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Executive Vice-President's Report 

The Society has been in the 
throws of significant change. I hope 
that no one has noticed. These 
changes have been largely 
mechanical, related to manage- 
ment of the Society's business and 
programs and we have tried hard to 
keep them transparent. For exam- 
ple, the change in membership 
from a calendar date to an anniver- 
sary date was a major change in 
the way the Society conducts its 

business. The anniversary date was implemented in 
January 1995 and unexpected impacts resulting from that 
change continue to crop up. 

A larger, more visible change is in progress. The Board of 
Directors, after several years of discussions, and the 
involvement of all related committees, passed a major 
change in the dues structure at the February 1996 winter 
meeting. However, the Board action could not be imple- 
mented without a change in the bylaws. The three bylaw 
changes desired were on ballots mailed to all SAM mem- 
bers in the spring of 1996. Returned ballots were counted 
by the Election Committee in early August. All three pro- 
posed bylaw changes passed by a wide margin. This 
change will be very apparent to all Regular members and to 
all members who want to receive the Journal of Range 
Management. 

The Board wanted to do two things: institute a new dues 
structure for Regular Members only; and to charge a sep- 
arate fee for the Journal of Range Management. The bylaw 
changes allow this action to be implemented. The new 
dues structure for Regular members only will be implement- 
ed January 1, 1996. Most members will notice the change 
on their renewal notice. Regular Member dues will be 
based on income level and that level will be at the discre- 
tion of the individual member. The new rates, including 
Section dues, will be $55, $60 and $70 for income levels of 
less than $40,000, $40,000 to $60,000 and over $60,000, 
respectively. The actual increase is $5, $10 and $20 per 
year at the three income levels. Dues for all other member- 
ship classes will remain unchanged. 

Any member wanting to receive the Journal of Range 
Management beginning January 1997 must pay an addi- 
tional $15 with their membership renewal. All members will 
continue to receive Rangelands and the Trail Boss News 
on alternate months. Some other professional, scientific 
societies have made similar changes—that is charging 
extra for the printed copy and making electronic copies 
available to members either free or at reduced rates. I 

believe that is the direction SRM is moving but we are not 
quite there yet. I hope that SRM can provide access to JRM 
in an electronc format, to members only, within the next two 
years. There is a significant difference in the cost of provid- 

ing information as printed material compared to electronic 
versions. 

These changes are rather straight forward, but they are 
not simple for the Denver office. A complete revision of the 
membership database is required and we are still very 
apprehensive about the transfer of 8,000 records into a 
new system with which we have little experience. And then 
there are the unforeseen impacts that raise their ugly head 
like a disturbed snake. For example, how does this impact 
Life Members? They currently receive both Journals under 
what they understood to be a life-time contract; something 
that was overlooked when these changes were being con- 
sidered and will require another bylaw vote. At the summer 
meeting in San Antonio, when this issue came to the 
Board's attention, they voted to allow the Life Members to 
continue receiving both Journals and to let the full member- 
ship decide the outcome with another bylaw change on the 
October ballot. 

Reminder: 
The new dues structure for Regular Members and First 

Member of a Family will be implemented January 1, 1997. 
All other dues remain the same. 

Members wishing to receive the Journal of Range 
Management beginning January 1997 must include an 
additional $15 with their 1997 membership renewal.—Bud 
Rumburg, SRM, EVP. 
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They Came for the Gold and Stayed for the Grass 

Bob Lee 

A n island in a sea of grass. That's how historians 
describe the Black Hills of South Dakota where the 
Society for Range Management will ho'd its 1997 

annual meeting next February. That's because the incon- 
gruous mountain range rises like an island out of the sea of 
grass that surrounds it for hundreds of miles in all direc- 
tions. They have also been described as "an oasis in a 
dreary desert." That's because of their isolation, sparkling 
streams, pine-forested slopes, and park-like meadows ris- 
ing mirage-like from the stark prairielands enveloping them. 

Known as "The Land of Infinite Variety," South Dakota is 
divided into three distinct physiographic regions. The 
Missouri River bisects the state from north to south in the 
central sector. The land there is an extension of the farm- 
lands of Minnesota and Iowa. West of the river is the vast 
"short grass" country where bluegrama, buffalograss, and 
western wheatgrass support an enduring livestock industry. 
This region is also characterized by desolate Badlands, the 
legacy of millions of years of erosion from wind and water. 
Then there's the Black Hills, whose forests and grassy 
meadows offer a sharp contrast to the moonscape of the 
nearby Badlands. 

South Dakota, part of the Louisiana Purchase, was 
included in Minnesota and Nebraska Territories until 1861 
when Dakota Territory was created. Lewis and Clark tra- 
versed the region while boating up the Missouri on their cel- 
ebrated trek to the Pacific Ocean in 1804—06. When the 
separate states of North and South Dakota were created in 
1889, the southern sector was left with about 46 million 
acres—43 million of it still rangeland. The state forms a near 
rectangle about 225 miles north to south and roughly 460 
miles east to west. It encompasses a surface area of 
77,047 square miles. 

The Black Hills, an oblong area of about 4,500 square 
miles along the west-central border of South Dakota and 
eastern Wyoming, were formed about 40 million years ago. 
They were born in a massive eruption of the earth's bowels. 
The violent upheaval created a mountain range from the 
rocky bed of an inland sea that covered the region eons 
ago. The Cheyenne River grips the range between its north 
and south branches as it courses eastward out of 
Wyoming. While apart from them, the Black Hills are gener- 
ally considered to be the eastern ramparts of the taller 
Rocky Mountains. 

Settlers took up homesteads on the vast West River grasslands after the Great Sioux Reseriation was violated by the Custer 
Expedition to the Black Hills in 1874. 
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In truth, however, the Hills are also mountains. They were 
the "Black Mountains" to the early Indians of the vicinity, 
undoubtedly because of their dark appearance when 
viewed from a distance. It was the white man, coming much 
later, who reduced them to hills. The corruption may have 
resulted from comparing them with the loftier Rocky 
Mountains to the West. The whites were intimately 
acquainted with the towering snow-capped Rockies long 
before they discovered the lonely Black Hills. But there's no 
higher point east of the Rockies to the Atlantic Ocean than 
7,240 foot-high Harney Peak in the granitic center of the 
Black Hills. 

There is archaeological evidence of human inhabitation of 
the fringes of the Black Hills in prehistoric times. One site 
near Bear Butte, a towering landmark situated a few miles 
east of their outer rim, dates back 4,000 years. The first 
white men known to have pierced this long-hidden moun- 
tain range were the Verendrye brothers, noted French- 
Canadian explorers, who came to the region in 1742 while 
searching for a mysterious "Sea of the West." They found 
sub-bands of the Crow, Cheyenne, and Kiowa tribes scat- 
tered about the "Mountain of the Horse Indians," which may 
have been Bear Butte. 

More than half a century passed after the Verendrye 
visit before the white man again ventured to the Black Hills. 
There are sketchy reports of whites reaching or passing 
near them in the first half of the 19th century. Wilson Price 
Hunt led a party of Astorians to Oregon by way of the Black 
Hills in 1811. That intrepid adventurer, Jedediah Smith, was 
mauled by a grizzly bear while passing through the south- 
ern portion of the Black Hills in 1823. By the 1830s fur 
traders were passing along the Cheyenne waterways from 
the Missouri River to the Yellowstone. An American Fur 
Company outpost at the mouth of Rapid Creek, on the 
eastern fringe of the Hills, is known to have blown up in 
1832. A candle falling into a keg of gun powder caused the 
explosion and killed the white trader. 

It was more than a full century after the Verendrye visit 
that the first evidence was uncovered of white men in the 
Black Hills as gold prospectors. In 1887, at the base of 
Lookout Mountain near the present day town of Spearfish, 
a small sandstone slab was found that told a cryptic tale. 
Crudely carved on one side of it was this message: "Came 
to these Hills in 1833 Seven of us Al ded (dead) but me 
Ezra Kind Killed by Ind. beyond the high hills Got our gold 
June 1834." 

The same side listed the 
names of the seven. With 
the exception of an "Indian 
Crow," they were appar- 
ently all white men. On the 
reverse side of the stone 
was carved this poignant 
information: "Got all the 
gold we could carry out 
ponys all got by the 
Indians I have lost my gun 
and nothing to eat and 
Indians hunting me." 

The author of these f ran- 
tic lines probably was later 

"got" by the Indian pursuers too. Who were these unfortu- 
nate adventurers and where did they originate? Frank 
Thomson, the late Spearfish author and historian, spent 
most of this 93-year lifetime trying to find out. Through 
prodigious research, he succeeded in tracing most of them. 
Like many others, before and after them, theses tragic fig- 
ures had "gone West" from the eastern settlement and 
"were never heard from again." 

Members of the ill-fated Kind party, as they are known 
to Black Hills historians, may have been the first gold-seek- 
ers to invade the mysterious region. But they were far from 
the last, nor were they the last to suffer the consequences 
of the lust for gold in the jealously guarded Indian country. 
Oddly, despite their idyllic environment, the Indians did not 
live in the Black Hills for prolonged periods. The Sioux, who 
had expelled the earlier tribes living in the region, lorded 
over the territory when the white men began coveting it. 
They were a nomadic people who roamed the Great Plains 
in constant search for the immense buffalo herds that sus- 
tained them. But the Black Hills were sacred to them and 
they made frequent pilgrimages there. Perhaps the country 
reminded the Sioux of their former woodland culture in the 
forested lands of Minnesota and Wisconsin where they had 
lived prior to migrating west of the Missouri River in about 
1775—76. 

In any event, game was plentiful in the Black Hills and the 
Sioux cherished them as their "Meat Pack." In addition, the 
level, wooded bottom lands cradled by tree-clad bluffs or 
ridges made ideal winter camping grounds. Here, too, the 
Sioux sought refuge from the relentless forces of the white 
man's civilization crowding in on them. In 1873, the Army 
proposed building a fort there even though it knew practi- 
cally nothing about the region. But, the 1868 treaty with the 
Sioux consummated at Fort Laramie, Wyoming Territory, 
foreclosed that possibility. 

The Laramie Treaty called for the abandonment of mili- 

Custer Expedition 1874 near Custer, S.D. in the Black Hills. 
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tary posts in the Indian country rather than the establish- 
ment of additional posts. Red Cloud, war chief of the fierce 
Oglala Sioux, had led costly raids against the Bozeman 
Trail forts in Wyoming and Montana Territories. He vowed 
his people would not stop the fighting until the string of forts 
abreast of the trail were abandoned. He won his point along 
with an agreement that all roads leading through Indian 
country to the Montana gold fields would be closed. 

Further, the treaty set aside all of the vast country west of 
the Missouri River in Dakota Territory, including the covet- 
ed Black Hills, for "the absolute and undisturbed use and 
occupation of the Sioux Nation." It also committed the gov- 
ernment to preventing white encroachment on the region, 
with troops if necessary. The historic treaty effectively 
slammed the door on white expansion into the Indian coun- 
try. It also dashed the hope of the white people of Dakota 
for settlement of the Black Hills-for a few years anyway. 

Just sIx years after the Laramie Treaty had been 
signed by the warring parties, ending years of bitter con- 
flicts between the Sioux and the Army, the now famous 
Custer Expedition to the Black Hills of 1874 was ordered 
into the field. The expedition, commanded by the flamboy- 
ant hero of Civil War fame, George A. Custer, was 
described as the best equipped on the Northern Plains up 
to that time. In addition to the Seventh Cavalry, the pride of 
the country's frontier regiments, the command included sci- 
entists, practical miners, a corps of newspapermen, and 
happily for history, a photographer. All told, the expedition 
familiarized about 1,000 men-and one woman, a colored 
cook hired by the teamsters-with the enigmatic Black Hills. 
The entourage also included 110 wagons, mules to pull 
them, horses to carry the soldiers, and a beef herd to feed 
the command. 

Ostensibly, the purpose of the expedi- 
tion was to thoroughly explore the interior 
of the Black Hills and to select a suitable 
site for a future military post. The expedi- 
tion marched out from Fort Abraham 
Lincoln on the west bank of the Missouri 
River near present-day Bismarck, N.D., on 
July 2, 1874. It returned there on August 
30 after covering 1,205 miles on the round 
trip. Custer and his troopers found much 
of interest in the Black Hills, including the 
pristine beauty of the region leading to 
them. 

"We marched over beautiful country," 
Custer wrote in a field report on July 15. 
"The grazing was excellent and abun- 
dant... The pasturage could not be finer... 
As an evidence of the character of the 
country we have marched since leaving 
Fort Lincoln on an average of 17 miles a 
day, one day making 32 miles; yet our 
mules and beef cattle have constantly 
improved in condition; the beef herd 

depending solely upon the excellent grazing we have 
passed over." 

The expedition entered the Black Hills from the west 
after crossing a veritable grazing paradise where it found 
"grass knee-deep and exceedingly luxuriant." It established 
camp on French Creek where the town of Custer, "Mother 
City of the Black Hills" was later sited. It was hereon August 
2, 1874, that Custer wrote the historic dispatch that report- 
ed "gold has been found in several places." The discovery 
marked the end of the Sioux proprietorship of their beloved 
Black Hills, despite the promises contained in the Laramie 
Treaty. 

Entering the Belle Fourche Valley north of the Black Hills 
enroute back to Fort Lincoln, Custer described it as a 
"superior country covered with the best of grazing." He later 
reported "men going to the Black Hills to engage in agricul- 
tural or stock raising pursuits need not fear disappointment. 
In no portion of the United States, not excepting the blue- 
grass country of Kentucky, have I seen grazing superior to 
that found in this hitherto unknown region." He also recom- 
mended that "the title of the Indian (to the Black Hills coun- 
try) should be extinguished as soon as practicable." 
Strangely, however, Custer failed to even mention a possi- 
ble site in the region for a future military post in his verbose 
dispatches. 

News of Custer's sensational gold find electrified the 
nation and brought renewed demands for opening the 
Black Hills to white settlement. The government attempted 
to negotiate with the Sioux for sale or lease of the 
gold fields, but the Indians refused to sell their 
sacred lands. So the government withdrew the 
Army patrols that were trying, mostly unsuc- 
cessfully, to keep gold-crazed prospectors out 
of the Black Hills. The rush of whites into the 
region in clear violation of the Laramie Treaty ; 
brought attacks on the illegal settlers by the natu- 

A century after Custer's Expedition. 
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rally resentful Indians. So the army was sent out to pro- 
tect the invaders, an ironic twist from its previous mis- 
sion of keeping the whites out of the region. 

However, Custer and the Seventh Cavalry were to pay a 
high price for exposing the sacred land of the Sioux to the 
white invaders two years later on the Little Big Horn in 
Montana. Custer and much of his command were annihilat- 
ed there by the Sioux and their Cheyenne allies on June 
25, 1876. While that historic battle took place in Montana, 
the illegal opening of the Black Hills to white settlement was 
what the fight was all about. The Indians had fled the Great 
Sioux Reservation set aside for them by the Laramie Treaty 
after their cherished Black Hills had been violated, the 
Army pursued them into Montana and there suffered a 
stunning defeat. The unexpected Indian victory marked the 
high water mark of Sioux supremacy of the Great Plains. 

The presence of gold in the Black Hills reported by 
Custer was confirmed by a scientific expedition sent there 
in the summer of 1875. It was headed by Professor Walter 
Jenney, a trained geologist, whose mission was to make a 
thorough topographical and geological survey of the area. "I 
have found gold in paying quantities in gravel bars on both 
Spring and Rapid Creeks and from 20 to 30 miles northeast 
of Harney Peak," Prof. Jenney reported. 'The deposits are 
the richest yet found in the Hills and are very favorably situ- 
ated." 

Jenney was obviously as impressed as Custer with the 
lush grazing in the Hills areas as his reports were equally 
as enthusiastic about it. "It constitutes the great future 
wealth of this region and its value can hardly be over-esti- 
mated," the professor wrote. 'There's gold enough to thor- 
oughly settle and develop the country and after the placers 

are ended, stock raising will be the great business of the 
inhabitants who have a world of wealth in the splendid 
grazing of this region... No matter how valuable the mines 
may be, the great future wealth of the Black Hills will be its 
grasslands, farms and timber..." 

The expedition's scout, California Joe Mimer, put it anoth- 
er way: "There's gold from the grass roots down," he 
declared, "but there's more gold from the grass roots up." 

These observations were prophetic. When the gold boom 
ended after a few short but wildly exciting years, the initial 
settlers scattered onto the virgin grasslands enveloping the 
Black Hills and took to farming and stock raising. Some of 
their descendants can still be found operating these pio- 
neer farms and ranches. But before this agricultural legacy 
was created the Sioux claim to the Black Hills had to be 
extinguished. How it was done shaped a sorry chapter in 
the history of Indian-white relations. 

Following Custer's defeat and death at the Little Big 
Horn, Congress acted swiftly in retaliation. On August 15, 
1876, less than two months after the shocking Indian victo- 
ry in Montana, Congress wrote a harsh amendment into the 
Sioux appropriations bill. It provided that no further funds 
would be spent on rations for the Indians as promised in 
the Laramie Treaty unless the Sioux gave up their cher- 
ished Black Hills. An "agreement" was drafted giving up the 
Black Hills to the whites and the Sioux chiefs were given 
the option of signing it or seeing their people starve. Most 
of them signed. 

However, the agreement ignored a key provision of the 
Laramie Treaty which stipulated how further cession of 
Indian land could be achieved. It provided that no additional 
Indian lands would be ceded to the white man without the 
consent of three-fourths of the adult males of the affected 
tribes. While many of the chiefs had reluctantly signed the 
Black Hills Agreement, the number of signers did not come 
close to the requirement set forth in the 1868 treaty. But the 
country, outraged and humiliated by the destruction of 
Custer's command, was in no mood to observe technicali- 
ties. It looked the other way as white settlement of the 

Brevet Major General George A. Custer Expedition to Black Hills 
(1874), at Ft. Lincoln, Bismarck, Dakota Territory, as it left there. 
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Black Hills took place anyway and the Sioux were relegated 
to greatly reduced reservations outside of the gold region. 

