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THE SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT, founded in 1948 as the 
American Society of Range Management, is a nonprofit association incorporat- 
ed under the laws of the State of Wyoming. It is recognized exempt from 
Federa] income tax, as a scientific and educational organization, under the pro- 
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The objectives for which the corporation is established are: 

—to properly take care of the basic rangeland resources of soil, plants and 
water; 

—to develop an understanding of range ecosystems and of the principles 
applicable to the management of range resources; 
—to assist all who work with range resources to keep abreast of new find- 
ings and techniques in the science and art of range management; 
—to improve the effectiveness of range management or obtain from range 
resources the products and values necessai'y for man's welfare; 

—to create a public appreciation of the economic and social benefits to be 
obtained from the range environment; 

—to promote professional development of its members. 

Membership in the Society for Range Management is open to anyone en- 
gaged in or interested in any aspect of the study, management, or use of 
rangelands. Please contact the Executive Vice-President for details. 
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Executive Vice-President Comments 

ECO-Tourism 
Even after all these years I continue to be impressed by 

the unique variety of uses and values produced on our 
rangelands. Not only does the list include the traditional 
"multiple use" values, but is constantly expanding into 
areas like plants for pharmaceuticals, materials for cottage 
industries, and one I'm noticing more and more, recreation 
and tourism. I became interested in the recreational re- 
sources on rangelands last fall while attending the Florida 
Section tour where the subject was "eco-tourism". The 
meeting was held on the 90,000 acre Crescent B Ranch 
near Arcadia, Florida. The ranch has had a large livestock 
operation since its beginning as well as an active forest 
management operation. They have added recreational or 
ecological tourism to the mix in a venture known as 
Babcock Wilderness Adventures. The operation consists of 
a tour using swamp buggies constructed for the purpose 
right on the ranch. The objective is to take advantage of the 
unique wildlife available for viewing such as alligators, pan- 
thers, and other species native to that area. During the tour 
you are always in and around the livestock management 
operation. Additional recreation activities mentioned on the 
property were quail and turkey hunting. 

If you research eco-tourism on the inter-net you quickly 
get the impression that activities associated with that term 
will usually involve a jungle, swamp, or white water river. 
While rangeland owners and managers may be involved in 
those situations to a certain extent, it is more likely that 
rangeland recreation opportunities will be in the areas of 
ranch vacations, and fishing, hunting, and wildlife viewing. 

Ranch vacations provide customers with a variety of ex- 
periences beginning with open space, fresh air, and a 
chance to rub shoulders with "real cowboys". More specif i- 
cally, I've noticed packages offering the opportunity to par- 
ticipate in ranch work such as cattle drives, fence mainte- 
nance, haying, and branding. The movie "City Slicker" 
made this attractive to vacationers. Every working ranch 
vacation offers lots of horseback activity, from instruction to 
trail rides and pack trips, and even chuck wagon dinners. 
Others include rock hounding, wild flowers, and wildlife 
viewing. 

erations. With such a huge demand, which continues to 
grow every day, the opportunity is there for a lot of diversifi- 
cation on rangeland operations. Also, the need for the 
range profession to be involved with the skills necessary to 
manage this use will be important. I'm looking forward to 
watching this aspect of range management develop into an 

important activity in the future. 

Associate Member Pilot Program 
I previously reported that the Board of Directors had ap- 

proved a pilot project to test the feasibility of an associate 
membership category. This project is off and running in the 
five participating sections. Arizona, Florida, Southern, 
Texas, and Wyoming will use this membership category for 
a three-year period. We got started in Florida in March and 
more recently in Texas, and already have several associate 
members in those sections. The program is designed to at- 
tract membership from associated professions like biology, 
botany, ag engineering, animal science, and ranching, as 
well as anyone else interested in rangelands. 

Personnel 
We are pleased to announce the addition of Sharon 

White to our staff in the position of Assistant Production 
Editor. She fills the position vacated by the resignation of 
Marlene Richards earlier in the year. Sharon has a 
Bachelor of Fine Arts degree from Louisiana Tech 
University, and gives us strong skills in the area of digital 
design. 

I picked up a report at a meeting recently covering the 
1996 national survey of fishing, hunting, and wildlife recre- 
ation. It concluded that 77 million U.S. residents, represent- 
ing about 40 percent of the population, participated in 
wildlife related recreation. The combined total activities 
generated 100 billion dollars. That represents a huge po- 
tential user base and income from rangeland wildlife and 
fish resources. Hunting, and to a lesser extent fishing, are 
already established sources of income on many range op- 
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The Society for Range Management: 
The First Fifty Years 

Jan Duck Wiedemann 

A New Society 
As early as the 1930's there was 

avid interest in western rangelands 
and their management. Several 
groups and individuals seriously con- 
sidered organizing a society of range 
men. Because of the general feeling 
that there were an insufficient number 
of range men in the United States to 
support a strong society, however, 
none of these efforts bore fruit. It was 
not until 1946 that such an effort was 
initiated which was successful. 

Several new governmental organiza- 
tions had been formed under New Deal 
legislation during the 1930's that were 
charged with addressing various land 
use problems on both public and private 
lands within the western public lands 
states. These organizations together 
with the Forest Service, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and western-state experi- 
ment stations, began an inventory of 
rangelands in the west. As a result of 
this expanded interest and activity in 
range surveys, interagency range com- 
mittees were formed to develop a stan- 
dard set of inventory procedures. 

Meetings were held to plan western- 
wide range surveys and to discuss mat- 
ters such as the status of range man- 
agement as a profession. These meet- 
ings became regular occurrences, but 
were halted in 1941 by World War II. 
When the war ended and as servicemen 
returned to their jobs, the need for re- 
newing these meetings was recognized. 

The desire to start an organized 
Society was rekindled in 1946 and 
1947. At the first meeting on March 
28—30, 1946, 66 range men represent- 
ing five colleges and several state and 
federal agencies met in Moscow, 
Idaho, for an Interagency Range 
Management Conference. One of the 
panel discussions in the conference 
was The Need of a Range Manage- 
ment Organization. Members of the 

panel appointed an executive commit- 
tee to inquire further into the type of or- 
ganization that range men wanted. 
Members of the panel included 
Charles A. Fite, Gene F. Payne, 
Joseph F. Pechanec, Vernon A. 
Young, and Harold F. Heady as leader. 

Joe Pechanec, the Society 's first 
president, stated (in Vol. 1, No. 1, 
Journal of Range Management, 1948) 
that there didn't seem to be a place for 
range men in existing societies in the 
late 1940's. He wrote that "It was plain 
that something had to be done,' so a 
few dedicated organizers initiated a 
membership drive that gave birth to 
the American Society of Range 
Management (ASRM). In 1970 this 
name was changed to Society for 
Range Management (SAM). 

Committee members began contact- 
ing other range men about forming a 
range-oriented organization. By the 
end of 1947, arrangements were com- 
pleted for an organizational meeting to 
be held in Salt Lake City, Utah on 
January 29—31, 1948. A completed 
draft of the constitution and bylaws 
was presented and the Membership 
Committee began an active member- 
ship recruitment campaign. 

Organization 
The Constitution and Bylaws of the 

Society adopted in 1948 provided a 
governing Council composed of six 
councilmen (two of whom were select- 
ed each year) and three officers, who 
were elected annually, consisting of a 
President, Vice-president, and 
Treasurer. Beginning in 1982, another 
office was established, that of Second 
Vice-president, which automatically 
succeeds to the presidency in two 
years. 

In 1950 the Board of Directors decid- 
ed that an Executive Secretary was 

needed. They abolished the i reasurer 
position, merged its duties with those 
of Secretary, and authorized the ap- 
pointment of the first Executive 
Secretary, W.T. White, effective 
January 1, 1952. White was succeed- 
ed by John G. Clouston in March 1957 
when White became ill. These men 
served the Society on a part-time 
basis. As the Society grew and the 
secretarial duties increased it became 
evident that a full-time Executive 
Secretary was needed. 

Initially Society headquarters were 
located in Portland, Oregon where the 
first executive secretaries, W.T. White 
and John Clouston, resided. This last- 
ed from March 1952 until July 1968. 
When Secretary Clouston announced 
his impending retirement, the need for 
a permanent location was investigated 
by the Planning Committee. Upon rec- 
ommendation to the Board at the 
Annual Meeting in New Orleans, 
Denver was selected for the head- 
quarters location, although some 
Board members advocated locating in 
Washington, D.C. At a 1967 Summer 
Meeting the matter was discussed and 
a motion to locate in Washington was 
defeated. In 1968 offices were set up 
at 2120 South Birch Street. Society- 
owned quarters at 2760 West Fifth 
Avenue were then occupied until pur- 
chase in 1987 of the current SAM 
Headquarters building located at 1839 
York Street, Denver. 
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With the move from Portland to 
Denver, the first full-time Executive 
Secretary appointed was Francis T. 
Colbert. Subsequent secretaries have 
been David A. Smith, Lorenz F. 
Bredemeier (acting), Floyd F. 
Kinsinger, and Jan Duck (acting), and 
Peter V. Jackson, Ill in January 1983. 
In March 1983, the Board authorized a 
change in title from Executive 
Secretary to Executive Vice-president. 
When Jackson retired in 1992, he was 
replaced by Charles B. Rumburg. 

Society Sections 
According to the Bylaws of the 

Society, Sections, composed of mem- 
bers, may be established in any locali- 
ty. A petition for establishment of a 
Section must be signed by at least 50 
members of the Society who reside or 
work in the area to be included in the 
proposed Section. Organizationally, 
most of the sections are patterned 
after that of the Society. 

Local sections were asked to send 
officer-representatives to be nonvoting 
observers at business sessions during 
annual meetings and board meetings. 

At the 1953 annual meeting, officers 
and representatives of all 16 sections 
of the Society organized an unofficial 
body. This group continued to meet 
each year during the Annual meeting 
until 1962 when the Board authorized 
a Council of Section Officers which 
would serve in an advisory role to the 
Board. In 1965 the Council requested 
a name change to the Advisory 
Council. 

While the Advisory Council cannot 
commit the Society to any course of 
action, it has proved helpful in giving 
the Board support. The Advisory 
Council meets both separately and 
jointly with the Board at the annual 
winter and summer meetings. At the 
joint meetings, the Council presents its 
recommendations to the Board which 
then decides upon the disposition of 
those recommendations. 

The Wyoming Section was the first 
to be organized and approved in 
December 1948. Colorado, Utah, 
Texas, and Pacific Northwest orga- 
nized and were added in 1949 and 
seven more in 1950. Most sections 
hold at least two meetings per year, 
usually an indoor technical-paper type 
program and one or more meetings 
which usually involve field tours. 
Section educational programs are di- 
rected toward youth and most award 
one or more scholarships annually. 
Several assist in planning and con- 
ducting annual range, conservation, or 
natural resource camps for youth. 

International sections in other conti- 
nents were encouraged for a time, until 
it became apparent that the Society 
could offer few services, other than the 
journals. The Society started helping 
overseas countries to form their own 
range management societies. 

SRM Membership 
Membership in the Society is open 

to anyone engaged in or interested in 
any aspect of the study, management, 
or use of rangelands. From the begin- 
ning, membership requirements have 
been broad. Little more than an ex- 
pressed interest or participation in any 
of the various aspects of range man- 
agement is accepted as qualifying a 
person for membership. 

Charter members include those who 
had paid their 1947 and 1948 dues by 
July 1, 1948. Two women were includ- 
ed in the original membership list of 
487. Susie Abe was representing the 
Washington State College Library and 
Dr. Ada Hayden, was a botanist at 
Iowa State College. Dr. Hayden was 
actively affiliated with the Society until 
her death in August, 1950. 

From the start the largest number of 
members were employed by the 
Federal government in some nine 
agencies. Ranchers, livestock associ- 
ations and students were also among 
the first group of members. Numbers 
showed a steady increase in academi- 
cally trained and technically oriented 
members. Throughout the years there 
have been continued efforts to recruit 
and retain rancher members. 

There are several membership cate- 
gories and the dues are determined by 
the section the member wishes to join. 
Through the years membership classi- 
fication has changed with the inclusion 
of commercial and institutional mem- 

bership. There are special dues for stu- 
dent, family and apprentice members. 

