph (8) continues: 
"the public lands be managed in a manner...that will pro- 
vide for outdoor recreation 

The definition of Multiple Use, in Section 103 (c), 
includes: "a combination of balanced and diverse resource 
uses that takes into account the long-term needs of future 
generations for renewable and nonrenewable resources, 
including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, 
minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, 
scientific and historical values..." 

Ms. Kourlis also states that Congress has not enacted 
legislation which says that recreation is to be given equal 
billing with production. Whether one interprets the quote 
above as "equal billing" or something else, the 1976 ver- 
sion of FLPMA I have does seem to enumerate recreation 
as one of the components of multiple use. 

Since Ms. Kourlis is a District and Water Judge for the 
State of Colorado, 14th District, I wonder if I am missing 
something here? For my education, I would appreciate 
clarification on this issue. Perhaps there was clarification 
of this in a subsequent Ran gelands issue, in which case I 
would welcome your calling my attention to it. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Heitllnger 

rtrua 
COMPANY, INC 

3717 Vera Cruz Ave 
Minneapolis, MN 55422 
Phone 612 537'6639 

Native 
Crass Drill 

ACCURATELY PLANTS 
ALL TYPES OF SEED 

• Fluffly native grasses • Tiny legumes • Medium sized wheat grasses 
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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. 

Certified Range Management Consultants are encouraged to use their Certification Number, and only consultants certified by the 
Range Consultants Certification Panel of SRM are allowed to use the phrase "Certified by the Society for Range Management." 

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 July 1993 
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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: 
(I) 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 (1) (a), above). 
(d) Genetics 

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

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

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

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, 
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(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 management and 
enjoyment of rangelands; 
2. use her/his knowledge, skills and training when appropriate to find ways to harmonize people's needs, 
demands, and actions with the maintenance and enhancement of natural and managed rangeland 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 qual4 fled 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. 
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