At first, the Black Hills gold boom was concentrated in the 
southern Hills where the initial discoveries had taken place. 
It shifted to the central Hills as the frenzied prospectors 
spread out from the discovery sites. Every report of fresh 
strikes, fancied or factual, sent the eager miners scurrying 
in new directions. When a major strike was made among 
the dead wood of Whitewood Creek in the northern Hills, 
the center of mining activity shifted there-and the wild and 
woolly mining camp of Deadwood was born, It was there 
that Wild Bill Hickok ignominiously met his untimely death 
in 1876 and Calamity Jane became the real life heroine of 
countless western dime novels. 

Up the gulch a couple of miles from this storied mining 
center the Manuel brothers discovered the "Mother Lode" 
that was to become the fabulously productive Homestake 
Mining Company. It still ranks today as the largest and rich- 
est gold mine on the North American continent, and it's still 
producing! 

With white settlement of the Black Hills a reality, despite 
the clouded title, the region soon lured an assorted array of 
characters whose chief goal was to mine the miners 
instead of the ore itself. It also provided a profitable market 
for a wide assortment of products essential to developing 
communities, including beef. The historic trail drives of 
Texas Longhorns to the northern grasslands that occurred 
after the Civil War had bypassed western Dakota because 
of the existence of the Great Sioux Reservation there, but 
with seizure of the region from the Indians completed, cattle 
were moved into it in immense numbers. 

Paul Friggens, whose father had homesteaded a ranch in 
picturesque St. Onge Valley after obtaining a stake by 
working in the mines, tells about it in his 1983 book, Gold 
and Grass: The Black Hills Stoiy. Friggens writes: 

the Black Hills and adjacent land offered some of the 
finest livestock grazing on earth; and here on these 
seemingly iHimitable grasslands was free open range 
and a world of wealth waiting to lure cattle barons and 
settlers alike. With discovery of this bonanza, the hell- 
for-leather American cowboy was soon driving his 
bawling herds of Longhorns a thousand miles up the 
Texas Trail to graze this sea of grass; and with this 
impetus and demand, farming and ranching in the 
Black Hills region began. 
The predictions of Custer, Prof. Jenney, and California 

Joe had come true! 
South Dakota, today a state of just over 700,000 popu- 

lation, is one of the most agricultural states in the nation. Its 
gross farm marketings in 1993 amounted to $3.8 billion, 
almost 60 percent of it from livestock sales. Its principal 
cities are Sioux Falls (pop. 99,405) in the southeastern cor- 
ner of the state and Rapid City, now the metropolis of the 
Black Hills (pop. 54,523), where the SRM annual meeting 
will take place. 

Its principal attractions are the Missouri River reservoirs, 
the fabled Badlands, and the scenic Black Hills where the 
world-famous Shrine of Democracy at Mount Rushmore 
and the Crazy Horse Mountain Memorial near Custer are 

located. Tourism is now the state's second largest industry. 
Except for the Homestake Mining Company at Lead, mining 
operations are no longer a major factor in this state's econ- 
omy. Ellsworth Air Force Base, an important Strategic Air 
Command bomber and missile complex, is located nine 
miles east of Rapid City. 

There are nine Indian reservations in the state, most of 
them in western South Dakota, all of which was once the 
Great Sioux Reservation. The Indian population represents 
about 7.3 percent of the state's total number of residents. 
On June 30, 1980, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the 
United States had illegally seized the 7.3 million-acre Black 
Hills from the Sioux Nation. It awarded the Indians $17.5 
million, the estimated value of the region at the time of the 
seizure, plus $105 million in interest at five percent as com- 
pensation for the confiscated lands. 

Despite abject poverty on the reservations, caused princi- 
pally by lack of job opportunities there, the Sioux have so 
far refused to accept the huge money award. They insist, 
as most of their ancestors did in past years, that their 
beloved "Paha Sapa," as the Black Hills are known to them, 
are not for sale. They want the land returned! 

It is in this setting that the Society of Range Management 
will be meeting in Rapid City next February. 
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Can We Broaden the Rangeland Audience Without 
Denying our Grazing Heritage? 

Richard H. Hart 

If our grazing heritage means that livestock grazing 
should be considered the primary use of rangelands, then 
we had better deny it. A smaller and smaller percentage of 
the population of North America and the West make their 
living from livestock grazing. If range professionals continue 
to regard them as our primary or only customers, we're 
going to be out of business. 

But our grazing heritage is more than livestock; it encom- 
passes all we have learned about the functioning of range. 
land ecosystems and their components; plant communities, 
wild and domestic animals, soil, water, climate, fire, and all 
the rest. All that knowledge is needed by the new and 
broader rangeland audience, even if they don't always real- 
ize it. 

Who Makes up the Rangeland Audience? 
To broaden the rangeland audience, who must we 

include? We mustn't forget the livestock; the 19 rangeland 
states support nearly 60 percent of the beef cows and 80 
percent of the sheep in the US. But our rangelands are 
home to more than livestock. All the pronghorn antelope in 
the US, over 700,000 of them, live there. So do 10 million 
deer, nearly half the total; 99 percent of the elk, 80 percent 
of the moose, and all the bighorn sheep and mountain 

goats. An astonishing 84% of the mammal and 74% of the 
bird species in the United States live in non-forested range- 
land ecosystems. Many threatened or endangered species, 
330 animals and 180 plants, are found on rangeland (Hart 
1994). 

And let's look at the people who share the 19 western 
states with the livestock and the wildlife. About 1.2 million 
people work on farms and ranches in this area, although 
most of them work on cropland, not rangeland. In contrast, 
5 million people buy hunting licenses and 13 million buy 
fishing licenses in those states each year and much of that 
hunting and fishing is done on rangeland. Recreationists 
enjoyed over 350 million visitor days on National Park, 
National Forest and Bureau of Land Management lands in 
the 19 rangeland states (Hart 1994). More and more people 
are buying small tracts of private rangeland for recreational 
use. 

Thirty percent of the US population lives in the 19 west- 
ern states. Most of the water for these folks originates on 
forest or rangelands. This same water is essential for fish 
and wildlife habitat, hydropower generation, irrigation, and 
recreation. From 1960 to 1985, withdrawals from surface 
and ground water increased 40% and 90%, respectively, in 
the West. From 1985 to 2040, withdrawals are expected to 
increase by 25% for surface and 35% for ground water 
(Guildin 1989). Rangeland management is necessary to 
maintain the quantity and quality of water by reducing sedi- 
mentation in reservoirs, protecting riparian systems, and 
manipulating vegetation to increase water yields. 

The rangeland states produce 40% of the nation's coal 
and 75% of the oil. Non-fuel minerals (including gold, cop- 
per, bentonite, sand and gravel, and many more) worth 
over 16 million dollars were mined in the rangeland states 
in 1989 (Hart 1994). Rangeland management can reduce 
the impact of mineral extraction and reclaim the land when 
extraction is complete. 

Finally, rangelands have value to people who will never 
set foot on them. They enjoy rangeland experiences 
through books, television, films, and other media. To some, 
it is enough to know that rangeland with all its values exists, 
as part of our national heritage. These people are part of 
our audience too, and their interests and values must be 
taken into account. 

Trouble on the Range 
Wallace Stegner (1992), in his book 'Where the Bluebird 

Sings to the Lemonade Springs," writes "The western land- 
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scape that it has taken us a century and three quarters to 
learn about, and partially adapt our farming, our social insti- 
tutions, our laws, and our aesthetic perceptions to, has now 
become our most valuable natural resource, as subject to 
raid and ruin as the more concrete resources that have suf- 
fered from our rapacity. We are in danger of becoming 
scenery sellers—and scenery is subject to as much enthu- 
siastic overuse and over development as grass and water. 
It can lead us into an ill-considered crowding on the heels 
of our resources. Landscape, with its basis of aridity, is 
both our peculiar splendor and our peculiar limitation. 
Without careful controls and restrictions and planning, 
tourists can be as destructive as locusts—can destroy 
everything we have learned to love about the West. I 
include you and me among the tourists, and I include you 
and me in my warning to entrepreneurs." 

• . a rancher climbs aboard a bulldozer 
and forcibly re-opens an old road through 
a National Forest, 

The media are full of conflicts between entrepreneurs and 
tourists, between people who make a living from the land 
and people who just want the land to be a part of their life. 
Land managers often are caught in the middle. 

In Nye County, Nevada, a rancher climbs aboard a bull- 
dozer and forcibly re-opens an old road through a National 
Forest, insisting that the Constitution gives him the authori- 
ty to do so (Larson 1995). The Forest Service had asked 
that the road remain closed until an archaeological survey 
could be done. 

Environmentalists in Catron County, New Mexico urge 
local residents to restore damaged watersheds (Ford 
1995). But, ranchers in the area hesitate to replant willows 
and cottonwoods to repair flood damage. Willows are prime 
habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher, an endan- 
gered species. If flycatchers move into the new willow 
stands, land use could be sharply restricted even though 
the birds and the willows are on private land. 

A Western congressman charges that the Endangered 
Species Act "is saving crickets over saving babies." He 
describes environmentalists as a "waffle-stomping, 
Harvard-graduating, intellectual bunch of idiots" (Lacayo 
1995). 

It's easy enough to dismiss all these conflicts as argu- 
ments between radicals who are dead to reason. A Texas 
rancher is rumored to have said, "Hell, if they was nothin' 
but radicals, we could just shoot the sonsa-bitches! " But 
that's not feasible, and besides they're not just radicals. 
They're concerned citizens, they're our neighbors, with dif- 
ferent ideas on how rangelands should be managed to sup- 
ply what they want from them. 

What gets lost in all these conflicts? Concern for the land, 
that's what! The land becomes less important than scoring 

points against the opposition; the environmentalists, the 

loggers, the ranchers, the government. Dan Dagget 
(Dagget and Dusard 1995) once asked the leader of an 
environmental group how to tell if a rancher is a good stew- 
ard; "She kept right on rattling off a long list of issues. And 
more issues. But she never said even once what the land 
should look like." 

A wilderness guide in Idaho is seriously concerned with 
what the land should look like. He is devastated because, 
from his "sacred lake basin," his "center of the universe," he 
can see a clear-cut 40 miles away (Wolke 1995). He snarls 
"I wanted to get the responsible bastards," although he 
admits that "My lake basin remains intact, buffered from the 
bulldozer and chainsaw by a few million acres of designat- 
ed wilderness." This may sound extreme to some of us, but 
it illustrates the importance of the emotional and spiritual 
values of land. 

In spite of the rhetoric, and with the exception of a few 
individuals and corporations who regard the land only as a 
source of profit, a concern for the land drives all the parties 
to these conflicts. We just call it by different names. Some 
call it "ecosystem management" and are concerned with 
restoring or maintaining a functional ecosystem; what we 
humans get out of it is secondary (Kennedy et al. 1995). 
Others call it "multiple use", striving to maintain the ecosys- 
tem but also striving to produce something of value, materi- 
al or spiritual, for as many users as possible. 

Problems arise when we disagree over what kind of 
ecosystem and which uses. That Idaho guide believes that 
the only worthwhile use is to provide him and a select few 
with beauty and solitude. Like an old cattle baron, he wants 
it all, he wants it now, and he wants it for nothing. But just 
like the livestock producer, he must learn to share the land 
with others, and to pay his fair share of the cost, instead of 
passing it on to others as John D. Rockefeller did. When he 
was asked why his Standard Oil Company had raised the 
price of kerosene, Rockefeller explained "I just did some 
more philanthropy, and someone has to pay!" 

How Can We Use the Concepts of Grazing Management 
to Manage Rangelands for the Old and New Users? 

Traditionally, grazing management has determined what 
animals use the range, how many of them use it, when they 
use it, and what impact they have on rangeland resources. 
We have included wildlife as well as livestock in the catego- 
ry "animals," but we have given little attention to those 
featherless bipedal animals, human beings. 

Grazing management requires a strong understanding of 
rangeland ecosystems; this understanding can be applied 
to management of rangelands for purposes other than 
grazing. For example, management of recreational use by 
humans is necessary to maintain desirable plant communi- 
ties and biological and physical properties of riparian 
zones. Such management includes controlling the number 
of people who use a recreational area and when they use 
it, and perhaps allowing for periods of rest to permit recov- 
ery of the ecosystem. 
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Although we can apply time-tested principles of grazing 
management to management for watershed and recreation- 
al values, we will need to develop new objectives in the 
future. These objectives must include more than grazing 
animals. They must meet the needs, desires and visions of 
potential rangeland users, and they must be realistic for the 
ecosystem concerned. 

Not everyone has the same vision for the land. A repre- 
sentative of the Grand Canyon Trust said, 'When I think of 
the Colorado Plateau, I think of it as sandy soil with crypto- 
biotic crusts on it. I don't know if I want cows and cowshit 
and grass all over the place, even if they can grow it there." 
(Dagget and Dusard 1995). Cattle producers of the region 
most certainly have a different vision for the same land. 
When such conflicts arise, they must be resolved through 
negotiation and compromise. If the resolution is to benefit 
the land as well as its users, rangeland managers must 
participate, although it may be an unfamiliar role for most of 
us. 

But we can do it; we have done it. For years, ranchers, 
environmentalists and federal employees battled over man- 
agement of the Malpai Borderlands of Arizona and New 
Mexico. Rancher Wendy Glenn recalls ". . .the hostility 
towards everything was so great. We learned this method 
wasn't working" (Cheater 1995). Finally, ranch owner (and 
cowboy poet) Drummond Hadley pulled together friends in 
the environmental and ranching communities and, to their 
mutual astonishment, they found many points of agree- 
ment. They discovered a mutual love of the land, a concern 
over the spread of cactus and mesquite, and a dislike of 
"ranchette" subdivisions. 

Irritated that government agencies had put out a range 
fire in spite of their objections, the group set up a meeting 
with the U.S. Forest Service and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. They learned that "bureaucrats" 
weren't particularly fond of bureaucracy either, and also 
wanted to find better ways to manage the land. 

Finding themselves pretty much in agreement on objec- 
tives, the group began management activities to achieve 
them. With agency help, they hacked through a thicket of 
regulations and got permission for a 6,000 acre controlled 
burn. Ranchers set up a "grass bank"; if they ran short of 
grass temporarily they could avoid overgrazing by "borrow- 

ing" grass from ranchers who had more than they needed. 
Ranches granted conservation easements to stop subdivi- 
sion and intensive development. With agency help, ranch- 
ers developed water sources which benefited not only their 
cattle but the Chiricahua leopard frog, an endangered 
species. The group discovered that an uncertain water sup- 
ply and introduced bullfrogs, not grazing, was the threat to 
the leopard frogs. Finally, agencies, environmentalists, and 
landowners operate a monitoring program to make sure 
their objectives for the land are being met. 

The Pitchfork Ranch near Meeteesee, Wyoming also had 
an encounter with an endangered species. A colony of 
black-footed ferrets, long feared extinct, was discovered 
there. "For a rancher, having an endangered species found 
on your place is a disaster of major magnitude—something 
akin to having all your cows come down with hoof-and- 
mouth disease, your grass polluted with nuclear waste, and 
your water all piped to Los Angeles." (Dagget and Dusard 
1995). That it didn't turn into such a disaster is another 
example of co-operation between old and new rangeland 
interests. 

Jack Turnell, the ranch owner, discovered "The ferret 
forced me to cooperate with people who I'd traditionally 
been an adversary of." Then he put this new spirit of coop- 
eration to work in other areas of ranch management. The 
U.S. Forest Service wanted to cut the Pitchfork's cattle 
numbers by 80% to restore riparian areas they said had 
been damaged by Pitchfork cows. University of Wyoming 
watershed specialist and SRM member Quentin Skinner 
pointed out that elk and moose and the geology of the 
watershed were as much to blame as the cows. Turnell 
couldn't do much about geology and wildlife, but with 
Skinner's advice he developed new cattle management 
strategies on the riparian areas of both his private lands 
and the Forest Service allotment. The Forest Service 
reduced the cut to 40%, and with the improved manage- 
ment the Pitchfork now produces 542,000 more pounds of 
beef per year than before in spite of the allotment reduc- 
tion. 

Back to Catron County and the Diamond Bar Ranch, 
where a conflict over land use may end up in the courts. 
Chris Allison and Kirk McDaniel, members of New Mexico 
State University's Range Improvement Task Force and 
SRM, were called in to estimate forage production and per- 
centage use (Ford 1995). In the past few years, the Range 
Improvement Task Force has helped resolve 23 conflicts 
on individual grazing allotments; just more examples of our 
grazing heritage at work. 

Conflict resolution must be based on finding what a friend 
of mine calls "that little piece of truth" in each of the conflict- 
ing alternatives, and building on that. Dean Acheson (1971) 
writes of the time he severely criticized a State 
Department colleague's proposal, and was 
cautioned by a friend: "You have just 
made a great mistake, and possibly an 
enemy. Our colleague knows that the 
situation in which we find ourselves— 
let's call it point A—is undesirable and 
possibly dangerous. He looks around 
and sees a vision of point B, 

which seems 
To lie before us like a land of 

dreams, 
So various, so beautiful, so new. 

But you with cold analysis and relentless logic 
prove that there is no road from A to B, and, that if there 
were, B is only a mirage which 

Hath really neither joy nor love, nor light 
Nor certitude, nor peace, nor help for pain. 

Not everyone has the same vision for the 
land. 

N 
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You leave him robbed of hope and have stirred his 
resentment at you as the robber. You cannot argue him into 
accepting a sounder and more practicable alternative.. .you 
must associate your alternative with his desires. Your sug- 
gestion, let's call it point C, must be pictured with even 
more charms than [his] point B. In point C the sun is 
brighter, the girls are prettier, the fountains run with cham- 
pagne, and even the Russians have good manners..." 

If we can combine that viewpoint with our grazing her- 
itage, we will be able to work with and for our new range- 
land audience. We need the new rangeland users to show 
us new and exciting values from the resource. And they 
need us, to show them how to manage and conserve 
rangelands for both old and new values. Fundamentally, we 
must seek compromises between competing and some- 
times mutually exclusive expectations. And above all, we 
must work with all rangeland users for the good of the land. 