Meetings 
The first annual meeting of the 

Society was held on January 29—31, 
1948, in Salt Lake City, Utah. Annual 
meetings for the general membership 
have been held during the winter since 
the organizational meeting in 1948 
and were usually near the center of 
the western range states. A commem- 
orative postage stamp was issued at 
the annual meeting on February 2, 
1961 in Salt Lake City. Release of the 

stamp was at the urging of the Society 
to demonstrate a positive step in 
putting range conservation before the 
general public. 

In 1972 the Board of Directors 
adopted a new meeting rotation 
schedule among the five regions. Host 
cities are selected five years and three 
years in advance for the winter and 
summer meetings. The host section is 
responsible for all meeting arrange- 
ments with assistance from the 
Denver office. 

In February 1997, the Golden 
Anniversary of the Society for Range 

Harold and Jan Wiedemann at SRM 
Summer Meeting, Amarillo, Texas chuck 
wagon breaks fast, July 16, 1985. 
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Management was celebrated in Rapid 
City, South Dakota. Educational pre- 
sentations included workshops, sym- 
posiums, technical session papers and 
posters. A bonanza silent auction was 
held, the first ever International mixer, 
and a great musicaVcomedy show fol- 
lowed the gala banquet. Charter mem- 
bers of SAM who were able to attend 
were awarded gold 50-year pins by 
the Endowment Fund, Board of 
Governors at the President's 
Reception. A Parade of 50 Presidents 
Gallery was part of the meeting's his- 
torical photo display. 

Public Affairs 
The Society sought ways to properly 

and effectively participate in the public 
arena. Two important issues had to be 
addressed. First was to ensure that 
any positions taken by the Society re- 
flected the values held by its mem- 
bers. Second was to find ways the val- 
ues embraced by the membership 
could be effectively communicated to 
other individuals, agencies, and orga- 
nizations. In 1950 a Resolutions 
Committee was formed and charged 
to draw up a set of resolutions voicing 
Society sentiments with respect to 
range improvement activities, pro- 
grams, and cooperation. In time, a 
statement of concepts and positions of 
the Society was published in the book- 
let, Benchmarks. 

Contained in this booklet were topics 
covering Rangeland and Range 
Resources, Education, Rangeland 
Inventories, Livestock, Wildlife and 
Water. In 1984 the term Benchmarks 
was dropped and the title changed to 
Policy and Positions Statements of the 
Society for Range Management. 
Policy Statement has been defined as 
a carefully derived statement of princi- 
ple to guide decisions and actions of 
the Society for Range Management, 
and Position Statement as "an un- 
equivocal statement of posture or atti- 
tude in regard to a specific issue within 
the parameters of a policy statement 
of the Society." Also, a Resolution is 
a "formal expression of opinion..., 
which requests and encourages action 
upon some matter judged by the 
Society to be within its purview." 

Either individuals or sections may 
make proposals for new policy and 
these must be brought to the Board. 
Final authority for developing pclicy 
statements is reserved to the Socie'ty. 
Sections may formulate position state- 
ments or resolutions that apply specif i- 
cally to their geographical area. These 
actions must be consistent with 
Society policy and must be filed with 
the Executive Vice-President. 

Youth Programs 
The first action within the Society to 

educate youth to an awareness of 
range management was taken by the 
Pacific Northwest Section in 1950. 
Plans were announced for developing 
a plant identification contest. The first 
high school youth camp was spon- 
sored by the Pacific Northwest Section 
in 1951. 

By 1968 there were at least five sec- 
tion-sponsored youth camps and 
these camps are still held during the 
summer in many sections. Several 
youth camps held in 1996 include the 
Colorado Section when they hosted 
their camp in Divide with 47 high 
school students participating. The 
Kansas Range Youth Camp was held 
in July and attended by 219 students, 
and the Nebraska Range Youth 
Camp, their 33rd annual, had 47 high 
school students. The Northern Great 
Plains section hosted a Range Youth 
Camp and so did the Nevada Section 

with 23 high school students. 
The high school Range Forum is a 

program of contests and awards given 
to participants in Range Camps, 
Range Judging Contests, or to out- 
standing 4-H and FFA range projects. 
Top winners are sponsored by the 
sections to attend at a forum during 
annual meetings. A major goal of this 
forum is to recognize youth for out- 
standing accomplishments in range 
activities. Students participate in a 
plant judging contest and present stu- 
dent papers. 

Recognition and Awards 
The Honor Awards Program of the 

Society recognizes members and non- 
members who have made notable 
contributions to the science and art of 
range resource management. The 
Frederic G. Renner is the highest 
award given. This award was estab- 
lished by the second president of the 
Society, Frederic G. Renner, when he 
provided an endowment of $10,000 for 
this purpose. 

Along with the Renner Award, which 
is presented during the Annual 
Meeting, the W.R. Chapline Research 
Award, WA. Chapline Land 
Stewardship Award, Outstanding 
Achievement Award, and Fellow 
Award are also presented. Other spe- 
cial awards are given, including stu- 
dent level awards which are presented 
to winners of the range plant identifica- 

1993 Youth range workshop participants. Photo by Baron Rector. 
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tion contest, undergraduate range 
management exam, student display 
contest, undergraduate public speak- 
ing contest and the graduate student 
paper contest. 

Publications 
The Journal of Range Management 

appeared in October 1948, and is a 
forum for articles, technical and man- 
agement notes, viewpoints, and book 
reviews. The Society's second publica- 
tion began in 1969 as Rangeman's 
News for publishing range news, 
Society business, and related topics. In 
1978 the new name Rangelands was 

approved by the board. From time to 
time since 1964, the Society has pub- 
lished books and pamphlets on range 
subjects. The Society has assisted in 
preparation of material published by 
other organizations through joint spon- 
sorship of symposia and publication of 
resulting proceedings. 

The Society published two books in 
1996. Rangeland Wildlife and 
Grazin glands Hydrology Issues: 
Perspectives for the 21st Century. The 
Society has completed an agreement 
with the Soil and Water Conservation 
Society to develop and publish a comic 
book for rangelands for 4th, 5th, and 6th 
grade students. The first Membership 
Directory was published in 1996 and will 
become an annual publication. 

Professional Standards 
Strict educational and training re- 

quirements for membership in the 
Society were rejected at the Society's 

founding in favor of a generous mem- 
bership policy which required little 
more than an expressed interest in the 
objectives and aims of the Society. 
Attention needed to be given to the es- 
tablishment of standards for colleges 
and universities to judge their compe- 
tence to train students in the discipline 
and requirements for certification of 
range consultants. The formation of 
codes of conduct for Society members 
was addressed: the Standards of 
Conduct for SAM Members Providing 
Public Service, and a 10-point Code of 
Ethics was approved. 

Accrediting range departments at 
colleges and universities offering 
range management instruction is 
under the Accreditation Committee. 
This committee provides an in-depth 
review of the range department as well 
as its parent institution and closely as- 
sociated departments. Currently there 
are at least 10 accredited universities. 

Range Management Consultants are 
certified by the Society as competent 
professionals. In the late 1970's the 
Professional Affairs Committee began 
developing criteria for a certification 
program for rangeland consultants as 
a step toward improving the profession 
and safeguarding both the public and 
the environment. In April 1996 there 
were 57 certified consultants. 

Finances 
As early as 1948 a Finance 

Committee was formed and the early 
years of the Society were ones of f I- 
nancial soundness and simplicity. 
Newly appointed Executive Secretary, 
W.T. White, in 1952 applied for 
Federal tax exemption and approval 
was granted within the year. Executive 
Secretary Francis 1. Colbert discov- 
ered the wrong tax-exempt classifica- 
tion prevented the Society receiving 
foundation support. After following 
completion of certain legal and proce- 
dural formalities, the Internal Revenue 
Service granted a Section 501 (c ) 3 
classification under the revenue code 
which granted tax-exemption to the 
Society beginning January 1, 1971. In 
1982 the Finance Committee chaired 
by John A. Hunter, recommended that 
the Society institute an endowment 

fund. Members voted approval for a 
change in the Bylaws for formally es- 
tablishing the SAM Endowment Fund 
and empowering the Board of 
Directors to "establish and maintain 
trust, memorial, scholarship or other 
types of fiduciary funds..." Currently the 
Endowment Fund has a balance of 
more than $200,000 and is used for 
special projects. At the direction of the 
Endowment Fund Board of Governors 
a portion of the interest earned in the 
fund will be used for special projects. 
In 1996 the Board approved publica- 
tion of a book and agreed to finance an 
annual award for membership growth. 

Through the years, SRM has experi- 
enced financial difficulties and has had 
to look closely at their operation. In 
1980 the Society found itself in finan- 
cial difficulty, and when this predica- 
ment was conveyed to the member- 
ship at the 1980 Annual Meeting in 
San Diego, the membership respond- 
ed by initiating a program for soliciting 
donations to alleviate the immediate 
situation pending further actions. Belt 
tightening and other more permanent 
measures were taken. 

My Denver Experience with SRM 
In May 1981, I began working in the 

Society headquarters as the 
Administrative Assistant. On December 
31, Executive Secretary Floyd 
Kinsinger resigned when he accepted 
a position with Utah State University. 
During a January 1982 board meeting I 
was asked if I would be the Acting 
Executive Secretary for the Society. I 
asked, "For how long?" and the Board 
said no more than six months. 
President John Merrill and President 
Elect Jack Bohning both agreed to give 
their full support and so did each 
Director. Since I did not have a natural 
resource or agricultural background 
(except four years working in the 
Agronomy Department at Oklahoma 
State University with Range Science 
professors and students) my range 
management knowledge was limited. 
Limited or not I took the challenge. 

My first major task was to prepare 
for the 1982 Annual Meeting in 
Calgary, Alberta, Canada. The finan- 
cial statement was ready, certificates, 
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and awards were prepared and the 
Board had their agenda. Pat Smith, 
Publications Editor, and I left Denver 
with the temperature —14 degrees and 
we were greeted in Calgary with 
temps of —25 degrees—and by warm 
and friendly Canadians. President 
John Merrill had a spectacular ban- 
quet planned, complete with a 
Canadian Mounted Police escort for 
members of the head table. 

During the meeting in Calgary, Jack 
Bohning took the reigns as President. 
He and his wife Arline made frequent 
trips to Denver that year from their 
home in Prescott, Arizona and we 
would meet about once a month to go 
over Society business. Jack was ex- 
tremely supportive and he was an able 
leader as President of the Society. 

The Arizona Section hosted the 
1982 summer meeting in Flagstaff. 
During that meeting several candi- 
dates for Executive Secretary were in- 
terviewed, but the Board did not feel 
they had their man. Thus, I continued 
on for another seven months. 

While serving as Executive 
Secretary, I was able to attend several 
section annual meetings. It was al- 
ways a pleasure to be a part of their 
meetings and represent the Society. 
These sections were so diversified, 
not only in how they conducted their 
meetings, but in their respective loca- 
tions. I remember the South Dakota 
meeting held in the famous Wall Drug 

Store in Wall, and the freezing rain 
storm out of Rapid City the next day. 
The warm, humid weather in Long 
Beach, Mississippi where the Southern 
Section held their December meeting, 
and the Wyoming Section meeting 
when it snowed and my flight out of 
Laramie back to Denver was canceled. 
Meetings and locations may be differ- 
ent in the sections, yet they all have 
the same goals and purpose to recruit 
and maintain members, to inform and 
educate our Society on the appropriate 
use and care of rangelands. 

During 1981—1 982, Society member- 
ship was 5,310, the annual budget 
was $460,000. We didn't lose ground 
and didn't gain much ground, but I al- 
ways said my job was to hold us to- 
gether and that is exactly what I did. 
Sometimes it was easier holding the 
Society together than our headquar- 
ters building at 2760 West Fifth 
Avenue. We replaced an air condition- 
er compressor, survived a major water 
leak, numerous roof leaks, and a small 
fire in an outside fuse box. At that time 
we had a renter in the west half of the 
building and of course the Society was 
responsible for maintenance. 

The Role of Women 
In 1987 Marilyn J. Samuel, was 

elected as the society's first woman di- 
rector. Succeeding directors have 
been Barbara Allen-Diaz, Linda H. 
Hardesty, Meg B. Smith and Angela S. 

Williams. Meg Smith, rancher from 
Glen, Montana, is currently serving her 
second year on the board. In her nom- 
ination for a director statement, Meg 
credits the SRM for playing a positive 
role in her life, from the High School 
Youth Forum and College Plant 
Identification Team days, to the pre- 
sent. As a rancher and range manag- 
er, Meg has relied on the organization 
and its publications to provide her with 
information and research. 

Newly elected board member, 
Angela Williams, is with the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, in 
Oklahoma. She states that, "the 
Society has been my nucleus for pro- 
fessional development and alliance, 
while I have always believed in the 
mission and abilities of this Society." 
Angela feels the diversity of the gener- 
al membership within the Society is a 
great asset. Society President John C. 
Buckhouse, who is Professor, 
Department of Rangeland Resources, 
Oregon State University, commented 
on how women contributed to the 
Society: "Women have a long and val- 
ued history in SAM. Many sections 
have or have had female presidents. 
In the current cohort, 25 percent of 
those asked to assume committee 
roles are women. The stance of the 
board of directors is that SAM is a so- 
ciety of persons interested in the well 
being of rangeland and in the profes- 
sional development of the people who 
are interested in these rangelands." 

Currently, the Society has 4,400 
members. Of the 443 female members 
who supplied demographic informa- 
tion, 85 percent live in the 18 western 
states, plus a few in Brazil, Argentina, 
Mexico, Canada, Iceland, Denmark, 
England and Australia. 

The majority of the female members 
work for federal agencies with more 
than 100 reporting they were range 
conservationists. There were 21 
women ranchers, 16 ecologists, two 
botanists, and one nurse practitioner. 
Occupations ranged from a research 
professor, range technicians, biologist, 
manager of an association, a reclama- 
tion specialist, a geothermal coordina- 
tor, to a 4-H agent. Members repre- 
sent a diverse group of women work- 

Jan on a range tour of New South Wales, Australia. 
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ing toward the goal and objective of 
taking care of our rangeland resources. 

Society Emblem and Motto 
I have always been intrigued by the 

Society emblem, "The Trail Boss,8 and 
how it became the official emblem and 
motto of the Society. In the 1949 
Annual Report to the Society, the 

Secretary suggested a need for an 
emblem and motto. When Frederic 
Renner received a typewritten copy of 
the program for the 1950 Annual 
Meeting for printing, he responded. 
Renner attached a photograph of 
Charles M. Russell's drawing of "The 
Trail Boss" to the program instructing 
the printer to reproduce it in the center 
of the printed program cover. The 
1950 program with the The Trail Boss 
drew favorable attention and permis- 
sion was obtained from Renner to use 
it as the Society emblem. The Trail 
Boss was registered in the office of 
the Commissioner of Patents as the 
official trademark of the American 
Society of Range Management. 
Renner, who was an authority on 
Russell's life and work, felt the draw- 
ing expressed qualities which were 
particularly appropriate to the newly 
formed Society. Importance of strong 
leadership, the necessity of all hands 
working together, and a willingness to 
travel uncharted trails. 

The Texas Section of the SRM 

A Sample of Highlights and 
Women's Contributions 

Currently there are 20 sections with- 
in the Society and the Texas Section 
is one of the largest with more than 

500 members. Organized in 1950, 
Harold F. Heady was elected as the 
first chairman. By 1954 there were 159 
members and the section published 
their first newsletter. The first Youth 
Range Camp was held in Junction, 
Texas in August 1955 with A.H. Fred 
Walker and R.Q. Jake Landers, Jr. as 
camp directors; 14 boys attended. In 
1958, the Texas Section recognized V. 
A. Young, Head of the Range and 
Forestry Department, Texas A & M, for 
his "Outstanding Contribution to 
Range Management." Through the 
years the section's highest award has 
been given to ranchers, agency per- 
sonnel, researchers and teachers. 

Two Texas Section women have 
been recipients of the Outstanding 
Young Range Professional Award. 
Melony C. Sikes, who was Soil 
Conservation Service Range 
Conservationist, from Hondo, was pre- 
sented the Outstanding Young Range 
Professional Award during the 1995 
Annual Meeting. Sikes was active on 
numerous Texas Section committees 
and served as editor of the section 
newsletter Grassroots. In 1996, Dr. 
Karen Launchbaugh, Lubbock, re- 
ceived the same award during the 
1996 SAM Annual Meeting in Wichita, 
Kansas. Launchbaugh was an assis- 
tant professor at Texas Tech 
University for more than three years, 
where she taught range management 
courses and was a coach for the 
range plant identification team. She 
has recently moved to the University 
of Idaho where she is an assistant pro- 
fessor. 

Another Texas section member 
Colleen Schreiber, Ag Editor for the 
West Texas Livestock Weekly, San 
Angelo, currently serves as a director 
on the Board. 

During the 1995 SAM Annual 
Meeting, in Phoenix, Texas section 
member Jenny Pluhar was presented 
the Fellow Award which is bestowed 
upon members in recognition of ex- 
ceptional service to the Society and its 
programs. Pluhar, a range consultant, 
lives with her family in Canyon, Texas, 
was the first woman member of the 
Texas Section Board of Directors and 
she currently serves as secretary. She 

also serves on the editorial board for 
the SRM publication Rangelands. An 
active society member for 16 years, 
she has served on numerous society 
and section committees as a member 
and chairperson: with youth as a direc- 
tor at the Texas Section Youth Range 
Workshop, and the Society's Student 
Affairs Committee. Under her direction 
and leadership, the SRM Masonic 
Scholarship was initiated and contin- 
ues to grow in prestige. The student- 
professional interaction, Tapping the 
Top, was her brainchild and is a pro- 
gram that matches students with pro- 
fessionals in their field of interests. 
Pluhar's work with the High School 
Youth Forum, Plant Identification and 
Undergraduate Range Management 
Exams, and awards given by various 
federal agencies to winners in these 
events, are all examples of her other 
efforts. She is a volunteer 4-H leader 
and plant team coach. She coauthored 
the book entitled Texas Range Plants, 
which was written to assist 4-H, FFA, 
and others with identification of range 
plants economically important to 
Texas rangelands. 

Jan (Duck) Wiedemann has been a mem- 
ber of the Society for Range Management 
since 1977, has served as Administrative 
Assistant in the Denver headquarters office, 
and was Executive Secretary (Acting) 
1982—1 983. She has been Archivist for the 
Texas Section since 1988, serves on the SRM 
History, Archives, and Library Committee and 
is currently on the Rangelands Editorial 
Board. Wiedemann lives in Vernon, Texas 
and is currently assisting in writing a 25-year 
history of the Vernon Regional Junior College. 
Her B.5. in Secondary Education is from 
Oklahoma State University. 

Editor's Note: This paper was originally 
published in the Spring 1997 issue Vol 18, No. 
3 of Women in Natural Resources and is 
reprinted in its entirety with the permission of 
the Editor of the Women in Natural 
Resources. 

Jan Wiedemann currently serves on the 
Editorial Board of Rangelands 
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Cooperation in the Great Plains 

Doug Whisenhunt 

The History: 

T he matrix plant community of the 
Nebraska Sandhills is mixed 
grass prairie that overlies 20,000 

square miles of sand dunes in north 
central Nebraska. The region is dis- 
sected by several major river systems 
and is home to innumerable lakes, 
streams and wetlands, sporting a pro- 
liferation of associated floral and fau- 
nal communities. Some of the unique 
expressions of the hydrological com- 
ponents of the Sandhills are wetlands 
with peat soils called tens. 

A fen has organic soils composed of 
peat and muck accumulated over thou- 
sands of years. Peat consists of par- 
tially decomposed plant roots, stems, 
and leaves. Muck originates from simi- 
lar material, but is more highly decom- 
posed. The high organic content of 
these soils helps distinguish fens from 
marshes and wet meadows, which 
occur mainly over mineral soils. Fens 
are supplied by groundwater that, hay- 

ing passed through mineral soils is rich 
in nutrients. This provides a more flora 
friendly environment and allows devel- 
opment of highly diverse plant commu- 
nities. Fern thickets, sedge mats, shrub 
thickets, cattails, bulrushes, common 
reed, and prairie cordgrass are all na- 
tives of the tens. Cottongrass 
(Eriophorum polystachion), and buck- 
bean (Menyanthes trifoliata), are two of 
the twelve species considered rare in 
Nebraska that are components of ten 
communities. 

These areas of lush vegetation have 
historically attracted the attention of 
local ranchers. Noting the high produc- 
tivity of the organic soils, many 
landowners endeavored to drain the 
fens to facilitate hay and forage pro- 
duction. Ditching to regulate the water 
level has been used with varying de- 
grees of success, often dependent on 
the local hydrology. On many tens, in- 
tentional introduction of high-produc- 
ing exotic forage species, mowing, 

and lowering of the water level has de- 
graded the native and rare plant com- 
munities significantly. 

The dynamics of ditching the fens 
aren't well understood, but have been 
compared to cutting a trench in a 
sponge that is suspended in a pan of 
water. Even after ditching, haying and 
grazing are difficult and time consum- 
ing, resulting in marginal economic 
benefits. Sandhills ranchers as a 
whole are arguably some of the best 
land managers in the world, possess- 
ing a strong sense of regional pride, 
stewardship, and a genuine interest in 
the welfare of the land. Many ranchers 
hold these wetlands in high regards, 
and few want to see them completely 
dried up, both because of a loss of for- 
age and hay value and a loss of 
wildlife habitat. A growing awareness 
of the uniqueness of Sandhills fens by 
the scientific and conservation com- 
munities, and a corresponding interest 
in compatibility of fens with livestock 
operations by the ranching industry 
provides a climate ripe for cooperative 
conservation projects on these sites. 

The Nature Conservancy is an in- 
ternational, non-profit, private conser- 
vation organization dedicated to main- 
taining the biodiversity of our environ- 
ment through habitat preservation. 
The Nebraska chapter recognized the 
need and opportunity to cooperate 
with private landowners to restore and 
research Sandhills tens. To this end, 
State Director Vince Shay approached 
the Sandhills Task Force. The 
Sandhills Task Force is an interacting 
group of landowners and government 
personnel brought together by the 
Nebraska Cattlemen and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to address the re- 
source management needs of the 
Sandhills. The Sandhills Task Force 

Omaha, Nebraska 1999 

Beaver dams are natures contribution to the project 
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and The Nature Conservancy have 
formed a working partnership and ac- 

quired the Jumbo and Pullman Valley 
Sandhills tens in south central Cherry 
County [figure 1]. The acquisition of 
the property was made possible by a 
grant from the Nebraska Environ- 
mental Trust Fund, an entity that re- 
distributes a portion of the proceeds of 
the Nebraska lottery to conservation 
activities in the state. 

The Project: 
• The goals of the project are to: 
• Acquire and restore two Sandhills 

tens 
• Use this project as a research vehi- 

cle to ascertain the compatibility of 
restored tens with modern 
Sandhills livestock operations 

• Explore alternative uses of restored 
fens that provide comparable eco- 
nomic return to producers 

• Quantify the economic loss in- 
curred by producers it conservation 
or user groups restore a ten to 
allow possible compensation • Return the land to private owner- 
ship with easements in place to 
protect the restored tens 

• Establish a Sandhills Conservation 
Fund to be used by the Sandhills 
Task Force to engage in additional 
regional conservation activities 

The Jumbo Valley Preserve lies ap- 
proximately 30 miles north of 
Whitman, Nebraska, in south-central 
Cherry County [figure 1]. The tens on 
this ranch are approximately 300 
acres each, with the Jumbo Valley Fen 

lying in Jumbo Valley, just to the north 
of the Pullman Valley Fen, which lies 
in Pullman Valley [figure 2]. The 
Jumbo is ted on the West End by Mud 
Creek and exits the ten on the East 

End of the valley. It is joined here by 
the out-flow from the Pullman, and the 
combined flow enters Mud Lake and 
eventually feeds the North Loup River. 
The Pullman Fen has no apparent 
overland source and is thought to be 
fed exclusively from groundwater. A 
large dune lies between the two tens. 
The Nature Conservancy acquired the 
3,827-acre ranch and its two tens, im- 

mediately reselling 1,100 acres not in- 
volved in the project. The proceeds of 
this and the eventual sale of the pro- 
ject site will be used to establish the 
Sandhills Conservation Fund. The 
grazing and haying rights of remaining 
property are being leased to neighbor- 
ing ranchers Stan Huffman and Glen 
Coble and Sons, with the generated 
revenue being applied to research and 
restoration expenses. 