When General Douglas MacArthur spoke to the Corps of 
Cadets at West Point for the last time, he closed with "And 
when I cross the river, my last conscious thoughts will be of 
the Corps, and the Corps, and the Corps!" (James 1985). 
For the sake of all the people, the plants, and the animals 
that depend on rangelands, I trust that our every profes- 
sional thought will be of the land, and the land, and the 
land! 
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PLANTS: A Source for Basic Plant Information 

J. Scott Peterson, James F. Henson, and John T. Kartesz 

Range managers will remember the National List of 
Scientific Plant Names (USDA, SCS 1982). This two vol- 
ume document, known as the NLSPN and produced in 
cooperation with the Smithsonian Institution-Department of 
Botany, was the source for the alphanumeric plant symbols 
utililized by the discipline for range plant inventory. 
PLANTS has incorporated and updated the information 
contained within the NLSPN, plus expanded upon it with 
the cooperation of many individuals and institutions. The 
traditional plant symbols were retained from the NLSPN, 
except in cases of duplication and incorrect spelling of the 
scientific name. 

The USDA, NRCS established the National Plant Data 
Center (NPDC) on the campus of Southern University in 
cooperation with the College of Agriculture and Home 
Economics. The NPDC is focusing resources on the devel- 
opment, acquisition, quality control, integration, and dis- 
semination of plant information for the NRCS, its clients, 
cooperators, and the general public. This includes develop- 
ing the PLANTS database. 

The NPDC provides infor- 
mation through two primary 
sources. One is via the 
Internet through the PLANTS 
Database Home Page on the 
World Wide Web. The other 
is via the Field Office 
Computing System (FOCS) 
that is established in the 

3,000 NRCS Field Offices at the county level throughout 
the United States. Both sources utilize the same data set. 
There are many applications within the NRCS and Field 
Offices in particular that utilize these data. The disciplines 
utilizing this information for standardization and integration 
include the following: soils, range, water quality, biology, 
conservation and ecosystem assistance, national resource 

inventory, agronomy, forestry, plant materials, conservation 

engineering, and watershed planning. 

Plants 
Being a dynamic database, PLANTS permits the user to 

query the database with a particular scientific/common 
name or plant symbol. If the information provided is associ- 
ated with a plant name that is currently recognized by 
PLANTS as a synonym, the database will provide the user 
with the currently accepted name and the information linked 
to it. 

The NPDC staff work with cooperators situated in univer- 
sities, institutions, organizations, and agencies nationally 
and internationally on the data that are served through the 
PLANTS database (USDA, NRCS 1996). Some of the pri- 
mary cooperators include the following: Agricultural 
Research Service-Systematic Botany and Mycology Lab 
(Dr. John Wiersema); Alcorn State University (Dr. Suresh 
Tiwari); Biota of North America Project (Dr. John Kartesz); 
Botanischer Garten und Botanisches Museum-Berlin (Dr. 
Walter Berendsohn); Flora of North America (Dr. Nancy 
Morin); Missouri Botanic Garden (Dr. Marshall Crosby); 
North Carolina A&T University (Dr. Marihelen Glass); Royal 
Botanic Garden-Edinburgh (Dr. Richard Pankhurst); 
Southern Illinois University-Carbondale (Drs. Ray Stotler 
and Barbara Crandall-Stotler); Southern University (Dr. 
Bobby PhiIIs); University of Colorado (Dr. William A. 
Weber); University of Nebraska-Omaha (Dr. Robert Egan), 
University of Wyoming-Rocky Mountain Herbarium (Dr. 
Ronald Hartman); and Utah State University-Intermountain 
Herbarium (Drs. Mary Barkworth and Leila Shultz). 

PLANTS currently provides basic information such as the 
following: 

Scientific name 
Common name 
State distribution 
US nativity 
Growth form 
Wetland indicator status 
Noxious status 
FederaVState status 
References 
Plant images 

The foundation of the PLANTS database is provided by a 
taxonomic backbone that has been developed by Drs. 
Kartesz (vascular plants), Egan (lichens), Crosby (mosses), 
and Stotler/Crandall-Stotler (liverworts and hornworts) in 

cooperation with others in the botanical community. The 
basis for this work are the checklists that have been or are 
being published by these authors. The attribute data are 
linked to this backbone. Major updates to the backbone 
occur annually, while minor updates and corrections are 
incorporated on a weekly basis. The backbone contains 
information on 45,000 currently accepted names and 
includes about 80,000 accepted and synonym names. 
PLANTS currently encompasses the United States, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Work is underway in coopera- 

PLANTS 

Home Page 
http://plants.usda.gov 
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tion with the Bishop Museum (Honolulu) to develop the 
foundation data for a checklist of the Pacific Basin focusing 
on the U.S. territories. 

The PLANTS development plan includes making informa- 
tion accessible that is currently housed in the database, but 
not publicly accessible. These data include: 1) seventy plus 
characterization fields that currently address 2,500 species 
utilized in natural resources conservation uses; 2) expand- 
ed slate of plant images; and 3) crop-related data. 

The NRCS and its cooperators are embarked upon a pro- 
gram to build additional functionality into PLANTS, plus 
develop and integrate additional data. This program is 
being directed by the needs of the users. There is a com- 
ment function on the Home Page and users are urged to 
provide us with comments, outlines of their plant informa- 
tion needs, and contribute to the current state of knowledge 
exhibited. Though in the formulation years, PLANTS is 
available to you, the user, today. 

FOCS Plants 
FOCS Plants is the module utilized by and accessible 

only to NRCS Field Offices. FOCS Plants currently pro- 
vides a basic, standardized plant list along with various 
attributes pertaining to a particular species. Additionally, it 
provides data for Field Office applications, such as Grazing 
Land Administration (GLA), Revised Universal Soil Loss 
Equation (RUSLE), Wind Erosion Equation (WEQ), 
VegSpec, FOCS Soils, and FOGS Climate. As FOGS 
development evolves, it is planned to provide the Field 
Office with access to all of the information proposed for the 
PLANTS database. 
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Why some westerners fear "protection" of biodiversity 

Heather Smith Thomas 

Biodiversity is a relatively new word. It isn't in most dictio- 
naries. But as it is being used today, I'm assuming that it 
means the whole spectrum of living organisms—plant and 
animal—in any given region or upon the planet as a whole. 
There's a lot of talk about protecting biodiversity and trying 
to preserve all forms of life that are now existing. I doubt 
that anyone has any real argument with that goal; it makes 
sense to try to protect life on earth as we know it—except 
for perhaps some disease-causing pathogens that mankind 
has been trying valiantly to eradicate. 

Now we start to get into the tricky part: starting to make 
exceptions. We'd like to eradicate the virus that causes 
AIDS, for instance, or rabies. Or the pathogens that cause 
Lyme disease, or any other serious or fatal human ailment. 
While we're at it, let's eliminate animal and plant diseases 
that destroy our crops or livestock. How about pests? 
Sewer rats that carry diseases, mosquitoes that spread 
malaria and encephalitis, termites that eat up our houses, 
field mice that damage the grain, coyotes that eat baby 
Iambs—oops, we've gone too far. Someone wants to pro- 
tect coyotes, and kangaroo rats, and all sorts of plants and 
animals that might be threatened with possible extinction. It 
begins to get complicated. 

Protecting biodiversity is a wonderful goal, but this noble 
idea breaks down as soon as we start to look at it more 
closely and try to figure out how we are going to go about it, 
and try to decide who should give up what in order to 
accomplish it. 

The real issue that stirs people up is not the idea of pro- 
tecting biodiversity but rather how we should go about it. 
Who is going to decide what we can and can't do—in a for- 
est, on a rangeland, with farm ground, on our private prop- 
erty, especially if threatened or endangered species are 
involved. Is our concern for endangered species going to 
take precedence over all other aspects of our lives, endan- 
gering our form of government (giving bureaucratic dictator- 
ship a chance to override our freedoms in the name of pro- 
tecting other species), our right to private property, our abil- 
ity to earn a living, our many freedoms and choices that we 
have taken for granted as a birthright in this great nation? 

A multitude of restrictions and regulations are sprouting 
up in the name of protecting endangered species and pre- 
serving biodiversity, and the lives of wolves, grizzly bears, 
salmon and other creatures have become more sacred 
than human life. It's a more serious crime to kill a wolf or 
grizzly than to murder a human. And millions of dollars are 
being spent to "reintroduce" some of these animals into for- 
mer habitat, or to put similar animals into areas where they 
no longer exist naturally. 

Many folks, especially westerners, are alarmed at the 
trend this movement is taking, for it's resulting in a direct 
clash between the "species protectors" and our own exis- 
tence. Many westerners depend upon land and resource 
use for their livelihoods and for the economic stability of 
rural communities, and these are the lands that are 
presently in the forefront of the endangered species battles 
and the movement to preserve biodiversity. 

Wolf "reintroduction" is a case in point. Millions of dollars 
are being spent to put some Canadian wolves into 
Yellowstone Park and central Idaho, with a host of govern- 
ment employees to monitor them and police the areas to 
make sure no one shoots them. Most of the local people 
were strongly against the reintroduction, since stockmen 
fear for their animals' welfare, and hunters don't want the 
competition. It's just a short step from wolf reintroduction to 
banning hunting; if wolves thin the herds we won't need the 
human management of game populations. Hunting is very 
much a part of our human heritage; as a species we early 
on depended upon it and now it serves a dual purpose for 
sport and pleasure (an important part of some folks' "quality 
of Iife"—every bit as much as the importance of "hearing a 
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wolf howl" for other folks) as well as food. The regulations 
for protecting the introduced wolves also supercede private 
property rights, which many view as a very dangerous 
precedent. 

These arguments aside, there's another one that applies 
in the issue of wolf "reintroduction", especially as it applies 
to biodiversity (which is defined by many advocates as pro- 
tecting NATIVE species in their natural distribution and 
numbers and protecting the habitat that sustains them). 
Opponents of wolf reintroduction have pointed out that the 

planting of Canadian wolves in central Idaho or 
Yellowstone is not proper. They are not the same as the 
wolves that were native. They didn't evolve here in this 
area. Putting Canadian wolves here is not too different from 
exchanging one plant for another in a clearcut area in the 
forest; the niche is filled again (by knapweed or some annu- 
al plant instead of the native grasses) but not in the same 
way. 

Another problem with planting wolves in an area like cen- 
tral Idaho where there have not been wolves for 80 or 100 
years is that the habitat is not the same as it was then. 
Protecting native species in natural distribution and num- 
bers becomes complicated because what point in time do 
you choose for your "target" goal? Habitat is always chang- 
ing, as is natural distribution and "numbers" (witness the 
scarcity of bison in central eastern Idaho in 1806 when 
Lewis and Clark came through, and the Indians starving for 
lack of meat—no elk, few deer, only a few antelope—and 
contrast this with the fact there were thousands of bison in 

large groups in this same area a couple decades later 
when the fur trappers came through). There were very few 
wolves in central Idaho in 1806—they follow the game 
herds. The wolves were much more plentiful in the late 
1 800s when using livestock as a prey base. 

Wildlife populations are always in a state of flux, and the 
Indians had an influence on them also; man has been one 
of the major predators in North America for a very long 
time. What point in history during the past 20,000 years do 

we wish to select as "natural"? Environments and ecosys- 
tems are constantly changing. 

Today, with the increased human population in North 
America, we have to also allow for our own needs when 
considering habitat management and use of land. Human 
needs require some "management" of forests, rangelands, 
and natural resources, protecting their future productivity 
not only for preserving biodiversity as best we can but also 

recognizing their great value as serving mankind forever 
with sustainable yields of food, fiber, building materials, 
fuel, recreation, etc. Even wilderness areas have to be 
"managed" or we will overrun them and spoil them with 
human impacts. 

We can't wish away the bulk of our human population. 
We have to find ways to coexist with other species, and 
that means utilizing natural resources to sustain ourselves, 
in the wisest way possible. Some folks don't want trees cut 
(yet they still use wood products and depend on them in 
their daily lives) and some don't want livestock on our 
rangelands (yet they use animal products constantly—even 
if they are vegetarians). The argument some use against 
livestock is that they are not native, and that the feed they 
eat takes resources away from native species, disrupting 
biodiversity. But this is not necessarily true. The cattle are 
grazers like bison were in earlier times, eating approximate- 
ly the same type of plants and serving a similar ecological 
purpose. Our rangelands need both grazers and browsers 
for maximum health and species diversity. There were 
never that many elk or bighorn sheep in most of these 
areas; the main grazer was the bison, which are now gone 
from these ranges. We need the grazing animal. Livestock, 
if handled in the proper manner, can graze a range very 
much like the bison herds did. Humans use and need the 

products produced by livestock (even those of us who don't 
eat meat) and livestock also provide the livelihood and eco- 
nomic base for most western rural communities. Livestock 
production is an important facet of western economy, part 
of the West's own "biodiversity". Depending primarily upon 
tourism (as some folks say we should do) instead of on 
resource uses like timber and grazing, is not an adequate 
substitute for most western communities, and could devas- 
tate us if another oil embargo or gas price increase reduces 
tourist travel. 

Environmental purists are jealous of the "resources" used 
by livestock. Some argue that we don't need to use scarce 
western water for irrigation, especially to grow hay to feed 

cows—saying that we can grow hay in the wetter eastern 
part of our country. They don't realize it's difficult to put up 
hay in a wet climate, or that you can't grow alfalfa in wet 
soils. The bulk of this country's good alfalfa is grown in the 
West, and it isn't just used for beef production. Good alfalfa 
is much more necessary for dairy herds than for beef. A lot 
of good western hay is imported to the East. 

Every time I hear people telling us what we should or 
shouldn't do with our resources, imposing restrictions on 
somebody else, I wonder if they'd like to put their money 
where their mouth is. Are the folks who want to preserve 
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old growth forests willing to build homes with materials 
other than wood? Apparently not, from the looks of the 
expensive log and wood homes belonging to prominent 
environmentalists in Sun Valley, Idaho, for instance. Most 
staunch preservationists use a lot of wood products. Yet 
some of them are telling us to build our homes of alterna- 
tive materials such as straw bales or old tires. There's no 
easy way out of this dilemma; everything we use disrupts 
something. If we build with brick we've probably disrupted a 
local environment, mining the products to make bricks. 
Particle board and chip boards are still made of tree prod- 
ucts. Straw bales may have been grown on land that was 
habitat to a kangaroo rat or some other threatened species 
and farmed using fossil fuels. Let's face it; we humans are 
here, and we're going to make an impact on the environ- 
ment no matter what we do. We mustn't let the biodiversity 
question split us into warring factions, especially when 
much of the argument is pure rationalization anyway. 

Using cows instead of bison is just as justifiable as using 
Canadian wolves instead of native wolves in Yellowstone. 
Why is the wolf substitution acceptable to environmental- 
ists, but not cows for bison? Perhaps because we humans 
are always able to rationalize to justify our own self interest. 

The whole issue serves to illustrate the complexity of try- 
ing to preserve biodiversity, and the fact that even our 
noblest attempts become bogged down in human interpre- 
tations and selective species protection (and what will we 
do when one protected species eats and endangers anoth- 
er protected species?). It becomes a turf war over who has 
the final say on what we do with our land and resources— 
who has the power to make the rules that we'll all have to 
live by. The underlying issue is not really about species 
protection so much as it is about who will have the final say 
over the land and our actions upon it. 

The double standard of environmental purists is what 
sticks in the craw of many western land users. Wolves are 
planted near ranches and put stockmen out of business. 
Timber harvests are halted. There's a big push to take live- 
stock off the ranges. We're not planting wolves near popu- 
lation centers, however. And it doesn't seem to matter that 
large regions have totally destroyed their biodiversity 
already with sprawling urbanization. Yet the folks who live 
in the cities want to impose protective environmental "fixes" 
on rural dwellers whose existence depends on the land 
(and wise use of it, in most instances, for future productivity 
and continued existence—most land users are very good 
stewards of the land and its resources). 

The main point in the whole debate is who is going to 
decide which lands will be "managed" and used for human 
needs and which lands left alone and "natural"—whose 
home, job and livelihood will be allowed to continue and 
whose will be eliminated. This becomes a very difficult and 

complicated issue, and is at the heart of western unease 
and anxiety—as westerners with a traditional dependence 
on the land watch a growing body of government regula- 
tions (spawned by an ever increasing sense of "concern for 
the environment") taking away our ability to use the land, 

eroding our property rights, making it more difficult to make 
a living, and ultimately evolving our form of government 
toward a dictatorship and police state. 

Protecting biodiversity is something most of us truly want 
to do, but we must be very careful in how we go about it or 
we will lose much more than we'll gain, and the loss will 
include our human quality of life as well as our means of 
livelihood. A free society in which people are able to make 
a good living is always better able to care for the natural 
environment than is a totalitarian society in which people 
are oppressed, barely scraping by, and concerned primarily 
with how to survive. Don't ever forget the fact that environ- 
mental quality and healthy biodiversity is a luxury that only 
a healthy and affluent economy can afford (look at the envi- 
ronmental devastation in poorer third-world countries or the 
former Soviet Union). The folks who want to "regulate us" 
into environmental protection and put western land users 
and other legitimate business into jeopardy with all the reg- 
ulatory red tape of environmental "fixes", are going at it the 
wrong way and will ultimately destroy the very thing they 
are trying to preserve. 

Editor's Note: Author is a rancher in Eastern Idaho. 
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Improving Elk Habitat Characteristics with Livestock 
Grazing 

Martin Vavra and Dennis P. Sheehy 

E 
lk (Cerius elaphus) are an important large wild herbi- 
vore in the western United States that need to maxi- 
mize intake of digestible energy and essential nutri- 

ents. Elk, similar to other free ranging herbivores, are gov- 
erned in their search for food by the law of least effort, as 
expressed by Geist (1982). Necessary resources must be 
obtained with a minimum of effort and risk in order to maxi- 
mize the benefits derived. The acquisition of nutrients either 
by maximization of quantity consumed, and/or optimization 
of quality through selectivity, requires least effort so that the 
net gain to the animal is maximized. 

This says that managers need to ensure the highest qual- 
ity forage possible while providing security for wild herbi- 
vores from predators, or harassment or interruption of nat- 
ural activities by outside influences such as human activity. 
We need to understand that overrides between influences 
can occur. If animals are denied high quality forage they 
often increase risk to obtain forage elsewhere. Wild ungu- 
lates use of agricultural land when native ranges lack for- 

age quality is one example. The extensive migration of elk 
through seemingly adequate habitat to non-traditional 
ranges is another. 