FIg. 1. Map to Jumbo Valley 

Biological Inventory and 
Monitoring: 

The project is currently in the second 
year of its projected five-year duration. 
Baseline data have been or are being 
gathered from various components to 
facilitate assessment of current condi- 
tions, and allow tracking of the sys- 
tem's responses to the restoration ef- 
forts. Future monitoring will provide 
data on these responses. 

Explaining a Vibra-core sample. 
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Hg. 2. Jumbo Valley Preserve 

Vibra cores, soil pits and ground- 
penetrating radar are being used to 
map the depth and distribution of sand 
layers within peat deposits. This will 
provide information about the past cli- 
mates and weather events associated 
with the development of the fens. The 
area is being monitored for pre- and 
post-restoration water levels, water 
chemistry, and water sources in the 
system. This will give us insight into 
the hydrological interrelations of the 
current situation and monitor any 
changes caused by restoration of the 
feri. To facilitate this study, samples 
are being collected from 29 shallow 
and six deep well pizeometer clusters 
installed for this purpose. Existing 
windmills and flows are also being 
sampled in this effort. Baseline survey 
data is being collected for livestock 
forage, breeding birds, and American 
burying beetles. Additional research 
efforts include, recording the changes 
in the livestock forage base during fen 
restoration, classification and descrip- 
tion of the pre-restoration plant com- 
munities, description of the population 
characteristics and habitat abundance 
of several state listed fish species, and 
the diversity of Odonata [dragon/dam- 
selfliesj in the fens. 

A high-resolution, pre-restoration 
image of plant communities is being 
formed through aerial photography, 
and the preserve is being surveyed for 
the federally threatened Western 
prairie white-fringed orchid. A range 

inventory of the associated uplands is 
also being conducted. The original 
data collection process will be dupli- 
cated at appropriate intervals for all 
studies that remain germane to the 
project. 

Restoration: 
The Nature Conservancy and the 

Sandhills Task Force convened a ten 
restoration team of project re- 
searchers, state, federal and private 
biologists and land managers, federal 
engineers, and local ranching partners 
to address the issues accompanying 
the proposed restoration of the tens. 
The following strategies are the core 
team's interpretations of the input 
gathered from the meeting. 

Hydrology: 
Implement active restoration on both 

tens by a series of small control struc- 
tures along the south ditch of Jumbo 
Valley, and the north ditch of Pullman 
Valley. Plug one or more laterals con- 
nected to the controlled ditches in the 
Jumbo and Pullman Valleys, alternat- 
ed with re-contoured ditches to allow 
comparison of the two reclamation 
methods. The fill material for the plugs 

Legend 

ditches to be re-contoured with spoil bank materials. 

__________ Lateral ditches to have earthen ditch plugs. 

Larger weir structures in main ditches to handle full flows. 

Culvert locations to fill ditches with water. 

Erecting a protective structure around a pizeometer. 
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and contours will be the existing spoil 
piles from the ditches. A plug will be 
50 to 100 feet long, while recontouririg 
will mean to fill the entire ditch. 

Beaver will not be introduced to in- 
crease the damming activity of the 
tens, but existing and pioneer popula- 
tions will not be hampered. 

Part of the project team. 

Vegetation: 
The vegetative component of the 

system will be managed to encourage 
increase of the species characteristic 
of the Sandhills fens and will involve 
expanding native populations while 
suppressing non-native species. Fire, 
grazing, and haying will be the primary 
management tools. 

By adhering to this restoration 
method, we will be able to: 
• Complete the monitoring necessary 

to validate our research studies 
while minimizing impacts on the 
current haying and grazing prac- 
tices 

• Measure the influence of local 
dunes on the ten hydrology 

• Control the rate of hydrologic 
change rather than risk potentially 
cataclysmic flooding of the ten sys- 
tems 

After restoration, the remaining por- 
tion of the preserve will be sold back to 
the neighboring ranchers with conser- 
vation easements in place. These 
easements will be designed to prevent 
future ditching, and preserve the in- 
tegrity of the fens. The proceeds of this 
sale will be put into the Sandhills 
Conservation Fund to be redistributed 
by the Sandhills Task Force for addi- 
tional conservation projects in the 
Sandhills. This type of project is The 
Nature Conservancy's long-term vision 
for most conservation actions in the 
Sandhills. The ranching community re- 
tains fee ownership of the lands, and 
the objectives of the conservation com- 
munity are served. The Sandhills Task 
Force plays a vital role in the area 
through providing leadership that pro- 
motes good resource management and 
forges an important link between the 
ranching and conservation interests. 

This project serves as a model of co- 

operation between private landowners, 
private conservation groups, state and 
federal agencies, and research institu- 
tions. This scenario creates a win-win 
situation where each entity, by working 
cooperatively as a team, accomplishes 
its individual goals, and the collective 
goals of the group. 

Author is with the Nature Conservancy, 
Western Nebraska Projects Office, North 
Platte, Nebraska. 

Using geographical positioning system (GPS) to map the project site. 
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Thinning Dense Sagebrush Stands with Spike 20P 
Garth Baxter 

I 
t is generally accepted that although 
big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) 
has always been present on much of 

the western rangeland, its density typi- 
cally increased as a result of past 
grazing abuse. This abuse may date 
back to the turn of the century. 
(Cottam 1947, Hull and Hull 1974, 
Christensen 1963, Passey and Huge 
1963, Blaisdale 1958). The control of 
wild fires has frequently further compli- 
cated the situation. Sagebrush in- 
creases at the expense of herbaceous 
grasses and forbs, affecting the 
health, diversity, and productivity of 
the range. Sagebrush is a large water 
user. As sagebrush cover increases, 
soil moisture is reduced, resulting in 
lowered water tables, reduced water 
flow in springs and seeps, and deple- 
tion of adjacent riparian areas. 

Alma Winward, Regional Ecologist 
for the Intermountain Region of the 
Forest Service stated the opinion that, 
"There are more acres of sagebrush- 
grass lands in the western United 
States being held in low ecological 

status the past decade due to abnor- 
mally high sagebrush cover and densi- 
ty than currently is occurring due to 
livestock grazing." He further states 
many millions of acres of big sage- 
brush presently have canopies above 
20% and have depleted understories. 
These are the acres that will require 
some kind of thinning or removal 
process in order to reestablish a bal- 
anced herbaceous component. There 
is essentially no way to reestablish a 
native or introduced herbaceous cover 
without first removing some of the 
dense sagebrush canopy. Only when 
sagebrush crowns are spaced far 
enough apart to allow "open" ml- 
crosites, do we get successful recov- 
ery of the understory. Dr. Wlnward 
also recognizes that certain wildlife 
species, such as sage grouse and 
mule deer, have specific sagebrush 
density requirements. (Winward 1991). 

Simply removing livestock from the 
range does not necessarily mean 
there will be an improvement in eco- 
logical condition in sagebrush commu- 

nities. Many livestock exclosures have 
been established in sagebrush com- 
munities over the past 50 years or 
more. Frequently we see little or no 
detectable improvement in understory 
grasses and forbs after these extend- 
ed periods of protection from grazing. 

Traditional sagebrush control prac- 
tices have been directed at trying to 
convert sagebrush to grass dominated 
ecosystems. This is not satisfactory to 
some wildlife interests as some sage- 
brush density is essential for the well 
being of particular wildlife species and 
biodiversity of the plant and animal 
community. 

Chaining or plowing and seeding 
projects are costly, harsh on the envi- 
ronment, and may reduce forbs in 
preference to grasses. In many in- 
stances, these efforts have actually in- 
creased sagebrush density by provid- 
ing a better seedbed for sagebrush. 

The use of 2,4-0, although effective 
in controlling sagebrush, frequently im- 
pacts many brush and forb species 
which are desirable for wildlife. Also, 
there is a very narrow window when 
plant and soil conditions are right for 
good sagebrush control with 2,4-D. 

Burning is an effective tool when 
used with skill; however, fire usually 
kills all sagebrush in its path, and may 
leave the soil bare and unprotected for 
a period of time. Burning is being scru- 
tinized more closely due to concerns 
about particulate matter, gasses, and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
(potential carcinogens) in smoke (Dost 
1986). Burning attempts are some- 
times aggravated by insufficient under- 
story to carry the fire and by uncooper- 
ative burning weather or problems with 
fire containment. Improper use of fire 
can damage soil, desirable plant 
species, or result in the proliferation of 
rabbitbrush, which is more difficult 
than sagebrush to control. 

Range managers have always no- 
ticed the attraction of large herbivores 
such as cattle, elk, deer, and antelope 
to areas where sagebrush has been 
controlled. This attraction is due to in- 

Dense sagebrush. Note barren interspaces where sagebrush roots out compete herba- 
ceous vegetation for nutrients and moisture. 
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creased palatability and nutrient con- 
tent of herbaceous vegetation after the 
competition from brush has been re- 
duced. With increased interest in 
Ecosystem Management and improv- 
ing biodiversity, the concept of thin 
niug sagebrush, rather than trying to 
eradicate the species is much more 
acceptable. The thinning concept re- 
gards sagebrush as an integral com- 
ponent of the plant community and 
recognizes that many plant and animal 
life forms depend on its presence. It 
also acknowledges the significance of 
a "land ethic" for western rangeland 
and the growing concept of "holistic re- 
source management". 

Studies by the University of 
Wyoming recently measured long term 
changes occurring in plant and animal 
communities when big sagebrush is 
thinned with tebuthiuron (Spike 20P) 
herbicide. They found that big sage- 
brush can, in fact, be thinned by using 
reduced rates of tebuthiuron. When 
big sagebrush canopy was reduced 
from levels of 36% or more to approxi- 
mately 15%, greatest diversity in plant 
community was achieved and small 
mammal numbers and diversity were 
also the greatest. Small mammal 
species diversity and density was 
used as an indicator of the health of 
wildlife populations. The studies also 
show that the density of thinned sage- 
brush communities did not increase 
significantly during the 10 year study 
time following treatment (Johnson et 
al. 1995). 

Spike 20P is a clay pelleted product 
containing 20% tebuthiuron. It is ap- 
plied to the soil by aerial or ground ap- 
plication equipment. After the product 
has been dissolved by rain, it is ab- 
sorbed by the roots of the sagebrush 
and translocated to the shoots. 
Photosynthesis is then inhibited and 
defoliation of the plant occurs over a 
1—3 year period. Because Spike is pel- 
leted, it is not subject to drift and vola- 
tization as is 2,4-D. It can be applied 
effectively anytime the soil is not 
frozen. At rates recommended for thin- 
ning sagebrush, tebuthiuron has little 
or no adverse effect on grasses, forbs, 
or desirable wildlife brush species 
such as bitterbrush, wintertat or ser- 
viceberry. The product is sensitive to 
the amount of clay and especially or- 
ganic matter in the soil. Instructions on 

the regular Spike 20P label call for too 
much product for sagebrush thinning. 
The supplemental product label should 
be followed when applying reduced 
rates of Spike 20P. 

Thinning dense stands of big sage- 
brush increases forage production, en- 
hances wildlife habitat, promotes biodi- 
versity and reduces runoff, erosion and 
sedimentation. (Olsen et al. 1996). 
Because torbs are insect pollinated, 
they may attract more insects than ei- 
ther sagebrush or grass, which are 
wind pollinated. Insects provide an im- 
portant protein source to birds, espe- 
cially chicks and nesting females. The 
skeletons of dead brush provide perch- 
es for song birds and tend to trap blow- 
ing snow which along with reduced 
transpiration from the brush, increases 
soil moisture and water flow in springs 
and seeps. Increases in small mam- 
mals benefit predatory birds and ani- 
mals. In addition to on site benefits, it 
has been suggested that due to in- 
creased palatability of forage species in 
the treated areas, livestock and wildlife 
may be attracted to sagebrush thinned 
areas and away from riparian areas. 

Recently the author visited a number 
of sites in the Intermountain area 
which had been treated 10 to 17 years 
previously with low rates of tebuthi- 

uron. Basic measurements were made 
to determine the long term sustainable 
effect of treatment. All the areas were 
being grazed by livestock. The follow- 
ing data were gathered: 

At Albion, Idaho 17 years after treatment 
with 0.4 lbs. aVacre (2 lbs. of Spike 20P 

per acre) sagebrush overstory was de- 
creased from 28% to 11%, ground cover 
increased from 65% to 77%, plant density 
increased from 24% to 35%, litter re- 
mained about the same, grass production 
increased from 160 to 495 lbs per acre dry 
weight and forb production increased from 
22 to 42 lbs. per acre dry weight. 

At Woodruff, Utah 10 years following 
treatment at about 0.36 lbs al/acre (1.8 
lbs of Spike 20P per acre), overstory 
sagebrush was reduced from 20% to 
5%, and the ground cover increased 
from 51% to 79.4%. (Production data 
were not gathered). 

At Riddle, Idaho 13 years following 
treatment at 0.5 lb. al/acre (2.5 lbs. of 
Spike 20P per acre), ground cover in- 
creased from 33% to 80%, plant density 
increased from 13% to 50%, and litter re- 
mained the same. 

At Mountain Home, Idaho 14 years fol- 
lowing treatment at about 0.25 lbs. 
ai/acre (1.25 lbs of Spike 20P per acre) 
sagebrush overstory decreased from 
20% to 10—12%, ground cover increased 
from 20% to 65%, plant density in- 
creased from 10% to 35%, and the litter 
increased from 10% to 30%. 

Sagebrush at about 10% crown cover. Note ground cover and healthy understory. 
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During the summer of 1997, eleven 
other sagebrush sites in the 
Intermountain area, which had been 
thinned with Spike 20P two or three 
years earlier, were evaluated. The 
purpose of this evaluation was to de- 
termine proper application rates for 
thinning sagebrush to a 10 to 15% 
overstory. This density of sagebrush 
overstory generally meets wildlife and 
biodiversity requirements. The follow- 
ing conclusions were reached from 
these studies. 

On sandy soils with less than 20% 
clay, and where organic matter was 
less than 2% in the top six inches, 0.1 
ai/acre (0.5 lb. of Spike 20P) was suffi- 
cient. These were typically low eleva- 
tion sites, around 4,000 ft. and sup- 
ported wyomingensis subspecies of 
big sagebrush. 

On soils with 20 to 30% clay and or- 
ganic matter of 2 to 4%, 0.2 to 0.3 lbs. 
ai/acre (1 to 1.5 lbs of Spike 20P) pro- 
duced best results. These sites were 
typically 4,000 to 5,000 feet in elevation 
and supported wyomingensis sub- 
species at lower elevation and tridentata 
or vaseyana subspecies at higher sites. 

On sites where clay content was 
greater than 30% and/or the organic 
matter was between 4 and 5.5%, 0.4 to 
0.5 lbs aL/acre (2 to 2.5 lbs of Spike 20P) 
were required. These sites were typical- 

ly, 5,000 to 8,000 ft in elevation and sup- 
port tridentata or vaseyana subspecies. 

Where clay content is greater than 
30% and organic matter exceeded 
5.5% results were more erratic and 0.6 
to 0.7 lbs ai/acre (3 to 3.5 lbs. of Spike 
20P) were required to thin. These sites 
were typically 8,000 to 10,000 feet in 
elevation and supported vaseyana 
subspecies. On the cooler sites or 
north slopes of such areas, treatment 
with Spike is not recommended until 
further studies are made. 

If management emphasis is to maxi- 
mize herbaceous production, the high- 
er application rates should be used, If 
emphasis is for more diversity and 
brush overstory, the lower rates 
should be used. These conclusions 
are based upon a limited number of 
studies. Recommendations may be 
adjusted as more data is gathered. 

Summary 

Technology now exists to thin dense 
stands of big sagebrush by applying 
reduced rates of tebuthiuron (Spike 
20P) herbicide. Thinning dense stands 
of sagebruh can improve biological 
diversity, and restore damaged 
ecosystems to a healthier condition. 
This can benefit wildlife habitat, forage 
production, ground cover and soil sta- 

bility over an extended time. Soil tex- 
ture and especially organic matter are 
important factors in determining the 
proper application rate for thinning 
sagebrush with Spike. Subspecies and 
varieties of big sagebrush may provide 
an indication of soil types thus of prop- 
er application rates. 
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From Orchard to Efficient 
Livestock Production in 
Northwest Georgia 
Jody Christiansen and Holli Kuykendall 

Located in Gilmer County in the Northwest Georgia moun- 
tains, Rozier Wingate and his wife, Linda, have lived on the 
farm since 1989. Rozier was farming part-time, then in 1992, 

began farming full-time. The farm, which was an old apple or- 
chard, was inherited by the Wingates. Since the Wingate fami- 
ly took over the land, they removed 3,000 apple trees, built 
four pullet houses for laying hens, and established 35 acres for 
grazing their 50 head cattle herd. They also established a 
forced air poultry litter composting facility and developed a pot- 
ted plant business. They have been involved in farming since 
1979 and are energetic, innovative and busy people. 

Before the Wingate's involvement in the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NAGS) Model Farm program, an initia- 
tive targeting southeastern cattle producers, the pastures used 
for continuous stocking were primarily endophyte infected 
'Kentucky 31' tall fescue with an assortment of weeds. The 
breeding season for their cows was spread out over several 
months and the operation lacked a bull confinement area. The 
NRCS Model Farm program is a spin-off of the Ruminant 
Livestock Efficiency Program (RLEP). The multifaceted RLEP 
was developed in response to President Clinton's Climate 
Change Action Plan. 

NAGS and the University of Georgia Cooperative Extension 
Service (UGA-CES) provided advice to the Wingates on how 
the efficiency of their operation could be improved. The advice 
provided was based on an economic profile of their operation 
and was targeted to help put more dollars back into their pock- 
ets while protecting the resource base on their farm. "My goal 
is to raise beef more efficiently," Aozier said, "not increase the 
number of head In my operation." 

"Technology improves the product," said Greg Huber, NAGS 
Area Water Quality Specialist, "but you need to pick and 
choose the appropriate technology for your program. That was 
our goal in assisting the Wingates." Rozier and Linda started 
applying the recommended practices in the spring of 1997 and 
have already seen considerable improvement. The Wingate's 
farm has become a showroom for the area to promote practices 
that will increase production efficiency on cow-calf operations. 

Considering recommendations given by Dr. Mark McCann, 
UGA-CES Beef Cattle Specialist, the Wingates decided it was 
time to improve the management of their cattle herd. They 
turned to practices such as a controlled breeding season, cat- 
tle identification and record keeping, improved herd genetics 
and routine pregnancy checking. Huber had recently worked 
with Aozier and Linda to establish several acres of eastern 
gamagrass for high quality summer grazing and hay produc- 
tion. Bob Baldwin, NAGS District Conservationist working 
through the Limestone Valley Soil and Water Conservation 
District, and Huber advised them to improve their permanent 
cool-season pastures and manage forage utilization through 
the use of rotational stocking. 

The Wingates are the first to try rotational stocking in Gilmer 
County. "Continuous grazing is the habit for this area," said 
Rozier. "The initial cost to the producer is high [to establish a 
rotational grazing system]. However, in the long run, the 
money saved on supplemental feed looks good." Aozier esti- 
mates that they have already saved $2,800 to $3,000 in hay 
costs this winter. Baldwin remarked, "producers can make 
money on a consistent basis with superior management." 

Nutrient management planning was also emphasized. 
Poultry litter on the farm is in abundance, so the Wingates use 
it to fertilize their pastures. "We used to just spread it," said 
Aozier. 'Now we calibrate our spreader and use nutrient man- 
agement with soil testing and litter analysis to apply the litter." 
Lime has been applied to the pastures to increase soil pH. 

Once users of barbed wire fencing to establish pastures for 
grazing, Rozier uses only high tensile fencing now. Soon the 
operation will have expanded to 90 acres of rotational stocking 
from the original 35 acres once used continuously. With fresh 
grass on the other side of the fence, the Wingate's cattle are 
now more docile and easier to work. With the addition of newly 
purchased squeeze shoots and head catches, improvements 
in handling are noticeable. According to Rozier, "the cattle 

Improving animal genetics was a key component of the model farm 
plan. An angus bull with known EPDs was purchased. 

Rotational stocking allows the Wingates to stockpile surplus forage, 
while improving utilization rates during graze periods. 
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didn't always react well to borrowed equipment. I am pleased 
with our new equipment." 

Rozier has interseeded the endophyte infected tall fescue with 
orchardgrass and ladino clover to dilute the toxic effects of the 
tall fescue. 'There has been a tremendous difference in the cat- 
tle visually," said Rozier, "and the quality of surplus forage har- 
vested as hay has improved to the point where we can sell it to 
local dames." Rozier also overseeded one of his pastures with 
oats, winter rye, wheat, and some "complimentary" austrian win- 
ter pea. The cattle are "tick far and lack the shaggy hair coat as- 
sociated with fescue toxicity. This summer, the Wingates plan to 
graze their eastern gamagrass instead of cuthng it for hay. They 
know this practice will allow increased stockpiling of the cool- 
season pastures for fall and winter grazing. 

To improve the herd genetics and calf weaning weights, the 
Model Farm Program helped Rozier and Linda purchase an 
angus bull with known EPDs. "Our previous bull purchase was 
based on visual observation," said Rozier. Rozier pre-condi- 
tioned the new bull in the newly constructed bull lot and now, 
according to Rozier, "Calving is right on schedule." Huber stat- 
ed, "A controlled breeding season is a low cost practice with 
great gain." Ronnie Gheesling, Gilmer County Extension 
Agent, added, "you can't work the cattle as a group, such as 
for vaccinations and marketing, without the uniformity of a con- 
trolled breeding season." 

The Wingates have also received planning assistance 
through the State Soil and Water Conservation Commission 
Best Management Practices Program. Practice installation 
under this program is available to producers in targeted water- 
sheds throughout the state. Cost-sharing through the BMP 
program helped the Wingates establish their fencing and alter- 
native water supplies which protects springheads and water 
sources on and near their property. 

Now, back to nutrient management and the pullet enterprise. 
The Wingates have an average of 40,000 pullets on the farm 
at one time. Linda Wingate received a grant through the 
Limestone Valley Resource Conservation & Development 
(RC&D) Council to demonstrate forced air composting of the 
litter. They now either bag or sell the compost in bulk to local 

retail stores and metro-Atlanta landscapers. Linda uses the 
soil amendment in her potted plant business and in her home 
garden. The potted plants are sold to local nurseries, and you 
should see her pantryl 

Rozier is a member of the Georgia Cattleman's Association, 
the Farm Service Agency County Committee, and is a new Soil 
and Water Conservation District Supervisor. He has attended 
the UGA-CES Master Cattleman course and its follow-up re- 
fresher course. "If anyone is serious about raising cattle, this 
course is a must. The refresher is also worth while," said 
Rozier. "There are always new and different ways to do things." 

In addition to her nursing activities and home-based enterpris- 
es, Linda is now on the Limestone Valley RC&D Council. 
According to Holli Kuykendall, NRCS Georgia Grassland Water 
Quality Specialist and manager of the Model Farm Program, 
"when you need to select producers willing to try new things and 
readjust their way of thinking, these are the kind of folks you 
hope to find. My hat is off to Gary Rutledge, NRCS Soil 
Conservation Technician, for suggesting the Wingates for our 
Model Farm Program. With their community service and respect 
from fellow producers in the area, our message will get out." 

A heavily relied upon reference book has its place on 
Rozier's bedside table. The book, Southern Forages, by D.M. 
Ball, C.S. Hoveland, and G.D. Lacefield, is "wholeheartedly" 
recommended by the Wingates. "Anyone raising cattle or for- 
ages in this area will benefit from this book", said Rozier. As to 
the success of the new grazing management system, Rozier 
states, "My cows used to visit my neighbor's pastures, now my 
neighbor's cows visit my pastures." 