Elk numbers in the United States have been increasing 
over the last 25 years. In most cases the limiting factor to 
growth and maintenance of the elk populations has been 
the availability of winter range habitat. Elk no longer have 
the opportunity to exert freedom in their choice of winter 
range habitat and seasonal migration routes because of 
various human activities that directly or indirectly influence 
elk behavior and habitat availability. In some cases, historic 
winter ranges are completely gone, or greatly restricted by 
urbanization through construction of human habitation 
and/or intensive agricultural operations. 

Winter range habitat for elk varies from public ownership, 
to a mosaic of public and private, to completely private 
land. The need exists to manage winter ranges more inten- 
sively to prevent reduced elk production, damage to the 
range resource, and conflicts with private landowners. In 
this paper we provide a rationale for livestock grazing sys- 
tems that enhance the grazing opportunities of elk. 

Incomplete Habitats 

An important concept in developing management plans 
for wild ungulates, and most wildlife species in general, is 
the concept of incomplete habitats mentioned by Cole 

(1971), and discussed by Vavra (1992), and Sheehy and 
Vavra (1995). Native ungulates are no longer able to exert 
preference for habitats or occupy historically used areas 
because many of the habitats no longer exist or are altered. 
Human habitation and all its trappings have greatly 
decreased the land base available for wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 

Incomplete habitats exist at spatial, temporal, and ecolog- 
ical scales. Spatially incomplete habitat exists when con- 
version of habitat to other purposes reduces access to a 
critical habitat component. Good examples are: agricultural 
land development, cities, 10-acre ranchettes proliferating 
across critical winter habitat, and habitat dissection by high- 
ways and rail lines. 

Controlled livestock grazing enhances the 
quality offorage for wintering elk. 

Temporarily incomplete habitat occurs when a change in 
the short-term creates less than optimum habitat. The pres- 
ence of cattle on elk range may temporarily reduce the use 
of that habitat by elk due to social intolerance. Over-logged 
forests where cover is reduced below optimum levels may 
reduce the use by elk. By the same token, decadent forests 
of second-growth that are all cover and no forage may also 
be incomplete. In most situations given time, management 
changes or the removal of causative agents allows the 
habitat to return to its former degree of completeness. 

Ecologically incomplete habitat occurs when spatial and 
temporal components remain intact, but a critical qualitative 
component formerly present is absent. Controlled livestock 

grazing enhances the quality of forage for wintering elk. 
Removing livestock grazing may reduce the availability of 
higher quality forage for wintering elk. Elk may then migrate 
from traditional winter ranges in search of conditioned for- 
age, and concentration may occur on private lands and 
result in conflicts. 

It is probable that all types of incomplete habitat are inter- 
actively affecting elk throughout the West and may be a pri- 
mary cause of the on-going conflict involving elk use of pri- 
vate land. We must remember that regardless of what we 
achieve in terms of habitat restoration and improvement for 
wild species, it is unlikely that their habitat will ever be as 
complete as it was prior to European settlement, especially 



RANGELANDS 18(5), October 1996 183 

with the increasing populations that get fed in bad times. 
This is often forgotten by those managers and advocacy 
groups focused on single species and/or issues, as well as 
by those who exploit resources for purely economic gain. 

Facilitation 

The discussion of ecologically incomplete habitats brings 
us to an important concept. Controlled livestock grazing 
can be used to improve foraging habitat available to elk 
and may influence distribution of elk across the land- 
scape. The hypothesis is explained very well by Anderson 
and Scherzinger (1975). It draws heavily on research and 
observations from Africa through the work of Bell (1971), 
McNaughton (1976, 1979, and 1984) and others. 

The basic premise is that the grazing of one herbivore 
modifies the vegetation in such a way that it is more 
acceptable to another. The four general pathways are 
excellently described by Severson and Urness (1994). 
Livestock grazing systems can be developed that alter the 
composition of vegetation, increase the productivity of 
selected species, increase the diversity of the habitat by 
altering structure, and increase the nutritive quality of the 
forage. 

Grazing with livestock for elk alters primarily vegetation 
structure and to a lesser extent diversity. In the semi-arid 
West, decomposition of standing dead vegetation is slow 
and may take several years. Therefore, if ungrazed, bunch- 
grasses accumulate previous years' material. Generalist 
grazers like elk avoid such plants. Elk usually do not graze 
in sufficient intensity or timing to properly alleviate this con- 
dition themselves or do so on an insufficient scale. On elk- 
only ranges small patches of conditioned forage are pre- 
sent, but these patches may intensify elk use on the small 
areas while others are essentially ungrazed. Cattle grazing 
if properly timed and stocked, increases the palatability of 
individual plants and provides pasture sized patches of cur- 
rent year's growth. 

The nutritive quality of the forage can be enhanced as 
well with livestock grazing. The premise here is that proper- 
ly timed livestock grazing in the spring during the active 
growth stage of bunchgrasses delays the growth cycle of 
the plants. Removing the current year's growth beginning at 
the boot stage of the plant followed by removal of the live- 
stock allows the plant to regrow. The regrowth is interrupt- 
ed by seasonal drying soil conditions that cause the plant to 
terminate physiological processes and not complete the 
growth cycle. The plant is unable to translocate nutrients to 
the roots so that the nutrients are fixed in the above ground 
parts. This provides high quality winter elk forage. Care 
must be taken to provide adequate rest in subsequent 
years to allow plants to regain vigor because this livestock 
grazing treatment occurs during a time critical to bunch- 
grass health. Timing of cattle removal is extremely critical in 
that sufficient soil moisture must be present to allow 
regrowth. 

There are 4 major objectives in the devel- 
opment of a facilitative grazing program. 

There are 4 major objectives in the development of a 
facilitative grazing program: 1) provide high quality winter 
forage for elk; 2) remove mature vegetation to increase the 
availability of new growth to elk; 3) provide tall ungrazed 
current year's growth to elk; and 4) provide for the mainte- 
nance of vigor in the vegetation. Rest rotation is 1 way to 
accomplish these goals. 

Provide high quality winter forage for elk 
This pasture treatment is provided by a grazing entry with 

livestock when the perennial grass component is in the 
boot stage. Livestock are removed when sufficient soil 
moisture remains to allow regrowth. This treatment is usu- 
ally referred to as the conditioning phase. Regrowth that 
reaches the early seedstalk stage at the time of summer 
drought induced dormancy is optimal. Time of cattle 
removal is critical because delaying removal too long 
results in less regrowth. If an error is made it should be 
toward early livestock removal. The regrowth should be of 
higher nutritional quality than ungrazed forage. This treat- 
ment provides forage of high quality and medium availabili- 
ty. It must be recognized that this treatment occurs at the 
time when bunchgrasses are at their most susceptible to 
grazing damage and cannot be used every year. 

Remove mature vegetation 
Upon removal of livestock from the conditioning pasture 

treatment, entry into the next pasture will provide removal 
of current year's growth. Usually little soil moisture remains 
at the end of this grazing treatment so that no immediate 
regrowth occurs. However, if late summer or fall rains 
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occur, so should regrowth. This regrowth is usually rather 
short in stature and does not amount to a large volume 
(pounds per acre). It is very high in nutritive quality and can 
best be described as a supplement. Snow cover limits its 
effectiveness. This treatment may also provide for earlier 
green-up in spring and increased availability for that 
regrowth. 

Provide current year's growth 
The rest cycle provides for the uninterrupted growth of 

current year's material that, due to the previous year's 
treatment, does not have several years' accumulation of 
standing dead material. Although less nutritious than the 
other treatments, this vegetation has only current year's 
growth so it is of a more superior nutritional quality than a 
long-term ungrazed range. Additionally it provides tall, volu- 
minous (compared to the other 2 treatments) growth that is 
more available during snow cover. 

Maintenance of vigor 
A total year's rest is required following the conditioning 

treatment to allow the plant to regain vigor. Deferred graz- 
ing also occurs on the other grazed pastures not on the 
conditioning treatment. The amount of deferment is depen- 
dent on the total number of pastures in the system and the 
length of the grazing season. 

Research verification 
The use of livestock to enhance winter range habitat for 

elk appears to be more facilitation by livestock for elk rather 
than competition. Researchers have long attempted to 
identify competition between wild unguiates and livestock, 
particularly through the avenue of dietary overlap. 
However, the existence of interspecific competition is diffi- 
cult to determine scientifically from empirical data and the 
scientific evidence is scarce (Schoener 1983). Even though 
in a practical sense, interspecific competition between sym- 
patric herbivores may appear to be obvious and may 
indeed exist, relationships between large herbivores are not 
necessarily competitive and may often benefit 1 or the 
other, or both herbivores (Vavra et al. 1989, Sheehy and 
Vavra 1995). The end result of most studies of competition 
have shown better evidence for coexistence and adaptabili- 
ty on the part of the elk (Lonner and Mackie 1983). Elk usu- 
ally avoid areas being used by cattle, as long as the cattle 
are present. Even less evidence is available to substantiate 
the impact of long-term co-species grazing pressure on the 
condition of forage plants grazed by the 2 ungulate grazers. 

At this time verification of the hypotheses involved in the 
development of the systems mentioned and originally pro- 
posed by Anderson and Scherzinger (1975) is limited. Pitt 
(1986) reported that quality of fall forage improves with suc- 
cessively later clipping treatments. Clipping at successively 
later dates changes the ratio of spring growth to fall re- 
growth. The less spring growth and the more fall regrowth 
present then the higher the nutritive quality. The problem 
here is lack of quantity at the later clipping stages. Forage 

Grasses initiated growth earlier in the 
spring in grazed plantations, 

quality of plants clipped during the boot stage is less than 
later clipped forage due to the aforementioned ratio 
change, but still superior relative to unclipped plants. 

Bryant (1993) and Westenskow-Wall et al. (1994) con- 
ducted similar experiments on bluebunch wheatgrass. In 
both studies plants were defoliated in spring at pre-boot 
and in the fall. 

Spring grazing resulted in most plants not reaching the 
seed stalk stage, subsequent nutritive quality was not sub- 

stantially enhanced. Standing crop of spring clipped plots 
was not different than those not clipped. Fall clipping 
improved the nutritive quality of standing material only if fall 
rains occurred. Sheehy (1987) noted that on elk winter 
range, spring use by elk on pre-boot bunchgrasses did not 
improve the forage quality, nor decrease standing crop of 
the bunchgrasses for summer use by cattle. 

Rhodes and Sharrow (1990) incorporated controlled 
sheep grazing on forest plantations to improve the nutrition- 
al quality of forage for elk in Oregon's Coast Range. 
Grasses initiated growth earlier in the spring in grazed plan- 
tations, thereby providing high quality forage for deer and 
elk at a physiologically critical time for the animals. 

Results of research conducted to verify the hypothesis of 
Anderson and Scherzinger (1975) have thus far been limit- 
ed and may be considered to be less than conclusive in 
establishing the benefits of spring grazing to improved 
nutritive quality of conditioned forage. 

Related Management Activities 
Several case history studies have been reported and pro- 

vide applications of the ideas presented in this paper 
(Frisina and Morin 1991, Frisina 1992, and Alt et al. 1992). 
in most of the studies, reported implementation of a grazing 
management program to enhance elk range was incorpo- 
rated because a grazing problem existed, the state wildlife 
agency had purchased winter range property, and/or pri- 
vate landowners were concerned with too much elk use. In 
most cases the area in question went from little or no man- 
agement to intensive management with some degree of 
monitoring. In some cases a period of no livestock use was 
incorporated to allow recovery of overgrazed range. 

Also important to the success of the projects was devel- 
opment of a coordinated management program that includ- 
ed Federal and state agencies and private landowners. 
With the development of the grazing plan came increased 
water developments, salting locations, and other activities 
aimed at improved livestock distribution. Reseeding, burn- 
ing, fertilization, and public access control are other activi- 
ties mentioned as assisting in the management program. 
Persons interested in the development of such a program 
should remember the importance of the other management 
activities just mentioned. 
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Other Considerations 
We have focused on elk and livestock relationships on 

rangelands. We do not mean to imply featured species 
management. In the development of management plans, 
considerations for other species and resources must be 
made. Important examples are habitat for neo-tropical 
migrants and riparian concerns. 

An intensive monitoring program is essential for mainte- 
nance of habitat for other species and vegetation trend. 
Success of controlled livestock grazing to provide improved 
elk foraging habitat requires "on the ground" time to fine- 
tune stocking densities and timing of livestock use. Elk use 
in the late spring period may also be important. 

Conclusions 

We have attempted to convey the importance of intensive 
management of rangelands occupied by sympatric ungu- 
lates. We have focused on elk and livestock because 
across the West this appears to be the most discussed 
conflict. However, application of controlled livestock grazing 
has the potential to provide a management tool that can 
enhance habitat for a wide array of wildlife (Severson and 
Urness 1994). We simply need to explore the possibilities 
rather than reiterate the negatives of livestock grazing. 

The concept of incomplete habitats and its impact on wild 
ungulates needs continued emphasis and requires further 
development and clarification. Livestock grazing will proba- 
bly be a part of most of the western landscape in the future 
as will the increased urbanization that is currently rampant 
in much of the West. Intensive agriculture will remain a fac- 
tor as well. Accordingly, conflict situations between wildlife 
and other land uses can only be expected to increase. 

In summation, there is little unaltered wildlife habitat left. 

Insuring perpetuity of our wildlife heritage will require facili- 
tative grazing management strategies to be employed on 
habitat used by domestic and wild herbivores, rampant 
urbanization of critical wild ungulate habitat must be con- 
trolled, and new approaches to resolving conflict situations 
that develop between wildlife and other land uses must be 
sought. 
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Did congress intend to recognize grazing rights? 
An alternative perspective on the Taylor Grazing Act 

Frederick W. Obermiller 

Overview 

The federal government long has maintained that the lan- 

guage in Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act (TGA) of June 
28, 1934 (ch 865, 43 USCS 315 et seq) related to the 
nature of grazing privileges makes it clear that those privi- 
leges are merely revocable sufferances or licenses, not 
property interests or rights. In most (but not all) cases, the 
federal courts have been persuaded that the government's 
position, predicated on the TGA Section 3 language, is cor- 

rect—grazing privileges are not compensable property 
rights (e.g., Acton V. U.S., C.A. Ariz., 1968, 401 F.2d 896, 
certiorari denied 89 S.Ct. 1003, 393 U.S. 1121, 22 L.Ed.2d 
652, Bowman v. Udall, D.C.D.C. 1965, 243 F.Supp. 672, 
affirmed 364 F.2d 676, 124 U.S. App. D.C. 283. Holland 
Livestock Ranch v. U.S., C.A. Nev., 1981, 655 F.2d 1002, 
McNeil v. Seafon, 1960, 281 F.2d 931m 108 U.S. App. D.C. 
296, Oman v. U.S., C.A. Utah, 1949, 179 F.2d. 738).1 

The government's position is based on the following 
Section 3 language. 

[T]he creation of a grazing district or the 
Issuance of a permit pursuant to the provisions 
of this Act shall not create any right, title, inter- 
est, or estate In or to the lands.[emphasis added] 

As the following summary of the hearing records, floor 
debate, and correspondence on what was to become the 
Taylor Grazing Act illustrates, there is evidence that 
Congress did intend to cause previously existing public 
domain grazing patterns and forage use quantities to be 
recognized as grazing use (usufructuary) rights subject to 
Fifth Amendment protection from "takings." It appears that 
these records of debate, discussion, and testimony have 
not previously been published; nor have they been called to 
the attention of the federal courts. 

The facts are that only through an unrecorded "mark-up" 
amendment not subject to public debate was the Senate 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys persuaded to 
amend a key portion of the bill. Apparently involved in 
insertion of the amendment were the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys (Robert F. 

Wagner of New York) and/or the Senator in charge of the 
bill (Alva B. Adams of Colorado) and the Franklin D. 
Roosevelt Administration. The amended portion of the bill 
(H.R. 6462) would have explicitly established grazing rights 

Footnotes are compiled together starting on page 190. 

based on local customs, state laws, and state court deci- 
sions—including assignment of exclusive use rights to spa- 
tially defined areas (subsequently called allotments) cus- 
tomarily grazed during a certain period of time by a specific 
number of livestock owned or controlled by local stockmen. 

Representing the Department of the Interior in rewriting 
this portion of the bill was the Interior Department's 
Assistant Solicitor (Rufus 0. Poole) who suggested the 
probability of a Presidential veto in the absence of lan- 
guage disavowing the existence of private property inter- 
ests in federal grazing lands. Poole secured acquiescence 
by the Chairman or the Senator in charge of the bill, thus 
succeeding in substituting language denying that grazing 
permits represented private property use rights. 

Subsequently, Senator Patrick A. McCarran of Nevada 
insisted on further amendments the clear intent of which 
was to implicitly recognize grazing permits and preferences 
as property rights. Senator McCarran's efforts succeeded 
and the relevant language remains a part of Section 3 of 
the Taylor Grazing Act, creating a clear ambiguity in the 
construction of Section 3 of the Act. Apparently this alterna- 
tive expression of congressional intent has not heretofore 
been made public. 

Legislative History 

In the first session of the 72d Congress, Congressman 
Don B. Colton of Utah introduced H.R. 11816.2 The pur- 
pose of the bill, sponsored by the Hoover Administration, 
was to promote conservation and improvement of range- 
land resources and to stabilize the public domain depen- 
dent livestock industry through the regulation of grazing on 
the public "commons." The bill passed the House, but died 
in the Senate.3 

The bill, without any changes, was reintroduced in the 
first session of the 73d Congress by Representative 
Edward T. Taylor of Colorado as H.R. 2835 but it died in 
Committee. Under the threat of unilateral action by 
Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes to regulate grazing on 
the public domain if Congress failed to take action, Taylor 
reintroduced an amended version of the bill as H.R. 6462 in 
the second session of the 73d Congress. 

Hearings in the House of Representatives on H.R. 
2835 73d. Congress 1st. Session (1933) and H.R. 
6462 73d. Congress 2d. Session (1934) 



RANGELANDS 18(5), October 1996 187 

The first hearing on what was to become the Taylor 
Grazing Act took place June 7—9, 1933 during the first ses- 
sion of the 73rd Congress. Section 3 contained no lan- 
guage describing grazing permits as either privileges or 
rights; although language in Section 3 did give ". . .the pref- 
erence right of the permittees to renewal [of their term graz- 
ing permits] in the discretion of the Secretary of the 
Interior." 

The preamble or stated public policy goal of H.R. 2835 
was identical to that of the earlier Colton bill, H.R. 11816: 
"to stop injury to the public grazing lands by preventing 
overgrazing and soil deterioration, to provide for their order- 
ly use, improvement, and development, to stabilize the live- 
stock industry dependent upon the public range, and for 
other purposes." That preamble was unchanged in the final 
version of the bill (H.R. 6462), enacted into law as the 
Taylor Grazing Act.5 

The author of H.R. 6462, Representative Taylor, argued 
that other provisions of the bill implicitly would give ranch- 
ers vested rights to the use of a given range;6 although the 
Associate Forester of the Forest Service (E.A. Sherman) 
maintained that grazing permits were privileges which, 
while recognizing the preference rights of prior users, were 
subject to revocation in the general public interest.7 

The second hearing on the Taylor Grazing bill was held 
February 19-March 3, 1934 during the second session of 
the 73rd Congress. Section 3 still contained no language 
related to permits as rights vs. privileges other than prefer- 
ence rights to renewal of term permits. On February 21, 
President Roosevelt wrote Interior Secretary ickes favoring 
the bill and empowering the Interior Secretary to administer 
the regulated public domain.8 On the same day 
Representative J.D. Scrugham of Nevada offered a Section 
3 amendment linking grazing rights to water rights with the 
following statement: 

It is not the grass on the range that controls its 
use, it is the water. The control of the water is 
absolutely in the jurisdiction of the State. This 
point should be clearly understood because it 
has a very important bearing on matters of range 
control. In the arid western States the law sepa- 
rates water use and land use in a manner differ- 
ent from the custom in areas of ample rainfall. 
The old riparian doctrine of water rights was 
found absolutely unsuitable to the needs of the 
people of the arid west. Therefore, there grew up 
a new doctrine entirely different from that which 
is accepted under the old English common law 
in the older parts of the country. This new con- 
cept is called the "doctrine of beneficial use." No 
matter where the water may be situated, he who 
beneficially use[s] water can have the continued 
usufruct so long as the beneficial use is contin- 
ued. This bill proposes to take absolute control 
over grazing on the public domain, and admitted- 
ly the control of water is the governing factor. 

The water is legally controlled in the State of 
Nevada by what are known as the stock-watering 
acts. He who has used the water beneficially is 
entitled under the police powers of the State, to 
continue the beneficial use and be protected 
from the transient newcomer. Federal grazing 
control might be in direct conflict with State con- 
trol of stock water. 

Forage on the public domain...is not worth any- 
thing whatever unless related to other existing 
factors in State or private control...Now the falla- 
cy is wide-spread that the western range user is 
getting something for nothing, that he is obtain- 
ing the free use of something for which he is not 
paying, something that belongs to all of the peo- 
ple. This idea is utterly erroneous. The present 
system is based on the customs and use devel- 
oped by a hardy, self-reliant, pioneer people who 
are wrestling a living from land which would 
deny existence to farmers untrained to its adver- 
sities...[T]he controlling factor in grazing is not 
the number of stock allowed on the range but the 
beneficent Deity who brings the rain that falls 
over the surface of this ground and brings out 
the grass.9 

Representative Scrugham then proposed the following 
amendment: 

And provided further, That in such orders, and in 
administering this Act, rights to the use of water 
for mining, agricultural, manufacturing, or other 
purposes, vested and accrued and which are 
recognized and acknowledged by the local 
toms, laws, and decisions of the courts, shall be 
maintained and protected in the possessors and 
owners thereof, and, so far as is consistent with 
the purposes of this Act, grazing rights similarly 
recognized and acknowledged shall be ade: 
guately safeguarded.1° 

Representative (and former Nevada Governor) 
Scrugham, under questioning went on to state that "we 
want the grazing rights to be acknowledged and admitted in 

exactly the same manner and under the same conditions" 
(as water rights), meaning that both water rights and graz- 
ing rights would represent compensable private property 
interests in federal lands and their resources." Mr. Rufus 
G. Poole, Assistant Solicitor, Department of the Interior, 
then objected to the grazing rights language on the grounds 
that grazing rights vested under State law and local cus- 
toms might not be subject to adequate federal regulation for 
the sake of conservation of the forage resource.12 

On Saturday, March 3, 1934, the House Committee on 
the Public Lands reported out H.R. 6462 with a "do pass" 
recommendation. The Scrugham amendment cited above 
was approved by the Committee, and reproduced verbatim 
in the March 10, 1934 Report No. 903 to the Committee of 
the Whole House which subsequently approved H.R. 6462 
as amended. 
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Thus, as of March 3, 1934 the unambiguous intent of the 
House of Representatives was to positively recognize graz- 
ing permits and grazing preferences as grazing rights. By 
granting private property grazing interests or attenuated 
grazing use rights in the public domain—a granting of pri- 
vate property rights in the federal estate opposed by both 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the 
lnterior13—ranchers would be more secure in their pursuit 
of the highest and best use of the public domain, and their 
industry would be stabilized in the interest of economic 
development. 

Hearings in the United States Senate on H.R. 6462. as 
Amended 73d. Congress 2d. Session:14 

The Senate (Committee on Public Lands and Surveys) 
hearings on the House-amended version of H.R. 6462 
began April 20 and reconvened on April 26, 1934. In testi- 
mony on April 26, Forest Service Chief F.A. Silcox strongly 
objected to the Scrugham amendment. 

The real purpose of this language is, I fear, to 
grant to the stockmen who are grazing lands on 
the public domain an estate or property interest 
In the particular lands which they have been 
accustomed to use, and that the fee-simple title 
now possessed by the Federal Government will 
be terminated and the Government's interest 
thereafter limited by a part interest granted to the 
particular stockmen who chanced to be using 
the lands at the present time, and confirmed to 
them as a property right. 

[Many westerners] have been demanding that 
such preferences should be recognized as con- 
stituting "rights" in and to the use of 
Government property, but in some instances 
have gone so far as to contend that by reason of 
the preferences granted in the past a State of 
facts exists which results in already conferring 
upon the users legal rights in fact. In short, they 
contend that the national forest permittee whose 
lands have been recognized as depending upon 
national forest range holds his range not merely 
by license from the Government, but by reason 
of an actual property Interest in the Government 
land Itself. They claim, in short that the stock- 
man has estate in the national forest range lands 
used by him and his estate is dominant and the 
Government's estate servient. I am advised by 
our legal officers that this position is not legally 
Sound; that such a property interest cannot be 
established over lands which are the property of 
the Federal Government by prescription of 
adverse user and can only be established by 
actual grant; also the aiuthority to grant public 
lands or easements therein rests exclusively in 
Congress. 

If the language in the amendment quoted above, 
referring to grazing preferences specifically as 
grazing "rights" rather than leases or privileges, 
is not subject to construction as thereby consti- 
tuting the grant of an easement in the public 
domain lands, it at least comes perilously near 
it...lf anyone doubts that this is the ultimate pur- 
pose of this amendment, his doubt will be 
removed if his attention is called to the intimate 
connection in the language used in confirmation 
of grazing rights and that of water rights. 

mhe amendment grants...what certain stockmen 
have been consistently contending was already 
the actUal status of the Government's property— 
in short, that the stockmen already held the dom- 
inant estate in the Government lands which they 
have grazed, and that there remains to the 
Government only a servient estate...it opens the 
door to endless controversies, misunderstand- 
ings, and footless litigation. 

If Congress wants to establish these vested 
rights, it is up to Congress. But we know from 
our experience in handling the question on the 
western range that you get into all sorts of com- 
plications and speculations with these grazing 
preferences on the assertion of a property inter- 
est. If that is what is intended, then we ought to 
have it clearly understood...lt is my opinion 
alleged vested rights are going to be asserted.15 

In hearings on April 27, Assistant Solicitor Poole 
expressed the same opposition to the Scrugham amend- 
ment recognizing grazing rights. 

The danger of this provision is obvious. It would, 
perhaps forever cloud the fee-simple title of the 
Federal Government, and, in turn, the title of the 
transferee. Like other property it would be trans- 
ferable and inheritable. If this provision...oper- 
ates as a federal grant, the Department of the 
interior cannot subscribe to it, and the Secretary 
has instructed me to inform the committee that 
he would prefer to have the bill defeated if this 
provision is not removed.16 

Senators on the Committee repeatedly disagreed with 
Chief Silcox and Assistant Solicitor Poole on this and sub- 
sequent hearing dates. 

On May 10, 1934 the Senate Committee on the Public 
Lands and Surveys reported out H.R. 6462 with a "do pass" 
recommendation. The Scrugham amendment was 
approved by the Committee, and reproduced verbatim in 
the recommended "do pass" bill. In its Report No. 1182 
(Calendar No. 1258) published May 26, 1934 the Senate 
Committee stated that "...insofar as consistent with the pur- 
poses of this bill, grazing rights recognized by local cus- 
toms, laws, and decisions of the courts, are also to be 
acknowledged and safeguarded." The Senate Committee 
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on Public Lands and Surveys did not remove the grazing 
rights provision prior to the bill's final "mark-up." 

Thus, as Chief Silcox and Assistant Solicitor Poole had 
requested, the public intent of the Senate Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys to recognize grazing permits and 
grazing preferences as private property interests in the fed- 
eral lands was clearly stated by the Senate Public Lands 
Committee as of May 10. 

But sometime between May 10 and June 12, 1934, the 
Administration intervened. As Assistant Solicitor Poole had 
threatened, if the grazing rights language were not 
changed, the bill would be rejected by Secretary Ickes and 
vetoed by the President. 

The language disavowing the creation of grazing rights 
was substituted for the Scrugham language in an executive 
session apparently involving members of the Department of 
the Interior, the Office of the Solicitor, and the Senate 
Public Lands and Surveys Committee. No published 
records of that meeting can be located. 

Amendment on the Senate Floor Asserting Private Property 
Interests in Grazing Allotments 

The Congressional Record—Senate of June 12, 1934 

(pp. 11147-11162) clarifies what must have happened. 
Senator Patrick McCarran of Nevada threatened to fili- 
buster the bill if language he wrote to offset the new "no 
grazing rights" language were not accepted. 

Mr. McCarran. I have tried for a month, and I was 
turned down cold...Mr. President, if the amend- 
ment, drafted under the guidance and with the 
full knowledge of the Department, is not to be 
accepted, then I am not going to yield to any- 
thing. 

His new language, subsequently adopted and still con- 
tained in Section 3 of the TGA states that: 

[N]o permittee complying with the rules and reg- 
ulations laid down by the Secretary of the 
Interior shall be denied the renewal of such per- 
mit, if such denial will impair the value of the 
grazing unit of the permittee, when such unit is 
pledged as security for any bona tide loan.17 

Short of a Congressionally recognized "grazing right.. .rec- 

ognized and acknowledged [and] adequately safeguarded", 
one based on "local customs, laws, and decisions of the 
courts" as the Scrugham language would have done, 
Senator McCarran thus introduced intentional ambiguity in 
Section 3 of the TGA. McCarran's language meant that 

grazing preferences and authorized use levels would exist 
in perpetuity so long as the ranch unit as a whole was 
pledged security on a loan, a position seemingly inconsis- 
tent with the new language that no provisions of the TGA 
would ". . .create any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the 
lands."18 

Mr. McCarran. [O]ne holding a farm or a home- 
stead who has heretofore depended upon the 
public range as a part of an integral unit of which 

his homestead may have been the minor part, 
shall have the privilege of going to a loaning 
agency and asking permission to borrow, and 
having recognition of the fact that he has certain 
rights upon the public domain which shall not be 
interfered with during the term of that loan. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If I understand the Senator cor- 
rectly, his purpose is merely to guarantee that 
the rights to grazing privileges which are con- 
veyed by the bill shall be so definite and so cer- 
tain that they may be recognized as security 
when the holder seeks a loan. 

Mr. McCarran. That is exactly correct...It is a 
question of crystallizing the security which the 
mortgagee or loan agent may and will accept, so 
that no intervening agency, governmental or oth- 
erwise, may take from the value of the security. I 
hope I make myself clear. 

This exchange, appearing on pages 11152-11153 of the 
June 12, 1934 Congressional Record—Senate is illuminat- 

ing. Senator McCarran clearly attempted to formally recog- 
nize the existence of limited "grazing rights" having real 
estate value before the enactment of the Taylor Grazing 
Act. That value was to be "recognized and acknowledged 
[and] adequately safeguarded" from diminishment through 
"takings" by the government if pledged as security on a 
loan now, or at any future point in time.19 

The Senate, and the House of Representatives, accepted 
Senator McCarran's amendment. His language remains, 
today, part of Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act. 

Administrative Recognition of Grazing Rights as 
Property Rights 

In 1935 and subsequent years Interior Secretary Ickes 
unsuccessfully attempted to have bills that had been draft- 
ed by his department approved as amendments to the 
Taylor Grazing Act. Among other things, these amend- 
ments would have deleted the permit renewal guarantee 
inserted in the original bill in response to Senator 
McCarran's arguments. 

To rationalize his position, Secretary Ickes wrote that 
McCarran's Section 3 provision "is discriminatory and high- 
ly unfair as it, in effect, rewards permittees who continue 
liens on their grazing units and penalizes those who dis- 

charge their obligations. The need for such a provision in 
order to ease the credit of livestock operators on the public 
domain is doubtful, as a privilege to graze within a district 
under the preferences established by the act in most cases 
attaches to specific ranch property and thereby enhances 
the borrowing value of such property. Its removal, there- 
fore, is believed desirable".2° 

The House Committee on the Public Lands recommend- 
ed that the proposed Ickes amendment be eliminated; and 
the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys noted 
that "after hearing testimony on the subject [we] concluded 
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that it would be advantageous to permit this section to 
remain".21 

President Rooseve't apparently recognized that the una- 
mended McCarran language established very nearly per- 
petual grazing leasehold estates. In a December 9, 1939 
letter to Senator Key Pittman of Nevada, the President 
wrote as follows. 

At the outset of the administration of the act it 
was realized that its purposes would be com- 
pletely defeated by the immediate issuance of 
what might in effect be nonrevocable term per- 
mits, since it would be impossible immediately 
to accomplish the range survey program essen- 
tial to the determination of the persons entitled 
to preferences under the act, and most appli- 
cants for grazing privileges presumably either 
had or would have occasion to pledge their graz- 
ing units as security for loans.22 

The Unresolved Ambiguity 

When judicial interpretation of the statute at hand is 
ambiguous, the intent of Congress, revealed through the 
legislative history of the statute, controls. There is no doubt 
that the Roosevelt Administration found the language in 
Section 3 to be ambiguous and, from a bureaucratic view- 
point, constitutionally threatening. 

ln urging President Roosevelt to veto the Taylor Grazing 
bill, one week before the President signed the bill into law, 
Chief Forester Silcox argued in the strongest of terms. 

The bill grants permanent and inalienable 
rights to the present users of the range, con- 
ferring upon them substantial property rights 
which the Secretary of the Interior could nei- 
ther diminish, restrict, nor impair, irrespective 
of public necessity. In its original form, as 
approved by the Department, the lands were 
not burdened by any such servitude.. This is 
made clear in the formal opinion of the 
Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture sub- 
mifled to you June 14, 1934...New equities will 
be established...Senator McCarran insisted 
upon Its amendment...Once vested in either 
individual or corporate ownership such rights 
become private property which, under our 
Constitution, can be taken for public purposes 
only by purchase or condemnation and upon 
payment of adequate compensation..The very 
fact that the legal staff of two great 
Departments [Agriculture and Interior] place 
upon it totally different and contradictory con- 
structions is of itself incontestably proof of 
the ambiguity of its terms.23 

Are grazing rights a type of private property right? Draw 
your own conclusion. I believe they are usufructuary private 
property interests in the servient federal estate. 
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12House hearing record, p. 129. 

13This line of reasoning had been detailed by Colonel W.B. 
Greeley, Chief Forester, United State Forest Service, in testimony 
before the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys (A Bill 
to Promote the Development, Protection, and Utilization of Grazing 
Facilities on Public Lands, to Stabilize the Range Stock-Raising 
Industry, and for other purposes, Hearings before the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys of the United States Senate, 
February 15-March 11, 1926. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington: 1926 (632 pp.). Col. Greeley opposed legislation 
establishing contractual grazing leases on the grounds that such 
leases would create "[a] vested right, . . an easement, a right of 
use, that runs against the owner of the land [the United States] 
until such time as it is terminated by law or by purchase... I think 
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that in...providing a definite legal status for grazing on the national 
forests we should be extremely cautious to safeguard the possible 
development of grazing in the future or the possible continuation of 
the preferences for grazing privileges, as here defined, against at 
any time in the future maturing into a vested right that is going to 
run as a form of adverse possession against the power of the 
Government to use these lands for the best public interest" (p. 
355). As is seen, the Forest Service continued to argue that writ- 
ten grazing permits or leases created a dominant estate (the pri- 
vately owned based property) and a servient estate (the national 
forest or public domain grazing allotment) in opposing the 
Scrugham amendment to H.R. 6462 some eight years later. 

"To Provide for the Orderly Use Improvement, and Development 
of the Public Range, Hearings before the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys of the United States Senate, April 20, 26, 27, 
and 30 and May 1 and 2, 1934. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington: 1934 (218 pp.). 

15Senate hearing record, pp. 56-59. 

"Senate hearing record, p. 70. 
t7This phrase defines the grazing unit as property consisting of two 
parts: fee land and the appurtenant public domain grazing allot- 
ment. The "value of the grazing unit" therefore is the joint value of 
the fee land and the grazing allotment and this joint value cannot 
be diminished if offered as collateral security on a loan. The term 
"collateral security" as defined in Black's Law Dictionaiy (6th ed., 
1991) is "[p]roperty which has been pledged or mortgaged to 
secure a loan or a sale" and therefore the grazing allotment is val- 
ued property. 
"The operational word in this passage is "create." The language 
disavowing private property interests in federal grazing allotments 
was no doubt, as with all other linguistic aspects of the statute, 
subject to debate and compromise. Black's Law Dictionaiy (6th 
ed., 1991), defines "create" as "to bring into being" or "to cause to 
exist." Neither definition of "create" precludes, to use 
Representative Scrugham's language, recognition and protection 
of pre-existing property (grazing use or usufructuary) rights based 
on "local customs, laws, and decisions of the courts." 