Many visitors have stopped by to see the Wingate's rotation- 
al grazing system in progress. Several people want to return in 
the summer to see what it looks like in warm weather. An 
NRCS grazing lands training session has already been held on 
the farm. The site will next be used for a grazing field day so 
that interested producers can learn more about the practices in 
use on "Old Orchard Farm". 

Jody Christiansen is a public affairs specialist and Holli Kuykendall is 
grassland water quality specialist. 

A family run business, "Old Orchard Farm" is 
operated by (left to right) Rozier, Linda, son 
Rozier, Jr, and daughter Sabrina (not pictured). 

The Wingates operate four pullet houses 
used to supply commercial layers. 

The Wingates operate a forced air, pas- 
sive composting facility to stabilize the nutri- 
ent content of by-product poulty litter avail- 
able on their farm. 
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Del River Farm—The 

W orking with livestock 
producers that are 
progressive by na- 

ture, and want to do whatever 
is necessary to properly man- 
age the natural resources 
that they have been blessed 
with, is the best part of work- 
ing for the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service. 
Another benefit of this job is 
being able to witness the 
evolution of a producer's 
grazing enterprise as the pro- 
ducer's goals and objectives 
are realized. Several of us 
here in Louisiana have been 
fortunate enough to work with 
such an individual in Mr. Dick 
Delhomme of New Iberia, 
Louisiana. 

Mr. Deihomme is the owner 
and operator of Del River 
Farm, which is located in 
south Louisiana. The climate 

in this part of the world is 
pretty warm most of the year, 
with mild winters and plenty 
of rainfall. Needless to say, 
the results of pasture and 
range improvements can be 
realized faster than in many 
other areas of the country. 

Del River Farm has grown 
from 60 acres in the mid 
1980's, to it's present size of 
600 acres of haying and graz- 
ing land. Each successive 
parcel that was added to the 
operation was in poor condi- 
tion when purchased, with a 
large portion of the grazing 
area overgrown with briars, 
cherokee rose, and chinese 
tallow trees. The relatively flat 
topography and high rainfall 
in south Louisiana often 
cause drainage problems for 
livestock producers. This was 
the case at Del River, as sev- 

eral areas on the property 
had poor surface drainage 
which was hampering forage 
production,and causing traffi- 
cability problems in the winter 
months. These problems were 
addressed by the develop- 
ment and application of a re- 
source management system 
which utilized grade stabiliza- 
tion structures and land 
crowning as the main compo- 
nents. These measures al- 
lowed for better forage pro- 
duction and increased the car- 
rying capacity of the property. 

Over 250 acres of the prop- 
erty was originally used for 
commercial crawfish produc- 
tion. These areas are now 
part of a grazing rotation and 
support dallisgrass, common 
bermudagrass, native grass- 
es and sedges, as well as 
several test plots of eastern 
gamagrass and switchgrass. 

Several years ago Mr. 
Delhomme began subdividing 
his pastures with the purpose 
of adding flexibility to his 
breeding and herd manage- 
ment programs. He utilized a 
grazing management plan 
that was developed using the 
Grazing Land Applications 
software to assist him in the 
decision process. The carry- 
ing capacity of the ranch at 
that time was approximately 

190 animal units with a stock- 
ing rate of 2.3 acres/animal 
unit. The grazing plan project- 
ed an increase in carrying ca- 
pacity of 61 animal units after 
three years of implementa- 
tion. The actual increase in 
carrying capacity after three 
years is 80 animal units with 
a stocking rate of 1.6 
acres/animal unit. This was 
accomplished through opti- 
mum fertility management, an 
increase in production 
through surface drainage, 
and a higher degree of har- 
vest efficiency facilitated by 
the rotational grazing system. 

Delhomme says that the 
grazing system added the 
flexibility that he wanted, "The 
grazing system gives me the 
selectivity to put cattle where 
I want them to be. The old 
system was sufficient for 
what I had, but the way my 
operation has grown, I could- 
n't manage it any other way." 
The grazing management on 
Del River Farm has evolved 
from a four pasture decision 
deferred grazing system to a 
twenty pasture rotational 
grazing system over the last 
decade. 

The grazing system has 
also complimented his herd 
management. Other than 
raising registered Angus cat- 

Evolution of a Louisiana 
Grazing Enterprise 

Matthew Mattox 

Har.'esting grass as haylage provides top quality stored forage for 
cattle. 

Ibena Parish rancher, Dick Delhomme looks over a well managed stand 
of dallisgrass. 
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tie he now breeds Angus fe- 
males to purebred Brahman 
bulls to produce Fl heifers. 
These animals thrive in 
Louisiana and give Del- 
homme marketing flexibility, 
as they are sought after 
across the south. 

Another area of improve- 
ment is management of 
stored forages. Putting up 
quality hay is often pretty 
tough with the frequency of 
rainfall in Louisiana. This is 
no longer a problem on Del 
River Farm as grass is har- 
vested as haylage. With his 
haylage equipment Del- 

homme is able to cut annual 
ryegrass and even dallis- 
grass, and store it while the 
quality of the grass is still 
very high. Once winter hits, 
his livestock benefit from the 
extra nutrition in the haylage. 

Delhomme has also made 
changes in his supplemental 
feeding program. He was one 
of 92 Louisiana livestock pro- 
ducers who participated in a 
project conducted by the 
Imperial Calcasieu Resource 
Conservation and Develop- 
ment Council and the Natural 
Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) during the 

the winter of 1994—95. This 
project used services devel- 
oped by researchers at the 
Grazingland Animal Nutrition 
Lab at Texas A&M University 
to determine the diet quality of 
cattle by predicting dietary 
crude protein and digestible 
organic matter in cattle fecal 
samples. The NRCS range- 
land management specialists 
then utilized the Nutritional 
Balancer module of the 
Grazing Lands Applications 
software to ascertain the cur- 
rent level of nutrition for a par- 
ticular herd, and develop 
least-cost feeding alternatives. 
Delhomme says, 'By working 
with this nutrition program, I 
saved about $12,000 over a 
few years on my feed bill. 

Mr. Delhomme utilizes all of 
the resources available to 
him for technical assistance 
on his farm. In addition to 
working with NRCS, he also 
works closely with county ex- 
tension agents, professors at 
the University of South- 
western Louisiana, Louisiana 
State University, and neigh- 
boring ranchers. Mr. Del- 
homme hosted a grazing 
management seminar on his 
farm which included speakers 
from federal and state agen- 
cies as well as private indus- 
try. Situations like this where 

a producer stands behind the 
technical assistance that is 
provided to him makes the 
transfer of grazing manage- 
ment technology to other pro- 
ducers easier. When asked 
what kind of changes in his 
operation does he anticipate 
in the future, Delhomme re- 
sponds, Our program is fast 
reaching a time where the 
land will only need to be main- 
tained.' After witnessing the 
great strides he has made in 
managing his operation, and 
his progressive nature, I have 
a hard time believing that. 

Author is formerly, State Range 
Conservationist, NRCS, Louisiana 
Currently, Noble Foundation, 
Ardmore, Oklahoma. 

Del River Farm markets registered Angus cattle throughout 
Louisiana and Texas. 

Brahman bulls are bred to Angus cows to produce highly produc- 
five Fl females. 

Eastern gama grass, shown here at the end of it's first year of estab- 
lishment will compliment the high qualify haylage produced on Del 
River Farms. 
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Conservation and HOGS 
H. Harold Bryant 

A few miles west of the geographic center of Texas is the 
Forked Lightning Ranch owned by Charles D. Buddy 
Clark of Menard. Forked (pronounced Fork-ed) 

Lightning Ranch, located on the Edwards Plateau, is a 13,116- 
acre cattle, goat and sheep operation. 

Mr. Clark's ranch operation is exceptional. This is a result of 
his excellent brush management program, grassland restora- 
tion, close attention to animal performance, and wildlife habitat 
improvement. 

In a recent interview 
with Buddy (as he likes 
to be called), it is more 
than evident that his vi- 
sion for total resource 
management is practiced 
on the ranch. He and his 
family have combined 
heritage, land resources, 
tradition, hard work, and 
stewardship into a ranch- 
ing enterprise worthy of 
recognition. 

The lands, which be- 
came the Forked Light- 
ning Ranch, were first 
acquired by Buddy's 
grandfather, A. H. 
Murchison, in the late 
1800's. Forked Lightning 
was named for the light- 
ning storms, which 
seemed to pass over the 
ranch as seen from the 
ranching town of Menard 
10 miles to the west. 

According to Buddy, his 
grandfather was a trail 
boss and worked through- 
out much of the central 
and southwestern United 
States. On his trips from east to west, Mr. Murchison would ob- 
serve the various ranch country and decided that Menard 
County had exactly what he wanted in a ranching operation. 

When Mr. Murchison passed away in 1953 at 102 years of 
age, the ranch was operated for a time by his wife. In 1958, Mrs. 

Murchison became a cooperator with the Menard County Soil 
and Water Conservation District thus beginning a long associa- 
tion with the ranch and a commitment to resource conservation. 

Buddy began operating the property in 1962, and in 1964 
formed a partnership with his grandmother and sister. Since 
1994, the ranch has operated as a family partnership between 

Buddy and his wife, Jo, and his son, Lee, and daughter, 
Dandy. 

Early in 1964, Buddy began to develop his vision for re- 
source management as he worked with Soil Conservation 

Service technicians. As Buddy remembers, "I would go to the 
field with Audrey Baker, district conservationist, to measure 
vegetative conditions using line transacts. While Audrey 
stepped off the line, I would drive the pickup truck to meet him 
at the next stop. Audrey always had a ready supply of 
brochures and other information on grass, brush manage- 
ment, wildlife, and related material. I guess I was a quick 
study, because I was determined to apply resource conserva- 
tion and management principles and develop a profitable 
ranching enterprise." 

In order to appreciate the ranch today, Buddy pauses to re- 
member the conditions that existed in 1964. "We had come out 
of the extended drought of the 1950's. The place was over- 
grazed and unwanted brush occupied most of the ranch. It was 
best described as a ranch of brush, dirt, and rocks." 

Buddy recognized the most limiting factor on the ranch was 
the adequate distribution of water. This not only affected live- 
stock performance, but also caused portions of the ranch to be 
overused. For example, in one, four-section pasture, there was 
water in only one corner. In 1964, the stocking rate was esti- 
mated to be about 32 acres per animal unit and animal perfor- 
mance was on the decline. Obviously, this was an unaccept- 
able situation. Over the years, the ranch has incorporated 
water development within the other management criteria of 

Buddy Clark of Menard, Texas, 
holds one of the old style branding 
irons from the Forked Lightning 
Ranch. The ranch was founded by his 
grandfather, A.H. Murchison, nearly 
100 years ago. Photo by H. Harold 
Biyant. 

Water supplies and distribution are two of the key factors affecting 
cattle performance and forage utilization. The ranch has six windmills, 
six farm ponds, and 13 water storage facilities. Photo by H. Harold 
Bryant. 
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cross fencing, brush management, and 
forage improvement. The key is to pro- 
vide sufficient water for optimum distrib- 
ution of grazing. 

Working with Charles Anderson, dis- 
trict conservationist for the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (for- 
merly the Soil Conservation Service), 
they jointly developed the ranchs graz- 
ing plan, revised forage inventories, es- 
tablished grazing systems, and installed 
necessary water systems. Over the 
years, the carrying capacity has greatly 
improved so that the ranch now aver- 
ages about 16 acres per animal unit. 

Vegetation inventories provided a road 
map of where to begin and where to es- 
tablish priorities for work. Using assis- 
tance from the Great Plains Con- 
servation Program, Buddy began his 
plan to restore vegetative cover and pro- 
ductivity on the ranch. 

Buddy observed that many of the bet- 
ter grasses such as side oats grama, lit- 
tle bluestem, and Indiangrass were pre- 
sent but were on the decline because of 
the invasion of woody species. Shin oak, 
mesquite, and prickly pear had to be 
managed if the grass and other desirable 
plants were to be restored on the ranch. 

Four methods of brush management 
used on the ranch have been mechani- 
cal, chemical, fire, and biological. Two 
combinations used are mechanical-bio- 
logical and chemical-fire. To date, the 
most effective method in terms of cost 
and results, as well as return on invest- 

ment, is mechanical-biological when 
coupled with a "Priority Pasture System." 