19The courts have not realized the intent or the significance of the 
McCarran amendment. For example, 42 ALR Fed 353, Taylor 
Grazing Act, relies on one case, La Rue v. Udall (1963) 116 App 
DC 396, 324 F2d 428, cert den 376 US 907, 11 L Ed 606, 84 5 Ct 
660 in concluding that the McCarran amendment applies only in 
consideration of conflicting applications for grazing permits; and 
that the provision should not be construed as establishing and 
maintaining a vested private property interest in the permits and its 
preference AUMs. However, a reading of La Rue clearly shows 
that the court's ruling was pure dicta based on no prior legal 
precedent and, further, displays no comprehension of intent as 
expressed on the Senate floor (324 F2d 428, p. 431). The La Rue 
dicta is not explained in any subsequent cases citing La Rue as 
precedent. 

20Report No. 479 to accompany H.R. 3019, Amend Sections 1, 3, 
and 15, and to Add Section 17, to the Act of June 28, 1934 (48 
Stat. 1269), Taylor Grazing Act, March 25, 1935, p. 4. 

21Report No. 1005, Calendar No. 1051, Amend Sections 1, 3, and 
15, and to Add Section 17, to the Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 

1269), Taylor Grazing Act, May 13, 1935, p. 3. 

22Nixon, Edgar B. (ed.), 1957, Franklin D. Roosevelt and 
Conservation, Volume 2. Hyde Park, N.Y.: General Services 
Administration, National Archives and Records Service, p. 392). 
23Nixon op. cit., Volume 1, pp. 309-31 2. 
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Riparian Grazing Management That Worked: 
I. Introduction and Winter Grazing 

Linda Masters, Sherman Swanson, and Wayne Burkhardt 

A bundant nutritious grasses and other forages sup- 
plied excellent grazing opportunities for early ranch- 
ing on western rangeiand. By the late 1880s, about 

19 million cattle and sheep grazed the arid west. By the 
turn of the century, uncontrolled use had deteriorated many 
arid lands. Range rehabilitation programs focused on 
uplands and have stabilized or improved much of the range 
(GAO 1988). 

Rangeland riparian areas are the bands of greener vege- 
tation along the banks of rivers and streams and around 
springs, bogs, and ponds (Platts 1981, Elmore and Beschta 
1987). These areas represent about 1 percent of the 250 
million acres of federally owned rangelands. Their condition 
is crucial to the general ecological health of western range- 
lands. Healthy riparian areas provide a wide range of eco- 
logical, aesthetic and recreation values and resources 
including forage for domestic animals, critical wildlife and 
fish habitat, and hydrologic benefits such as improved 
water quality, increased groundwater recharge and attenu- 
ation of flood peaks. (Elmore and Beschta 1987). Until 
recently any area near water was considered a sacrifice 
area (Stoddart and Smith 1955). Priorities have changed. 
Now riparian area conditions and values often dictate 
rangeland management practices. 

As the demand for rangeland resource use grows and 
diversifies, public land management involves more special 
interest groups. Some of these groups oppose grazing on 
public lands unless rangeland managers apply better tech- 
niques for range and riparian areas. As custodians of the 
public rangelands, federal agencies must respond by devel- 
oping appropriate management strategies. However, well- 
intentioned, but unenlightened public groups can create 
political pressures that impede just and logical solutions 
(Hyde 1986). Well-conducted research and demonstrations 
help diminish the emotions, and help users, activists, and 
managers plan for their mutual interests. When ranchers 
involve themselves in these changes and work with the 
agencies to maintain or improve rangeland resources, they 
protect the economic viability of their land and livestock 
operations. All parties need more understanding, coopera- 
tion and education to manage public lands well. 

Traditional Uses 
Traditional grazing strategies may not solve the impacts 

of grazing on riparian habitats (Platts 1981). Cattle often 
graze riparian vegetation more intensively than any other 

(Elmore and Beschta 1987). Allotment Management Plans 

(AMPs), defining the amount and timing of grazing and 
other multiple use impacts, were historically developed 
using criteria developed for large upland expanses. Since 
riparian areas are usually a small part of the total area, they 
were usually not a separate item in these plans. While 
upland area management has been mostly successful, 
many nparian areas continued to suffer. 

Responding to public demand and recognizing riparian 
values, government agencies often either use strict utiliza- 
tion standards on riparian vegetation or reduce livestock 
numbers in grazing allotments. Neither approach allows for 
effective upland use. Sometimes, managers remove live- 
stock from pastures when localized riparian utilization 
reaches a moderate level even though cattle have only 
slightly grazed upland vegetation. Early removal of live- 
stock or cutting numbers may unnecessarily threaten the 
economic stability of the livestock operation long before 
achieving desired riparian improvement. Methods that pro- 
tect or restore riparian functions and allow effective arid 
sustainable forage harvest throughout the allotment can 
prevent both ecologic and economic disruptions. Success 
in riparian management may depend more on changing the 
season of use and other techniques to improve livestock 
distribution. 

Besides domestic livestock use, riparian areas attract 
many recreation activities that affect the ability of these 
zones to stay healthy (Carothers and Johnson 1982). 
Campsites, roads, and culverts along stream channels 
often contribute significantly to stream instability and degra- 
dation. Altering just livestock use in these areas will not fix 
the problem. 

Alternative Grazing Strategies 
No single grazing strategy is successful on all riparian 

systems. Still, managers continue to look for "cookbook" 
solutions. Several riparian management strategies have 
been successful on a variety of streams in the West (Platts 
1991, GAO 1988, Elmore and Beschta 1987). However, 
most management plans for riparian recovery in Nevada 
have stressed reduction of livestock numbers and fenced 
exclusion of livestock from riparian areas. 

In recent decades, rotation and rest grazing strategies 
have been implemented on many allotments. Three- 
Pasture Rest-Rotation appears to be the most widely 
applied grazing strategy. This strategy has been very suc- 
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cessful at many sites, including some 
riparian areas. But has failed at oth- 
ers. Periodic season-long rest is not 
always necessary or desired. Other 
strategies may also work well, but all 
grazing plans must fit the conditions 
and goals in each allotment or water- 
shed. Other herd management tech- 
niques, riding, salting, water develop- 
ment, animal selection, etc., can be as 
important to riparian management 
success as the appropriate grazing 
strategy. 

Winter Grazing 

Winter grazing can benefit both 
range and riparian conditions by 
improving livestock distribution and 
plant response. Cattle congregate less 
in creek bottoms during colder 
months. Grazing dormant vegetation 
can decrease the stress of herbage 
removal, that occurs with summer 
grazing. It often increases the vigor of 
vegetation communities by pruning 
and removal of dead herbage. This 
stimulates spring growth. Following 
are some case examples of success- 
ful winter grazing. 

Wickiup Creek 
Wickiup Creek (Fig.1) is in northern 

Nevada between Mountain City and 

Photo 1. Wickiup Creek 1939. 

the Jarbidge Wilderness. The Bruneau 
Allotment has been winter grazed by 
cattle since 1910 and the goal in 
recent decades was to maintain exist- 
ing stable riparian conditions. In 1939, 
when many of Nevada's riparian sys- 
tems lacked streamside vegetation, 
Wickiup Creek maintained dense 
stands of rye grass and other herba- 
ceous and woody species (Photo 1). 

Wickiup Creek still has very stable 
stream reaches with dense graminoid 
streambank protection (Photo 2). 

Winter grazing has maintained sta- 
ble riparian conditions throughout both 
Wickiup and adjacent and similar 
Young American Creek drainages 
(Photo 3). Stream type and streamside 
vegetation varies on both streams but 
no evidence of erosion problems 

FIg. 1. Location of Wickiup and Meadow 
Valley Wash Creeks. Photo 2. Wickiup Creek 1991. 
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resulting from livestock grazing was 
apparent along either creek. A few 
minor erosion sites occurred near two- 
track road crossings and near older, 
large willow clumps. 

Diligent herd management by the 
permittee accounts for a great deal of 
the success on this allotment. He var- 
ied turnout locations from year to year, 
placed salt blocks well away from 
riparian areas, and culled riparian 
loafers. The permittee states that the 
culling practices led to a more robust 
herd of mother cows. They remained 
on hillslopes more and produced larg- 
er calf crops and higher weaning 
weights. 

Photo 4. Meadow Valley Wash 1981. 

and a railroad grade constructed in the 
early 1900s continue to influence 
stream function. Meadow Valley Wash 
downcut during the first decade of this 
century. It took out sections of the rail- 
road and formed deep channels with 
highly erodible banks. At these sites, 
Meadow Valley Wash is forming a new 
channel within the vertical banks. The 
railroad tracks were removed through 
Condor Canyon. However, great quan- 

titles of large material, laid down during 
construction, continue to confine sec- 
tions of the stream channel to only part 
of the canyon bottom (Photo 6). At 
other locations bedrock controls 
stream channel shape. 

Within Condor Canyon, herding and 
salting practices such as those used 
on the Bruneau Allotment are not pos- 
sible. Although livestock drift in and 
out of the canyon, when cattle come 

Photo 3. Young American Creek 1991. 

Meadow Valley Wash 
Winter grazing has also been suc- 

cessful on Meadow Valley Wash 
which flows through Condor Canyon 
near Panaca in southern Nevada (Fig. 
1). This location was historically 
grazed throughout much of the year. 
In contrast to the previous example, 
stable streamside vegetation was not 
present in 1984 when the permittee 
voluntarily initiated winter grazing to 
increase streamside vegetation and 
improve fish habitat (Photo 4). 
Ongoing mining (photo 5) activities Photo 5. Meadow Valley Wash 1991. Isolated mining disturbance. 

* 

4 
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into the canyon, they graze along or 
near the stream channel. In the 
1960's, a twenty-five percent reduction 
in permitted animal unit months was 
an attempt to improve riparian condi- 
tions. Success was not achieved, 
however, until the season of use was 
limited to fall and winter grazing. The 
change in season of use was much 
more important than the stocking rate. 

Summary 

These sites contrast in elevation, 
vegetation, precipitation patterns, and 
their historical uses. All these factors 
contributed to recent differences in 
watershed condition. On the Bruneau 
Allotment, long term winter use main- 
tained healthy conditions along most 
of two streams. Along Meadow Valley 
Wash, winter grazing proved success- 
ful for restoring streamside vegetation 
and building new stream channels. 
This was after season-long and some- 
times year round grazing in combina- 
tion with other use impacts (railroad 
and mining) had created much more 
unstable conditions. 
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Riparian Grazing Management That Worked 
II. Rotation With and Without Rest and Riparian Pastures 

Linda Masters, Sherman Swanson, and Wayne Burkhardt 

R 
est rotation grazing has been considered the answer 
for temperate bunchgrass rangelands including ripar- 
ian areas. However, Kovalchik and Elmore (1992) 

suggest that rest-rotation grazing does not increase wil- 
lows. Furthermore, the effects of any grazing strategy or set 
of management techniques vary with the setting and man- 
agement objectives. Variations in stream type, elevation, 
precipitation, and topography must be evaluated for each 
setting before selecting a strategy uniquely designed for the 
specific conditions and goals of that allotment. This article 
compares and contrasts rotation strategies with and without 
rest on three different streams and riparian pastures on two 
streams. 

Strawberry Creek 
Three-pasture rest-rotation grazing is working well on 

Strawberry Creek, located along the northern boundary of 
Great Basin National Park in eastern Nevada (Fig. 1). 
Goals on the allotment are to maintain healthy streamside 
vegetation, stable stream channel conditions and suitable 
fish habitat. Both sheep and cattle grazed the allotment 
until the early 1960s when use changed to cattle only. The 
records show ongoing cooperation since 1986 between the 
permittee and federal agencies (Forest Service, Bureau of 
Land Management and National Park Service). The current 
system has been in place since 1969. It allows grazing in 
the Strawberry Pasture from mid June to early August the 
first year and from early August to mid September the sec- 
ond year. The third year it is rested. The permittee also 
places salt and herds livestock to improve livestock distrib- 
ution. Other watershed influences include road crossings, 
primitive campsites, and many beaver dams. 

Strawberry Creek varies considerably as it flows from 
higher elevation forested settings (Photo A), through mead- 
ow areas (Photo B) and on to well armored, shrub-lined, 
alluvial fan sites (Photo C). Inherently stable stream chan- 
nel conditions, long term attention to resource conditions, 
and herd management practices promote continuing suc- 
cess. 

Wildcat Creek 
Three-pasture rest-rotation may not work where past 

management resulted in unstable, erodible banks. 
Managers must recognize that removal of one pasture for 
rest each year decreases the available annual forage by 
approximately one-third. At some locations, three-pasture 
rest-rotation gets applied without adjusting livestock num- 

Photo C. Strawberry Creek 1991. 

Photo A. Strawberry Creek 1991. 

Photo B. Strawberry Creek 1991. 
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bers. Then, two pastures may get overgrazed each year 
and one year of rest does not allow system recovery. 

A three-pasture rest-rotation plan failed for riparian recov- 

ery at a site on Wildcat Creek (Fig. 1) in O'Neil Basin 
(Photo D). The grazing strategy at this location was not 

appropriate for the impaired riparian conditions and desired 
future goals. Specified herd management practices were 
not followed; water developments had failed and salt blocks 
were placed near the stream channel. The three-pasture 
rest-rotation did not provide for rehabilitation of eroded 
sites. The following examples show two alternatives that 

provided the proper requirements for recovery. 
Immediately downstream on Wildcat Creek is an allot- 

ment where four-pasture deferred-rotation grazing and 
appropriate herd management led to increased riparian 

vegetation and streambank building (Photo E). Under the 
plan, two pastures are used early and two pastures are 
used late. The pasture with Wildcat Creek is grazed during 
the spring for two years and then during the fall for two 
years. Other pastures in the allotment also responded well, 
as shown by the comparison photos (F and G) on T Creek. 
Innovative water developments and attention to salt block 

placement combined with riding and herding helped guar- 
antee success. In the tour-pasture strategy, each pasture is 

used at some time each year. Spring and fall use is appro- 
priate given the foothill elevation and semiarid precipitation 
zone. During hot summer months, livestock graze higher 
elevation pastures more appropriate for summer grazing. 
Increasing the number of pastures and using each of them 

every year, reduces the time spent in any one pasture. This 
benefits riparian and nearby upland vegetation and the 
stream by better distributing livestock without reducing the 
number of animals. 

Van Duzer Creek 
Rotation systems can be designed with more than three 

or tour pastures under suitable topography and fencing sit- 
uations. In the Van Duzer Allotment (Fig. 1) livestock rotate 

Photo D. Wildcat Creek 1991. Photo F. T-Creek 1978. 

Goosey I 

Creeks 

Photo E. Wildcat Creek 1991. 

Fig. 1. Locations of study streams. 
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through five pastures each year. The entire Van Duzer 
drainage underwent many disruptions including placer min- 
ing during the last century. Photo H shows conditions at 
one site circa 1912. By 1982, conditions had improved dra- 
matically even without a plan designed for riparian recovery 
(Photo I). A five-pasture deferred-rotation grazing plan was 
initiated in the early 1980's to address riparian and other 
concerns. Since then both woody and herbaceous vegeta- 
tion cover increased (Photo J). With this plan, cattle graze 
all five pastures for up to six weeks each season. The pas- 
ture including Van Duzer Creek is grazed for about three 
weeks from mid June to early July two years in a row. The 
following two years, the pasture is grazed for four to five 
weeks from early August until mid September. This is a 
higher elevation and precipitation area with a late growing 
season. Therefore, grazing during the summer months 
meets streamside vegetation goals. 

Goosey Lake Flat Creek 
Sometimes, riparian pastures can be created for special- 

ized grazing treatments designed to meet stream and ripar- 
ian management goals. Conditions along Goosey Lake Flat 
Creek (Fig. 1) show resource recovery from a prescribed 

riparian pasture grazing strategy. The historical absence of 
an allotment boundary fence resulted in serious unautho- 
rized livestock use along Goosey Lake Flat Creek. 
Substantial stream channel downcutting resulted from a 
catastrophic storm in 1962 (Photo K). In 1966, a riparian 
pasture was created to increase stream-side vegetation, 
decrease stream channel width, and improve fish habitat 
through pool formation. 

The Goosey Lake Flat pasture has generally been used 
as a gather or turnout pasture for the last fifteen years. The 
plan calls for early use in June one year out of three and 
two weeks for gathering livestock in September the remain- 
ing two years. Vegetation along Goosey Lake Flat Creek 
increased dramatically (Photo L). It trapped abundant sup- 
plies of sediment and built new more stable streambanks, 
well protected by a mat of dense herbaceous plants. 
Woody plants also increased. Removal of livestock and 
several labor intensive projects were proposed to achieve 
the rehabilitation objectives. However, Goosey Lake Flat 
Creek shows the resilience of some of these systems. With 
proper livestock and multiple use management, streams 
often improve without expensive rehabilitation projects or 

Photo G. T-Creek 1991. Photo!. Van Duzer Creek 1982. 

unnecessary impacts to the livestock operator. 

Photo H. Van Duzer Creek circa 1912. Photo J. Van Duzer Creek 1991. 
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Pie Creek 
Another example of a riparian pasture was successful 

though it combined two strategies that often fail ecologically 
or socially for large pastures with small riparian areas. 
Season long use has often been linked to bad effects along 
streams (Platts 1991 and Elmore and Beschta 1987). 
Without rotation, that is with season-long use year after 
year, successful management requires severe limits to 
stocking rate. To effect this, agencies sometimes set low or 
moderate use limits. In a large pasture, this may cause 
substantial loss of income. 