Mechanical brush management tech- 
niques such as tree dozing and root 
plowing have been very effective on the 
mesquite and algerita areas of the 
ranch. Chemicals have been aerial ap- 
plied for prickly pear control with mostly 
good results during the early to mid- 
1970's. However, the price spiral brought 
on by the high cost of aerially applied 
chemicals led to the combination of 
chemical-fire for a much less expensive 
control of prickly pear without the erratic 
results of chemicals alone. 

Buddy began by chaining selected 
pastures to knock down the shin oak and 
put as much canopy on the ground as 
possible. Angora goats were then used 
to graze the sprouts to the point of near 
total defoliation of the plants. This type 
of "Priority Pasture System" required a 
stocking rate of nine goats per acre. He 
uses this system during the five-month 
growing season for shin oak and deter- 
mined that this type of grazing manage- 
ment must be carried out for three con- 
tinuous years in order to achieve his 
planned objectives. Buddy has been 
quoted as saying, "I'm a grass farmer. 
The animals are simply the harvesters." 
This statement is probably the best in- 
sight into Buddy's ranching philosophy. 

Cattle, goats and sheep pay the bills 
on the Forked Lightning. In addition, in- 
come from wildlife makes a substantial 
contribution to the overall ranching oper- 
ation. Through the years several cattle 
breeds and crosses have been either 
used or tried on the ranch. From obser- 
vations, weaning weights, cattle perfor- 
mance, and markets it was determined 
that Brangus cattle were the preferred 
breed. Buddy's herd is predominantly a 
commercial cow-calf operation with limit- 
ed registered cattle. He keeps his herd to 
about three-eighths Brahman. He feels 
this is just about the right mix for mmd- 
mum weaning weights and overall perfor- 
mance. He has used stockers in the past 
as surplus forage is produced or markets 
dictate. The cattle are rotated through the 

uaoy inspects me operation or one of the more than 130 water troughs on his ranch. 
Providing adequate water to thirsty animals is critical in West Texas. Photo by H. Harold Bryant. 

Animal performance is critical to management decisions. These Brangus cattle have greatly benefited from the conseivation practices applied on the ranch. Photo by H. Harold Biyant. 



RANGELANDS 20(3), June 1998 23 

pastures as a single herd depending on 
the season of the year, forage availabili- 

ty, and working calves. 
Angora goats are normally kept in 

small groups in a number of pastures. 
Small groups are usually easier to han- 

dle. This also results in lower intensity 
grazing pressure. The key to the man- 

agement is to allow for proper stocking 
in each pasture thereby reducing the risk 
of over use of the better wildlife plants. 
As Buddy says, 'The key to our opera- 
tion is flexibility.' 

Sheep have been a relatively recent 
addition to the ranching enterprise. With 
mohair prices at static levels, sheep 
have been a way to diversify the opera- 
tion and still market a natural fiber from 
the ranch. 

Buddy recognizes that domestic live- 
stock make up only a part of his total 
ranching operation. Since the early 
1970's he has devoted a portion of his 
time to building a quality deer herd man- 

agement program also. He has modified 
his brush management in many of the 
pastures so as to maximize habitat re- 

quirement and also meet the needs of 
the livestock. For example, several pas- 
tures have been treated by managing 
about 60 percent of the shin oak canopy 
on the land's contour. This leaves a nat- 
ural appearance to the landscape and 
provides the necessary cover to be left 
for optimum habitat. 

Buddy is well-read in the literature of 
deer herd management and has closely 
followed the work of many wildlife au- 
thorities. He has worked with neighbor- 
ing ranches to bring about a better un- 

derstanding of management techniques. 
This has led him to be a spokesperson 

for quality deer management. In 1976 he 
was recognized by the "Fort Worth 
Press" with its Texas Conservation 
Award as Wildlife Conservationist for the 
year. And in 1977, he received the non- 
professional Wildlife Conservation 
Award from the Texas Chapter of the 
Wildlife Society. He has received other 
recognition for his outstanding contribu- 
tion and leadership for applied wildlife 
conservation and habitat improvement. 

Buddy leads by example and served 
as a director from 1985 to 1987 to the 
Texas Section Society for Range 
Management. In addition, he served on 
the Menard County Soil and Water 
Conservation Board for 18 years and for 
a time as vice-chairman. In 1981, he 
served as President of the Hill Country 
Association of Soil and Water Con- 
servation Districts and President of the 
Texas State Association of Soil and 
Water Conservation Districts from 1991 
to 1992. In 1992, he was elected to the 
Texas State Soil and Water Con- 
servation Board and served as chairman 
from 1995 to 1996. He is currently a 
member of the State Board. 

Oh yes, the HOGS—A hundred years 
ago, a rancher traveling from Menard to 
the State Capitol in Austin would proba- 
bly have gone by horseback. In 1998, 
one rancher uses his classic, metallic- 
blue Harley-Davidson motorcycle to 
make the same trip. You get the idea 
from visiting with Buddy that Texas and 
the rest of the country is best seen from 
the wide seat of his HOG. There is an 
appreciation of the outdoors, nature, and 
rangelands that can only be experienced 
in this fashion. 

It is evident that Buddy has made con- 
servation pay on the Forked Lightning 
Ranch. In 1996, Menard County and 
much of Texas experienced one of the 
worst droughts in recent history. Even 
with below average rainfall, ample native 
forage was still available. This is a re- 
markable testimony to sound resource 
management through conservation the 

partnership of land owner conservation 
and NRCS technical assistance. 

In 1997, the ranch experienced a wet, 
cool spring and this delayed the growth 
of warm season perennial grasses. 
Buddy said, "From my perspective, the 
effects of the drought were a long way 
from being over." The current stocking 
rate for the ranch was about that of 1996 
and Buddy adopted a wait and see atti- 
tude for adjustments later in the season. 

Typically, the weather turned dry dur- 

ing the summer and early fall, but the 
ranch ended 1997 with above average 
rainfall. Buddy was able to maintain a 
level-stocking rate with high-quality na- 
tive forage. 

Buddy has made his mark on the man- 
agement of Texas rangelands. He has 
used sound management, common 
sense, technical assistance, stewardship 
of resources, and a commitment to con- 
servation to build his ranching operation. 
He has conserved this part of Texas for 
future generations and the Forked 
Lightning Ranch will continue to be a 
part of Menard County's heritage. 

Conservation practices have focused on brush management and restoration of grassland. 
Initial treatment has been followed in subsequent years by spot treatment with chemicals shown 
here. Photo by H. Harold Bryant. 

Author is State Public Affairs Specialist 
USDA-NAGS, 101 South Main, Temple, 
Texas 76501 -7682. He is a life member of 
SRM and has been a member of the society 
since 1966. 

Editor's Note: This paper was originally 
published in the August 1996 No. 1 Vol. 5 
issue of the GLCI Newsletter. 
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Controlled Grazing: It's An Attitude 
Glenn D. Johnson 

M 
ike Goldwasser, a cattle produc- 
er in Southwest Virginia, has 
been using controlled grazing 

management for nearly ten years. His 
livestock operation has grown from 13 
cows and calves in 1974 to 55 cows and 
calves and 800 to 1,000 stockers today. 
Mike attributes much of his success to 
implementing a controlled grazing sys- 
tem. "Intensive grazing paid for itself in 
the first year," he stated. 

Mike's interest in agriculture began 
white serving as a Peace Corps volun- 
teer in Africa. "In addition to teaching 
math and physics, there was a goal to 
make the schools as self supporting as 
possible and to instill in the students a 
respect for manual labor. As a result, I 
began a project to raise chickens and 
became interested in agriculture." 

The beautiful hills of Southwest 
Virginia are well suited for grazing live- 
stock. He looks for different types of en- 
terprises within the area of cattle produc- 
tion that best suit his current needs and 
interest. At present, a stocker operation 
best fits his situation but this is subject to 
change. "It fits small land areas well and 
is a better use of the land in that regard. 
I had the time and labor to invest, so I 
decided to go with a high management 

segment of the livestock business. Also, 
the lighter the animal, the greater the po- 
tential financial gain." 

Mike feels that he is not a goal driven 
person in the sense of having more land 
or cattle, but there are certain things that 
are important to him. "I want more time 
to spend with my family," he explained 
when discussing goals. "I enjoy the chal- 
lenge of making things work together as 
efficiently as possible. And I enjoy work- 
ing outdoors. In order to have these 
things, I also must make a profit." But, 
for Mike, quality of life is the guiding prin- 
ciple in determining the type and method 
of running an operation. 

He began grazing with three pastures. 
From his observations of the effect of 
cattle on forage and as a result of con- 
versations with Dr. Harlan White, retired 
Virginia Tech forage extension specialist, 
he made the decision to begin controlled 
grazing about nine or ten years ago. "In 
order to maximize resources, controlled 
grazing is a necessity," Mike explained. 

After gaining experience, Mike feels 
that "while there is no doubt that con- 
trolled grazing works, it is hard to have 
rules because you must consider many 
factors at any given time such as for- 
ages, livestock, and paddock goals. One 
thing I learned early is that grazing man- 

agement is a compromise. There is no 
recipe. You have to be flexible." 

Mike has used both NRCS and exten- 
sion as information sources. He initially 
learned about beef cattle management 
from his county extension agent, Tom 
Tabor. Dr. White provided assistance 
and information on controlled grazing 
considerations. His neighbors also gave 
advice on conditions unique to the area. 
Danny Boyer, NRCS soil conservation 
technician, provided information on alter- 
native water systems, such as a RAM 
pump and spring development. Mike 
took advantage of cost share for devel- 
oping the water system. 

His successful experience with inten- 
sive grazing management has been 
used in a variety of ways to disseminate 
information to others. A case study was 
done in May 1994 by David Faulkner, 
NRCS state economist, Kevin Kinvig, 
Arkansas NRCS economist and Danny 
Boyer, NRCS soil conservation techni- 
cian for Carroll and Grayson Counties. 
This was an effort to relate in an orga- 
nized way certain "before" and "after" 
treatment effects on a variety of utiliza- 
tion and resource concerns. Before 
treatment, the grazing period consisted 
of 150 days with the grass running out 
on his home farm in October. Direct ac- 
cess to streams and springs served as 
the only water sources. Sheet and nIl 
erosion was estimated at nine tons per 
acre per year. Livestock access to 
streams contributed to non-point source 
pollution. 

This was compared to the conditions 
after complete system installation from 
1987 to 1994. The system included, 
among other things, an increase in the 
number of paddocks to 26, using high 
tensile electric and polywire fencing, the 
development of two alternative watering 
facilities (RAM pump and spring devel- 
opment) serving six troughs and fifteen 
paddocks, and the implementation of an 
intensive rotational grazing system. Soil 
erosion was reduced to 2 tons per acre 
per year, a 78% reduction! Hillsides, 
creek banks, paths and pastures have 
improved cover, contributing to en- 
hanced water quality and improved aes- 
thetics. The streams and springs have 

Mike Goidwasser checking on cattle. Mike checks his cattle frequently. Health prob- lems are detected earlier and management decisions are based on actual field and live- stock conditions. 
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more vegetation around them because 
of minimal livestock use of these areas. 
A reduction in non-point source pollution 
of streams is a direct result of less ac- 
cess by livestock to this water source. 
Mowing and fertilizer applications have 
been reduced due to better nutrient cy- 
cling and the weed suppressing effects 
of intensive grazing. The grazing period 
was lengthened significantly. 

In a recent training program for NAGS 
and district employees in southwestern 
Virginia, Mike's farm was visited to illus- 
trate the practical aspects of forage and 
livestock management. After a morning 
classroom period to review basic man- 
agement and production concerns, Mike 
and Dr. Harlan White conducted a pas- 
ture walk to see the principles as they 
are actually used. This gave agency per- 
sonnel an opportunity to see first hand 
how improved management systems 
work and to ask questions of a producer 
and extension specialist. Mike said that 
"one of the best things NRCS has done 
is to work towards educating field per- 
sonnel on livestock production in a way 
that helps them better relate to produc- 
ers. Training is needed and ought to be 

required."Mike feels a sense of debt for 
the things he has learned from others 
and sees involvement in related organi- 
zations as a way to help repay that debt. 
He currently serves as president of the 
Virginia Forage and Grassland Gouncil 
and has served as president of the 
Virginia Gattlemen's Association. "Even 
as I work in these groups, I continue to 
learn from them." 