Managers built a riparian pasture in the Eagle Rock 
Allotment to limit grazing along part of Pie Creek. About 
thirty horses use the pasture from mid April through 
October. Goals were to increase stream bank vegetation 
and stability and to improve fish habitat. Other goals 
include protecting sage grouse strutting areas and provid- 
ing browse for deer. An overview (Photo M) shows the for- 
age, cover and water source this pasture provides. In 
recent years, beavers constructed many dams within the 
pasture expanding the riparian zone. Both herbaceous and 
woody vegetation established and thrive under the pre- 
scribed use. This strategy succeeds with low utilization and 
easy, cost-effective livestock management. 

To assure success, rotation or rest-rotation grazing 
strategies must be specifically designed for the unique con- 
ditions of an allotment or watershed. Three-pasture rest- 
rotation can succeed with moderate stocking rates, sea- 
sons of use matched to the climate, and woody and herba- 
ceous vegetation to maintain rather than dramatically 
improve. Four-pasture, five-pasture (or more) rotation 
schemes with no rested pasture may be more suitable to 
areas that require increased streambank vegetation. The 
additional pastures or smaller riparian pastures allow for a 
shorter grazing season and greater flexibility in rotation 
schedules. 

Choosing the season of use for a pasture encompassing 
a riparian zone should consider the elevation of the site, 
average annual precipitation, precipitation timing and 
aspect. Higher elevation, cool mesic sites can respond well 
to summer grazing (Van Duzer Creek example). Whereas, 
low elevation, hot dry sites may respond better to early or 
late seasons within the rotation schedule. Long seasons of 
use usually lead to riparian concentration. However, even 
this strategy can work for many streams if managers keep 
stocking rate, or use on key plants in critical areas, low 

enough. 
Utilization standards can be used to guarantee conserva- 

tive management if they are set and monitored for the right 
plants in the right places (for example, recovering stream 
banks) at the right levels. However, ranchers frequently pay 
a high price for the reduced harvest. In spite of the cost, 
this may be the most economical alternative if other strate- 
gies are too expensive. Keeping the size of riparian pas- 
tures small or using them for special purposes, such as for 
horses or bulls, improves the economic feasibility of 
severely limiting harvest. 

Managing agencies and permittees need to work together 
to design and apply grazing strategies, range improve- 
ments, and herd management techniques. Water develop- 
ments, when properly constructed and located in a pasture 

4 _ 

Photo K. Goosey Lake Flat Creek circa 1965. Photo M. Pie CreeK l9l. 

Conclusions 

Photo L. Goosey Lake Flat Creek 1991. 
can lessen the impacts to riparian areas. Salt blocks must 
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be placed away from sensitive water sources to encourage 
movement away from these sites. Some method (rider, 
pickup) to periodically move livestock out of sensitive areas 
can also improve distribution during critical periods. 

There is no easy "cookbook" answer to riparian manage- 
ment. Designing a grazing strategy should come after a 

thorough evaluation of all features of an allotment. 
Ranchers need to be involved in this planning process as 
they can provide valuable inlormation on allotment features 
and livestock behavior. Their own desire for new fences or 
pastures and management strategies often proves crucial. 
With cooperation and understanding between the involved 
parties, many grazing plans can work for riparian and other 
management objectives. 
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What's in an Exciosure? 

Lee E Hughes 

E 
xclosures, which exclude livestock grazing on small 
parcels of rangeland, are to range managers what 
controls or placebos are to scientists. So what does a 

manager ask when he ponders the data and views the 
exciosure? "Do I change grazing practices or leave them 
the same? Is there enough data and observations to justify 
that change?" 

There is a school of thought that the size of most exclo- 
sures are too small to maintain a control environment. The 
small size (usually an acre) allows some species to disap- 
pear even though the supposed cause of mortality-livestock 
grazing is excluded. Newmark 1995, states that even 
national parks of several thousand acres have not prevent- 
ed some species from going extinct as habitat is fragment- 
ed outside the park. This prevents migrations of rare 
species into the parks. A version of this phenomena was 
observed in ide Valley on the Arizona Strip in northern 

Arizona (map). Non-native grasses (crested wheatgrass, 
etc) were seeded in the chained pinyon forests and an 
exclosure built to exclude an area of grass from livestock 

grazing. For some reason, possibly continuous spring graz- 
ing, the seeded grasses died out over a 5 to 10 year period. 
The exclosure grass, ungrazed, also died out (Unpublished 
Data Files 1965). A neighboring seeding, in an adjacent 
allotment, completed at about the same time is still produc- 
ing crested wheatgrass under rest-rotation grazing (Hughes 
1989). The small size of exclosures no doubt have their 
drawbacks for providing a complete picture of what grazing 
exclusion may mean for plant species frequencies or com- 
positions. However, differences have been found in exclo- 
sures with species common both in and out of the exclo- 
sure (Hughes 1980, Hughes 1983, Chew 1982). 

The author revisited and collected data at the above 
exclosures in the 1990s in the desert shrub/grassland and 
sagebrush plant communities. Differences, again, were 
found between the species frequencies inside and outside 
the exclosures. 

Sites 
The exclosures studied occur in the sagebrush and 

desert shrub/grassland plant communities of the Arizona 

Strip. Five of the exclosures are in the desert shrub/grass- 
land community and 5 occur in the sagebrush community. 
The precipitation ranges, on an average, from 9 to 13 inch- 
es per year across the 2 plant communities. The elevation 
varied from 5,100 to 5,600 feet above sea level. Seven of 
the exclosures are 1 acre in size, 2 are a 1/2 acre and 1 is 
100 acres in size. Six of the exclosures were built in the 

1950s, 3 were built in the 1960s and 1 was built in 1985 

(Table 1). 
Plants were sampled using the pace frequency method 

(Ruyle 1991). Two hundred plots (quadrat) were transected 
inside and outside on the same soil type. The quadrat was 
12- x 12-inches. The herbaceous and shrubby plants that 
were rooted in each quadrat were counted as an occur- 
rence for the species. In the case of shrubs, the canopy 
was counted as an occurrence if it overhung the quadrat. 
The outside transects were 50 to 100 feet away from the 
exclosure fence, away from livestock concentration areas 
at the corner posts. 

Results 
The 5 desert shrub/grassland exclosures showed a few 

notable differences in species frequency between the 
inside of the exclosures and outside of the exclosure. The 
south Clayhole exclosure had a big difference in the 

Arizona Strip District 
Bureau of Land Management 
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Table 1. CharacterIstics of the exclosures. 

Name Vegetation Elevation Precipitation Size Date Built 

(feet) (inches) (Ac) 

Larsen Bringhurst Sagebrush 5400 11 to 13 1/2 1954 

Cedar Knoll Sagebrush 5400 11 to 13 1/2 1954 

Wolf hole Sagebrush 5300 11 to 13 1 1950 

Big Sage Sagebrush 5600 11 to 13 100 1985 

Chamberlain-Pugh Sagebrush 5400 11 1 1968 

Sunset Desert grassland 5000 10 1 1967 

Antelope Desertgrassland 5100 11 1 1969 

North Clayhole Desert grassland 5300 11 1 1951 

MiddieClayhole Desertgrassland 5100 9 1 1951 

browse, (edible woody plants) wintertat and four wing salt- 
bush. The saitbush showed a little difference, however, the 
winterfat occurred at much greater frequency inside the 
exclosure than outside the exclosure (Table 2). Shrubs 
(non-edible woody shrubs) occurred at a greater difference 
outside the middle Clayhole exclosure than inside. Warm 
season grasses (galleta and blue grama) occurred at a 
notably greater frequency inside the south and middle 
Clayhole exclosures than outside; however, the north 
Clayhole and Antelope exclosures had a greater occur- 
rence of warm season grasses outside the exclosure than 
inside. 

The sagebrush exclosures also had few species with fre- 
quency differences between the inside and outside of the 
exciosure. Shrubs occurred at a greater frequency outside 
the exciosure at the Chamberlain exclosure, but the 
Wolfhole and Big Sage exclosures had more inside. Cool 
season grasses (squirreltail and Indian rice grass) showed 
greater frequencies inside the Larsen and Cedar Knoll 
exciosures (Table 3). 

Discussion 

The exciosure data shows few differences in species fre- 
quencies between the inside and outside, with some excep- 
tions. The large amount of sameness between the grazed 
and ungrazed areas indicate most grazing management 
plans are allowing forage plants the same opportunity to 
exist as the non-forage species. However, some of the 
exclosures show differences attributable to poorly managed 
grazing management. 

The south Clayhole exciosure has a big difference in the 
winterfat and the warm season grasses between inside and 
outside the exciosure. The difference for both categories of 
species in and out of the exclosure. has persisted through 
the 1980s and 1990s (Unpublished Data 1995). The middle 
Clayhole exclosure has a difference in shrubs, in this case 
shadscale, with more shadscale occurring outside (40% 
outside to 21% inside) the exclosure. The Larsen and 
Cedar Knoll exclosures had notable differences between 
the cool season grasses, with greater amounts occurring 
inside the exclosures than out. The data shows the cool 
season grasses in Larsen were equal in frequency in and 
out of the exclosure in 1983, but a big difference through 

South Clayhole exclosure outside the exciosure under grazing. 
Inside the exclosure. Note the greater frequency of wiriterfat. 

Note the less frequent occurrence of winferfaf outside under 
grazing. 
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Table 2. SpecIes frequency of the desert shrub/grassland exciosures. 

South Middle North Sunset Antelope 
In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out 

93 93 91 91 91 91 93 93 93 93 

Species (%) 
Browse 23 13 1 0 20 17 9 3 7 2 
Shrubs 4 10 24 41 8 16 29 35 11 5 
Cool Season 
Grasses 8 2 0 1 0 0 2 11 0 0 

Warm Season 
Grasses 56 41 96 79 102 132 86 74 50 77 

In 91 is the species frequency inside an exclosure in year 1991. Out 91 is the species frequency outside an exclosure in 1991. South, North, and Middle are the 
Clayhole exciosures. Browse is woody vegetation eaten by livestock. Shrubs are woody vegetation not eaten by livestock. The grasses are perennial grasses in their 
categories. 

Table 3. Species frequency of the sagebrush exciosures. 

Larsen Cedar Knoll Chamberlain Big Sage Wolfhole 
In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out 

95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 

Species (%) 
Shrubs 68 70 61 67 44 67 64 49 59 29 
Cool Season 
Grasses 66 49 28 12 34 32 1 0 16 15 

Warm Season 
Grasses 29 20 0 0 0 0 2 4 67 65 

In 91 is the species frequency inside an exciosure in year 1991. Out 91 is the species frequency outside an exciosure in 1991. South, North, and Middle are the 
Clayhota exciosures. Browse is woody vegetation eaten by livestock. Shrubs are woody vegetation not eaten by livestock. The grasses are perennial grasses in their 

categories. 

the 1 980s and 1 990s of more cool seasons inside than out- 
side the exclosure (Unpublished Data 1995). 

The warm season grasses in most the desert shrub/grass 
exclosures are of high frequency and have ebbed up and 
down in frequency with corresponding moisture amounts 
through the 1980s and 1990s. Most exclosures had equal 
or close to equal amounts inside and outside of the exclo- 
sures except for those discussed above (Unpublished Data 
1995). 

Conclusion 

The conclusion drawn from this overview of the 10 exclo- 
sures is that exclosures can be useful for a reference point 
in determining future grazing strategies. The exclosure data 
can be used to demonstrate when a grazing system is not 

adapted for a certain class of forage. Winterfat had a 
greater occurrence inside the south Clayhole exclosure in 
the 1980s and 1990s. The Shadscale occurred more fre- 
quently outside the middle Clayhole exclosure. Shadscale 
is a non-forage plant for cattle for most of the year and win- 
tertat is a much desired forage plant. This indicates a need 
to change grazing management in those pastures. That 
was done in 1993 when the rancher and the BLM decided 
to move their cattle more frequently on lower utilization lev- 
els instead of by the calendar. The Cedar Knoll exclosure's 

persistent difference in cool season grasses still needs to 
be addressed. 

Exclosures can be a useful tool in grazing management 
monitoring; and data can be obtained from them to make 
needed changes in grazing management. The exclosures 
can provide answers for long term trend of vegetation that 
would not be available from trend plots that are under the 
influence of grazing. 
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Current literature of Range Management 

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

citation). 

Acquired Aversions as the Basis for Varied Diets of 
Ruminants Foraging on Rangelands; Frederick D. 
Provenza; 1996; J. Anim. Sci. 74(8):2010-2020. (Dept. 
Rangeland Resources, Utah State Univ., Logan, Utah 
84322) 

Appropriate Supplementation Strategies for Enhancing 
Production of Grazing Cattle in Different Environments; 
by David W. Hennessy; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. 
Conf. 3:1-18. (NSW Agric., Agric. Res. & Advisory Sta., 
Grafton, New South Wales, Austr.) 

Aspects of Forage Availability and Short-term Intake 
Influencing Range Livestock Production; by George B. 
Ruyle and Richard W. Rice; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock 
Nutr. Conf. 3:40-50. (Rangeland & Forest Resources 
Program, Univ. Ariz., Tucson, Ariz. 85721) 

Body Condition and Winter Supplementation Effect on 
Weight Change and Reproduction in Spring-Calving 
Helfers; by D.F. Coombs, D.G. Morrison, D.E. Franke, S.M. 
DeRouen, et al.; 1996; La. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. 853; 22 p. 
(Ag. Mailing Room, La. State Univ., Baton Rouge, La. 
70893) 

Body Weight and Condition Changes of Range Cows Fed 
Supplements at Different Intervals; by J.E. Huston, K.W. 
Bales, R.K. Dusek, P.V. Thompson, and D.W. Spiller; 1996; 
Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:140. (Texas Agric. 
Expt. Sta., San Angelo, Tex. 76901) 

Comparison of Forage Quality and Cattle Performance 
with Different Supplementation Programs; by Stacey A. 

Gunter; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:30-39. 
(Southwest Res. & Ext. Center, Dept. Anim. Sd., Univ. Ark., 
Fayetteville, Ark. 71701) 

Composition, Biodiversity, Invasion, and Wildlife Useage 
of Selected Introduced Grasses in the Columbia and 
Great Basins: by R.D. Harrison, N.J. Chatterton, R.J. Page, 
M. Curio, K.H.Asay, K.B. Jensen, and W.H. Horton; 1996; 
Utah Agric. Expt. Sta. Res. Rep. 155; 84 p. (USDA-ARS, 
Forage & Range Res. Lab., Utah State Univ., Logan, Utah 
84322) 

Degradable and Undegradable Protein Responses of 
Cattle Consuming Forage-Based Diets; by John Paterson, 
Robert Cochran, and Terry Klopfenstein; 1996; Proc. 
Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:94-103. (Dept. Anim. Sd., 
Mont. State Univ., Bozeman, Mont. 59717) 

Effect of Grazing on Regrowth and Etiolated Growth in 
Eight Grass Species in Central Saskatchewan; by H.A. 
Lardner, S.B.M. Wright, and R.D.H. Cohen; 1995; Amer. 
Soc. Anim. Sd., West. Sect. Proc. 46:360-363. (Dept. Anim. 
& Poultry Sci., Univ. Sask., Saskatoon, Sask. S7N OWO) 

Effect of Liquid Supplement Delivery Method on Forage 
Intake and Digestibility by Cows on Native Range; by 
J.G.P. Bowman, B.F. Sowell, and D.L. Boss; 1995; Amer. 
Soc. Anim. Sci., West. Sect. Proc. 46:391-394. (Dept. Anim. 
& Range Sci., Mont. State Univ., Bozeman, Mont. 59717) 

Effects of Time of Weaning, Supplement, and Sire Breed 
of Calf During the Fall Grazing Period On Cow and Calf 
Performance; by R.E. Short, E.E. Grings, M.D. MacNeil, 
R.K. Heitschmidt, et al.; 1996; J. Anim. Sci. 74(7):1701 
1710. (USDA-ARS, Fort Keogh Livestock & Range Res. 
Lab., Miles City, Mont. 59301) 

Elucidation of Factors Associated with the Maturity- 
Related Decline in Degradability of Big Bluestem Cell 
Wall; by Evan C. Titgemeyer, Robert C. Cochran, E. Gene 
Towne, Cheryl K. Armendariz, and K.C. Olson; 1996; J. 
Anim. Sci. 74(3):648-657. (Dept. Anim. Sci. & md., Kan. 
State Univ., Manhattan, Kan. 66506) 

Evaluating the Economics of Supplementation Practices; 
by L. Allen Torell and Ron C. Torell; 1996; Proc. Grazing 
Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:62-71. (Dept. Agric. Econ. & Agric. 
Bus., N.M. State Univ., Las Cruces, N.M. 88003) 

Evaluation of the Potential of Supplements to Substitute 
for Low-Quality, Tallgrass-Prairie Forage; by S.D. 
Stafford, R.C. Cochran, E.S. Vanzandt, and JO. Fritz; 1996; 
J. Anim. Sci. 74(3):639-647. (Dept. Anim. Sci. & md., Kan 
State Univ., Manhattan, Kan. 66506) 

Evaluation of Wheat Varieties for Grazing and Grain; by 
G.W. Horn, E.G. Krenzer, L.A. Redmon, D.S. Buchanan, et 
al.; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:144. (Agric. 
Expt. Sta., OkIa. State Univ., Stillwater, OkIa. 74078) 

Experimental Forests, Ranges, and Watersheds in the 
Northern Rocky Mountains: A Compendium of Outdoor 
Laboratories in Utah, Idaho, and Montana; by Wyman C. 
Schmidt and Judy L. Friede (Comp.); 1996; USDA, For. 
Serv. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-334; 117 p. (USDA-For. 
Serv., lntermtn. Res. Sta., 324 25th St., Ogden, Utah 84401) 

Factors Affecting Dystocia in Brahman-Cross Helfers in 
Subtropical Southeastern United States; by R.A. Bellows, 
P.C. Genho, S.A. Moore, and C.C. Chase, Jr.; 1996; J. 
Anim. Sci. 74(7):1451-1456. (USDA-ARS, Fort Keogh 
Livestock & Range Res. Lab., Miles City, Mont. 59301) 

Compiled by John F. vallentine, Emeritus Professor of Range Science, 
Brigham Young University, Provo, utah 84602. 
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Feeding Behavior of Range Cows Receiving Liquid 
Supplements; by B.F. Sowell, J.G.P. Bowman, D.L. Boss, 
and H.W. Sherwood; 1995; Amer. Soc. Anim. Sd., West. 
Sect. Proc. 46:388-390. (Dept. Anim. & Range Sci., Mont. 
State Univ., Bozeman, Mont. 59717) 

Grazing Behavior Among Cattle Differing in Adaptation to 
Heat; by J.E. Sprinkle, J.W. Holloway, B.G. Warrington, 
T.D.A. Forbes, et al.; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. 
Conf. 3:139. (Texas Agric. Expt. Sta., Uvalde, Tex. 78801) 

Manipulation of Maintenance Requirements with 
Supplementation; by J.S. Caton and D.V. Dhuyvetter; 
1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:72-82. (Dept. 
Anim. & Range Sci., N.D. State Univ., Fargo, N.D. 58105) 

Manipulation of Reproduction and Lactation with 
Supplementation in Beet Cattle; by D.V. Dhuyvetter and 
J.S. Caton; 1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:83- 
93. (Dept. Anim. & Range Sci., N.D. State Univ., Fargo, N.D. 
58105) 

Problem Weeds: A Cattlemen's Guide; by Mona Lee (Ed.).; 
1996; Grazing & Pasture Tech. Prog., Regina, Sask.; 10 p. 
(Box 4752, Regina, Sask. S4P 3Y4) 

Proceedings ot the Western Society ot Weed Science, 
1996; by Rodney G. Lym (Ed.); 1996; West. Soc. Weed Sci. 
Proc. 49:1-173. ($15; Wanda Graves, WSWS Bus. Mgr., 
P.O. 963, Neward Calif. 94560) Papers presented at the 
annual meeting, Mar. 11-14, 1996, Albuquerque, N.M.; 
includes research section on "Weeds of Range and Forest" 
and a "Symposium: Weed Management in Natural 
Areas/Wildland Areas." 

Self-Fed Molasses-Based Products to Alter Plane ot 
Nutrition; by W.E. Kunkle, J.E. Moore, and 0. Balbuena; 
1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:104-117. (Dept. 
Anim. Sci., Univ. Fla., Gainesville, Fla. 32611) 

Spatial and Temporal Distribution of Nutrients: Adaptive 
Significance to Free-Grazing Herbivores; by Larry A. 
Rittenhouse and Derek W. Bailey; 1996; Proc. Grazing 
Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:51-61. (Rangeland Ecosystem Sci. 
Dept., Cob. State Univ., Fort Collins, Cob. 80523) 

Starch- and Fiber-Based Energy Supplements for Grazing 
Ruminants; by Jan G.P. Bowman and David W. Sanson; 
1996; Proc. Grazing Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:118-135. (Dept. 
Anim. & Range Sci., Mont. State Univ., Bozeman, Mont. 
59717) 

Visitor Perceptions about Grazing on a Forest Service 
Cattle Allotment; by G.N. Wallace, J.E. Mitchell, and M.D. 
Wells; 1996; USDA, For. Serv. Res. Paper RM-RP-321; 12 
p. (USDA, For. Serv., Rocky Mtn. For. & Range Expt. Sta., 
240 W. Prospect Road, Fort Collins, Cob. 80526) 

Winter Range Supplementation of Sheep: A Historical 
Perspective of Ewe Winter Range Supplementation; by 
Verb M. Thomas and Rodney W. Kott; 1996; Proc. Grazing 
Livestock Nutr. Conf. 3:19-29. (Dept. Ariim. & Range Sci., 
Mont. State Univ., Bozeman, Mont. 59717) 

3717 vera Cruz Ave. 
Minneapolis, MN 55422 
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Native 
Crass Drill 

ACCURATELY PLANTS 
ALL TYPES OF SEED 

• Fluffly native grasses 
• Tiny legumes • Medium sized wheat grasses 
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Grazing the Hill 

Vivan M. Jennings 
Washington Representative 

Those Dedicated Bureaucrats 
Our civil servants are often referred to as bureaucrats. 

The dictionary, (Random House, Webster's College 
Dictionary) unflatteringly describes a bureaucrat as "an oth- 
cial of a bureaucracy who works by fixed routine without 
exercising intelligent judgment." That is a demeaning state- 
ment and is far removed from present day reality and the 
dedicated service most civil servants provide their agency 
and the public. The term bureaucrat, 100 years ago, was 
endeared by the public and was held in high esteem. It 
seems that many in present day society do not view our 
civil servants with the same respect as those in the past 
and definitely not with the respect they deserve. 

Our present day bureaucrats provide leadership and 
manage rangeland, grassland, wildlife and related issues in 
the agencies where they work. They do a magnificent job of 
staying on top of programs, issues, laws, rules and regula- 
tions necessary for our Federal Government to efficiently 
function. They work hard to do a good job, and let's face it, 
the Federal government is dependent on their dedicated 
service. They often are at work early in the morning and will 
return calls and faxes from home after work. They are 
responsive and professionally need to be recognized for 
their excellence, work ethic and dedication. 

So what's the problem? Well, in case you haven't noticed, 
the public agenda is full! It is so full that agency mandates 
and red tape are requiring more time than civil servants 
have to do their job. Some would say that the workload of 
the bureaucracy is presently unmanageable. The 
Reinventing Government Initiative was supposed to solve 
these problems. In some situations it has, but in others it 
seems that has accentuated the problems. Don't talk about 
reinventing government or new initiatives with many of our 
civil servants in range, grassland and wildlife areas right 
now. They have all they can do to manage mandated tasks. 
In fact, their agenda is so full that you should not be sur- 
prised to see some important programs and new initiatives 
start to fall through the cracks. And, who will be blamed? 
Most likely, the bureaucrats hired to do the job. 

What needs to happen? For starters, Congress and the 
Administration needs to openly address what is and is not 
possible with current funding and staffing within agencies. If 
the agreed on focus is to address sustainable multiple-use 
management of resources, then someone needs to take a 
hard look at whether this is possible under current funding 
plans. Are funds likely to be appropriated to achieve the 
desired level of land stewardship? And, who decides what 
that level of stewardship should be? 

Where is the context? Where is the statement on multi- 
ple-use land management programs which reflects grass 
roots involvement, so there is buy in and ownership that all 
can rally around as a stated purpose. It seems that a lot of 
time has been spent centrally, defining the mission, vision 
and goals and objectives, but little done to determine if 
there is grass roots support and if there will be adequate 
funds and staff to effectively carry out an initiative. Once 
decided, responsibility needs to be delegated so that 
appropriate agencies can proceed with implementation 
plans and manage accordingly with minimum interference. 

National Capital Section of SRM to Sponsor Ran geland 
Health Policy Symposium 

Plans are now being made for a policy symposium on 
Rangeland Health at the winter meetings of the Society for 
Range Management to be held in Rapid City, South 
Dakota. The National Capital Section planning committee 
met August 15 and identified the main components needing 
addressed. The main purpose of the symposium, to be 
titled "towards a National Rangeland Assessment," will be 
to address at the policy level how we develop a system of 
assessing the health of rangeland and why we need to do 
it. The symposium will be held Wednesday morning, 
February 19, 1997 from 8:00 am-noon. 

As the meeting takes shape, it now appears that a techni- 
cal symposium on essentially the same topic, (Rangeland 
Assessment and Monitoring) will be held on Monday after- 
noon. The policy symposium sponsored by the National 
Capital Section will be structured as an answer from top 
agency policymakers to the call for a unified effort to 
assess rangeland health from a national perspective. 
Invited is Mike Dombeck, Acting Director for the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), Paul Johnson, Chief, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and Jack Ward 
Thomas, Chief, U.S. Forest Service (FS). A non-govern- 
ment organization, probably the Nature Conservancy, will 
make a presentation as well. The session will be moderat- 
ed by Dr. Phil Sims, Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 
and closing remarks will be by Dr. Fred Smeins, Texas 
A&M University. 

This symposium will use the previous Resources 
Assessment and Monitoring Committee hosted symposium 
as a bridge to build a dialogue between the NRCS, BLM, 
FS, SRM and others. The symposium will provide a plat- 
form for top-level policy makers to discuss the work being 
done to put a concrete plan into place to monitor the 
nation's private and federal rangelands, utilizing a uniform 
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methodology, a known reality, and at a reasonable 
expense. The forum will be designed to allow all parties to 
share information requirements as compared with alterna- 
tive assessment approaches, with a view towards gaining 
interagency support for the adoption of a uniform national 
system. 

11th National Capital Section Grazing Lands Forum 
Plans are under way for the 11th annual Grazing Lands 

Forum to be held December 5, 1996, at the Hall of States 
Building, 444 North Capital Street, Washington DC. 

The Grazing Lands Forum is an annual meeting of policy 
makers, scientists, private land owners, land managers and 
others with interest in grazing lands of the United States. 

The focus of the 1996 forum will be "Sustaining the 
Landscape-Sustaining the Lifestyle" and is being organized 
by the National Capital Section, Society for Range 
Management in cooperation with the natural resources 
agencies and private organizations who are interested in 
the management of grazing land resources. It is designed 
to highlight the value of community efforts to achieve sus- 
tainable development. 

The agenda is now being finalized. For more information 
on the forum, call Jim Fox, 202-452-7744, Ralph Giffen, 
202-205-1455, Fee Busby, 501-324-5819, Martin 
Massengale, 402-472-4101 or George Ramey, 202-452- 
7747. Please let others know about the forum. 

BLM Reorganization Plans 
Meetings are under way to take a new look at the Bureau 

of Land Management (BLM) organizational structure. 
According to Tom Roberts, Jr., Resource Conservationist in 
the BLM Washington office, the new structure will not be a 
return to the past, but will result in a customer oriented 
organization that will be more user friendly. The target date 
for completion of the new structural plan is October 1, 
1996. At that time, BLM will communicate with its customer 
base and announce the new changes. 

Washington Profiles 
Starting with this issue, we will profile individuals located 

in the Washington DC area, who have responsibility for 
leadership and management of programs of interest to 
Society for Range Management members. 

Thomas C. Roberts, Jr. 
Tom Roberts is Range Conservationist, US Dept. of 

Interior Bureau of Land Management in the Washington DC 
office. He came to the Washington office in 1994 where he 
was first assigned to the range staff, BLM. Then after reor- 
ganization, was with the Rehabilitation, Restoration and 
Reclamation Team of BLM. Tom is President-elect of the 
National Capital Section, Society for Range Management 
(NCS-SRM). He is very active with numerous interagency 
projects, activities and programs and a strong supporter of 
SRM initiatives in the Washington area. 

Prior to his Washington assignment, Roberts was located 

at Salt Lake City, Utah in the Salt Lake District of the BL.M. 
In the Salt Lake District, he worked in the grazing program 
and implemented range improvement programs and allot- 
ment management programs. Additionally, Roberts devel- 
oped emergency fire rehabilitation plans. 

Roberts holds BS and MS degrees from Utah State 
University. While at Utah State, he worked on various 
research projects conducted by the US Forest Service 
Shrub Science Lab. 

Requiescat in Pace 

C. Kenneth Pearse (Ken) passed away Aug. 25, 1996 
of natural causes. He was 89 years old and a resident of 
Palisade Living Center. 

He was born to Thomas Howard and Mabel Turner 
Pearse in Chicago, Ill., July 30, 1907 and earned a 
Masters Degree from the University of Chicago in Plant 
Physiology in 1932. He spent almost 30 years with the 
U.S. Forest Service conducting range management 
research at the lntermountain Forest and Southwestern 
Forest Experiment Stations. He also served as Asst. 
Chief of the Division of Range Research at the USFS in 
Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Pearse was a charter member of the American 
Society for Range Management formed in 1948 and 
served on its Editorial Board. He introduced crested 
wheatgrass into Idaho and worked with Perry Plummer, 
Joe Robertson and A.C. Hull. He was the author and 
coauthor of more than forty technical publications. 

As a grasslands ecologist specializing in improving 
rangelands in semi-arid climates, he spent 16 years 
undertaking foreign technical assistance missions for the 
State Department and the United Nations. He lived in 
Egypt, Guatemala, Ecuador, Guyana, Rome, Iran and 
Thailand and traveled to many other countries. 

A professional highlight of his career was to reintro- 
duce quality grazing land for sheep production in an area 
along the Egyptian coast that had lain barren for 1,500 
years since the Roman occupation. 

Upon retirement in 1969, he resided in Laguna Beach, 
Calif., Durango, Cob, for 11 years and Albuquerque, 
N.M. He and his wife moved to Grand Junction in 1995. 
His hobbies included making jewelry, photography and 
traveling. 

Survivors include his wife of 63 years, Jessie Ann 
Pearse, also of Palisade Living Center, three sons and 
their wifes John and Vicki Pearse of Santa Cruz, Calif., 
Thomas "Tim" and Betsy Pearse of Mount Holly, N.J., 
and Spencer and Cynthia Pearse of Grand Junction, 
Cob., seven grand children, and eight great grand chil- 
dren. 
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1996 Summer Meeting Highlights of 
the SRM Board of Directors 

The Board of Directors 1996 Summer Business Meeting 
was held in the Sam Houston Room of the Wyndam Hotel, 
San Antonio, Texas on July 11-14, 1996. President John 
Hunter presided. 

Concerns was expressed regarding the loss of range pro- 
fessionals in the federal agencies. The Board has charged 
the Professional Affairs Committee with investigating this 
problem and to report their recommendations to the Board 
at the 1997 Annual Meeting in Rapid City. 

The Board agreed to send a letter to the Superintendent 
at Yellowstone Park expressing SAM's concern regarding 
management of grazing resources at the Park, as well as 
offering SRM's expertise. If there is no response within a 
reasonable period of time, the MOU between SAM and the 
National Park Service will be terminated. 

The Board endorsed the California Section's bid to host 
the 2001 Annual Meeting in Hawaii. 

Rumburg reported success after a three-year effort to 
accurately distribute time and effort among various pro- 
grams, SRM will finally be listed in the Combined Federal 
Campaign for 1996. Our organizational number is 1094. 

The Board approved publication of an update to the SAM 
History which is currently in progress, as well as a separate 
document entitled, "Parade of Presidents." Both publica- 
tions will be available at the 50th Anniversary Meeting in 
Rapid City. 

Rumburg presented a proposal to retire the notes issued 
for financing of the 1839 York Street Building, which come 
due in January 1997. At present, funds are available to 
retire all but 46 notes. A letter will be sent to all note hold- 
ers requesting them to respond as to whether they wish to 
redeem, reissue, or donate all or part of their notes to SAM. 

No bid was received for the 1999 Summer Meeting. 
Discussion ensued regarding the original intent of the 
Board which was to meet in conjunction with a Sectipn's 
summer meeting rather than a formal summer meeting for 
the Board. The Board could meet on their own, perhaps in 
Denver or some other central location. 

As a result of the Bylaw amendment vote on inclusive 
publications which passed this summer, the Board felt that 
life members should continue to receive both journals as a 
part of their "life" contract with SRM. The Board approved a 
Bylaws change on the October ballot to this effect. 

The Membership Committee presented a proposed mem- 
bership drive for the Boards approval. The proposal is a 
two-phase membership drive aimed at recruiting and retain- 
ing new members. The Board accepted the proposal, which 
will begin in September 1996. 

The Board approved the Accreditation Committee's rec- 
ommendation that the Range Program in the Department of 
Rangeland Ecology and Watershed Management, 
University of Wyoming, be reaccredited. 

The report and recommendations of the Awards 
Committee for the recipients of the 1995 awards were 
accepted. 

Candidates for the 1996 ballot will be: Second Vice 
President—Dennis Childs and Kendall Johnson; 
Directors—Bob Budd, Greg Hendricks, Neil McDougald, 
and Angela Williams. 

The Board committed financial support to a proposal from 
the Excellence in Range Management Committee to pro- 
duce an "Excellence" brochure, with Sections submitting 
stories. 

The Board appointed Phillip Sims to serve as SAM's liai- 
son to the Inter-Agency Rangeland Health Working Group. 

The 1997 Annual Meeting budget and registration fees 
were approved by the Board. 

Advisory Council Meeting Highlights 
The Advisory Council, met in San Antonio, Texas, July 12, 
1996 
• The Advisory Council accepted the California Section's 

bid to host the 2001 Annual Meeting in Honolulu, Hawaii. 
• 1999 Summer Meeting site—no formal bids were offered. • It was agreed that the Public Affairs Committee and the 

Public Lands Council will address the challenge to SRM 
by Chuck Backus in his article "Views on Public Land 
Grazing" which was published in the April 1996 issue of 
Ran gelands. • The Advisory Council approved the Leadership 
Development Committee's proposal to set aside time dur- 
ing the Advisory Council meeting in Rapid City to have 
Jamie Kaestner come and discuss leadership develop- 
ment. 

• John Hunter asked the Advisory Council for their opinion 
on the effectiveness of having a formal summer meeting. 
This issue will be discussed in more detail at the 1997 
Annual Meeting in Rapid City. 



Institutional Members 

Central Committee Grazing Board 
(Nevada State) 
P.O. Box 10800 
Reno, NV 89510 

Central S.D. Coop. Grazing Dist. 
P.O. Box 493 

Ft. Pierre, S.D. 57532 

City of Boulder Open Space 
Attn: Mark Grundy 

P.O. Box 791 
Boulder, CO 80306 

Facultad de Ciencias Agrarias 
UCA, Biblioteca 

Cap. Gral 
Ramon Freire 183 

Buenos Aires 
ARGENTINA 1426 

Intrust Bank 
Trust Department 
Richard Basore 

Box One 
Wichita, KS 67201-5001 

Lake Mead Nat'l Resource Area 
Attn: Kent Turner 

601 Nevada Highway 
Boulder City, NV 89005 

National Cattlemen's Assoc. 
Dan Kniffen 

5420 South Quebec Street 
P.O. Box 3469 

Englewood, CO 80155-3469 

Nat. Res. Tech Pro, SIPI-BIA 
P.O. Box 10146 

9169 Coors Road NW 
Albuquerque, NM 87184 

New Mexico State Land Oftice 
Attn: Dennis Garcia 

310 Old Santa Fe TraU 
P.O. Box 1148 

Santa Fe, NM 87501-1148 

TTU Range & Wildlife Dept. 
Attn: Ronald E. Sosebee 

Box 42125 
Lubbock, TX 79409-21 25 