When asked if he felt his soil was im- 
proving, he responded, "I am getting 
over twice the forage production from my 
soils than the soil survey says can be 

produced. I have eliminated bare spots 
in my fields with fence placement and in- 
tensive grazing. Stream banks are in 
better condition due to livestock access 
being limited to any one part of the 
stream for no more than four or five per- 
cent of the time throughout the year." 

According to the May 1994 
Goldwasser case study, the SCS Natural 
Resource Inventory for 1987 indicated 
that approximately 1.1 million acres of 
pastures in the mountain and valley re- 

gion of Virginia were eroding at rates two 
to three times sustainable tolerance lev- 
els. Such rates are comparable to the 
"before" treatment conditions on the 
Goldwasser farm. Given this situation, 

additional investments in intensive rota- 
tional grazing systems offer significant 
potential for both private economic gain 
and public benefits from on farm efficien- 

cy gains and off site water quality im- 

provements. 
There are still areas that need im- 

provement. Travel lanes present a chal- 

lenge. Also, while manure distribution is 
better due to intensive rotations as op- 
posed to continuous stocking, a lot of 
manure is "wasted" in the woods. 

His livestock have benefited. Animals 
are kept separated for health reasons 
when first brought to the farm. This 
keeps health problems low. He sees the 
cattle more often, and they are easier to 
manage. Their diets have improved with 
the reappearance of clovers and the 
vegetative state of the grass. There is 
better utilization of forages as well. 

Much of the grass is fescue. Mike feels 
that the best strategy for beef cattle is to 

use what you have. "The whole advan- 
tage of forages is low cost. This is lost 
when whole fields of cool season for- 
ages are replaced by other cool season 
forages." To improve fescue, Mike sug- 
gests renovation with clovers, keeping it 

vegetative and stockpiling it. 

"Stockpiled fescue is a real advantage 
because it extends the grazing season." 
Each day of grazing is one less day cat- 
tle have to be fed. A forage sample of 
stockpiled fescue tested at 64% TDN 
and 14% protein. The grazing period has 
increased from 150 days to 180, a 20% 
increase. In some years, the grazing 

season goes to 250 days, a 66% in- 
crease over 1974! 

He manages the seasonal availability 
of forages by haying excess in the spring 
and changing stocking rates in the sum- 
mer. Switchgrass has been planted on a 
few acres in cooperation with Dr. Dale 
Wolf of Virginia Tech in an effort to re- 
duce the fluctuation in the seasonal 
availability of forages. 'The best advan- 

tage of this grass is to put it on poor 
ground," Mike stated. "It is good for re- 

ducing forage shortages in hot summer 
months." Mike feels he does not have 

enough warm season perennial grass. 
For those considering an intensive 

grazing system, Mike advises that "you 
have to want to do it for it to work. You 
must be open minded and willing to 
learn and listen to the land, plants and 
animals. Know that you will make mis- 
takes; just learn from them." 

Mike feels that more attention needs to 
be given to improved forage manage- 
ment systems because "improved graz- 
ing management benefits natural re- 
sources and is profitable at the same 
time. NRCS can continue to help pro- 
ducers best by training field personnel 
on forage management in a way that 
they can understand the business of 
farming as well as conservation. Often 
the two are complementary, but both 
must be understood for either to work." 

Author is with the USDA-Natural Resources 
Conservation Service Richmond, Virginia. 

Mike Qoidwasser inspecting forages. Mike keeps close watch on newly renovat- 
ed fescue. Cattle performance on this important forage is improved by keeping it 
vegetative, renovation with clovers and stockpiling. 
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The 33 Ranch: Stewardship in Action 
Darlene Kutzler, Earth Team Volunteer 

C aring! One word defines the 33 Ranch; caring for the 
family, the land, and the animals. Obviously, whenever a 
ranch has remained in the same family almost four gen- 

erations, a lot of care has been given. 
The ranch history began in 1914 when Cleve Berrys home- 

stead near Cedar Butte, South Dakota, became the 33 Ranch, 
so named because Cleve and his new bride, Jessie, trailed 33 
head of livestock from Nebraska to western Mellette County to 
start the ranch operation. 

In 1952, Cleve's daughter Jan and her husband Odeen 
(Skee) Rasmussen moved onto the ranch. Working together, 
they built up the ranch resources. None of it would have hap- 
pened without Jan," Skee said, recognizing the fact that work- 
ing together was the key to their success. The Rasmussens 
worked with Dave Steffen, Rangeland Management Specialist 
with the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service, to in- 
crease hay production and range carrying capacity. 

For many years, Skee had implemented a seasonal rotation 
grazing system which utilized several pastures. With Steffen's 
advice, Skee seeded marginal hayland to native western 
wheatgrass and green needlegrass as part of his hayland ren- 
ovation. Stock dams were built to provide water for livestock 
during summer months. Artesian well water was piped to win- 
ter pastures. Some of the water developments on the ranch 
were cost-shared through USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service programs. These efforts and their con- 
cern for the land earned Skee and Jan the honor of South 
Dakota Range Manager of the Year in 1972 from the South 
Dakota Section of the Society for Range Management. 

The ranch consists of 16,200 acres of deeded land. In addi- 
tion, the 33 Ranch leases 5,200 acres of tribal land. Located 
on the edge of South Dakota's Badlands, the ranch topsoil is 
shallow, consisting of clayey and silty soils. The parent soil 
material is silt stone. A joke that Skee enjoys telling people 
who ask him how far they are from the Badlands describes the 
soil situation; "I've spent most of my life about two inches from 
the Badlands," he tells them. The land is not suitable for culti- 

vation and the Rasmussens are using the land for the best 
purpose possible—grazing and haying. 

Dan and Amy, two of Skee and Jan's three children, have re- 
turned to the ranch with their families. The next caretakers of 
the 33 Ranch include the families of Dan and Dawn 
Rasmussen and their children Jess, Briana, Laura and 
Katherine; and Amy and Blake Lehman, who have two chil- 
dren, Jason and Patrick. 

Over the last six years, Dan and Blake have purchased Skee 
and Jan's cattle. In January 1996 when Skee and Jan retired, 
their children and families formed a limited liability company 
partnership and leased the land from their parents. 

Jan and Skee now serve as valuable advisors. Jan says, 
"Skee's years of experience and knowledge about the ranch 
are a valuable asset to Dan and Blake." Blake likes the fact 
that Skee is available when they need advice for decisions. 
"We can get his advice every time we need it. It's a real benefit 
for us to have him here as ranching has been a real learning 
experience for me." 

Dan, Blake, and their families calve out 560 Angus and 
Angus-cross cows and heifers and retain their 500 plus year- 
lings for sale until they are 18 months old. The best heifers are 
retained as replacements and the rest are spayed. Dan and 
Blake are working toward a better quality calf crop through arti- 
ficial insemination. 

"We have inherited pastures that have a good reserve of 
grass and desirable plant varieties of both cool and warm sea- 
son grasses," said Dan. "We like to harvest as much of the 
grass as we can while maintaining the plant communities and 
still have a crop next year." Dan says that he and Blake are 
being conservative that way. 

Dan and Blake are expanding Skee's rotational grazing sys- 
tem. Skee's rotation utilized summer pasture, winter pasture 
and a calving pasture. "He had a good program going, but 
there are always niches where you can improve," said Dan. 

Some of the pastures have been cross-fenced to allow for 
more flexible grazing rotation during the growing season. 

Blake Lehman and his son rounding up cat- 
tle. Photo courtesy of USDA-NRCS, South 
Dakota, 1997. Photo by Darlene Kutzler. 

Skee Rasmussen (left), Blake Lehman 
(middle), and Dan Rasmussen (right), dis- 
cussing grass species and range conditions. 
Photo courtesy of USDA-NRCS, South 
Dakota, 1997. Photo by Darlene Kutzler. 

Moving cattle through the grazing rota- 
tion. Photo courtesy of USDA-NRCS, South 
Dakota, 1997. Photo by Darlene Kutzler. 
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Pastures used in the rotation range in size from 500 to 1,200 
acres. One summer pasture contains 8,000 acres, but does 
not lend itself to cross-fencing because of the Badlands. Using 
high tensile wire and solar panels, electric fencing is being 
substituted for traditional fences. We've seen the benefits, we 
know rotation works, so now it is just building and maintaining 
the fences,' says Dan. 

Dan and Blake now use the calving pastures and winter pas- 
tures, which were not previously used during the summer, to run 

yearling heifers. The heifers are put into each pasture for two 
weeks at a time. "We target the warm season grasses starting in 

late May including big bluestem and sideoats grama," says Dan. 
"The heifers hardly touch the cool season grasses used during 
calving season including western wheatgrass and needlegrass- 
es." Last year, five pastures were used; and this year, there will 
be six. The same pasture is never grazed the same two weeks 
of the year, and the rotation is never started in the same pas- 
ture, If they begin the rotation in pasture number two this year, 
then it will begin in number three next year. Dan says, "Watching 

the big bluestem, there is hardly any impact. Good rains the last 
two years have helped the big bluestem go to seed after the ro- 
tation. If use on big bluestem gets too high, we will sell some 
yearling heifers early. It is a luxury that we have started out with 
a wide variety of plant species and a high concentration of warm 
season grasses." 

The rotational grazing system has allowed Dan and Blake to 
increase the livestock carrying capacity of the ranch. On one ro- 
tation, they are now able to harvest 960 animal unit months 

(AUM's), where previously, they could only harvest 600 AUM's. 
Other rotations have shown similar improvement. Dan and 
Blake have determined that the added value would amount to 
$13 per AUM. Dan said, "That would pencil out to $4,680, but I 
doubt that the average would be that high in the long run be- 
cause we have had above normal rains over the last two years." 

Assistance in planning the rotational system now being used 
came through the "Bootstraps: Ranching for the 90s" grass 
roots program. The self-help program for ranchers was devel- 
oped by a group of local ranchers with help from local Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, Cooperative Extension 
Service, and conservation district staff. As part of the 
Bootstraps Program, a range inventory was conducted on the 
33 Ranch to help Dan and Blake expand their rotational graz- 
ing system. NRCS staff guided Dan and Blake through the 
process of implementing the recommendations and are provid- 
ing follow-up. 

Steffen says the 33 Ranch caretakers monitor the plant com- 
munities, looking at the grass to make sure the plant communi- 
ties stay healthy. Because of the availability of the warm sea- 
son grasses, the Rasmussens have been able to keep the 
heifer calf crop for increased weight gain. 

Dan and Blake believe the investment of time (moving the 
cattle often) is worth the effort. "I used to wonder, are we going 
to have time to move cattle that often? Now, I look forward to 
and enjoy doing it," said Dan. 

To balance the cattle's nutritional needs, they use a Grazing 
Lands Application computer program available from the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service. "Plug in the ration 

components and the program tells if the cattle are reaching the 
amount of gain you expect," said Dan. The computer program 
includes climate conditions, temperature, wind speed and hair 
length of the cattle in the balancing process. It can even be 
customized to the breed, age and size of grazing livestock. 
Hay and pasture forage are sampled to get a reading on the 

digestible organic matter and protein. Dan and Blake use fecal 
sampling during the summer to determine protein content of 
grass eaten by their yearling cattle. They believe that good nu- 
trition adds to the conception rate. 

Showing improvement in range management and livestock 
quality and health every year has been a family tradition on the 
33 Ranch for 83 years. Dan, Dawn, Blake, and Amy are deter- 
mined to continue the family tradition and provide a healthy 
lifestyle for their families. Hopefully, some of their children will 
decide they "want to be a rancher." Skee says he wouldn't 
change anything, "It's been a great life. I've been to 
Washington, D.C., three times in five months serving on vari- 
ous boards; and I wouldn't trade our ranch for the whole works 
if I had to live there." 

Author is an Earth Team Volunteer, USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, South Dakota. 

The Rasmussen Ranch is located in the mixed prairie of south cen- 
tral South Dakota with a very shallow topsoil. Photo courtesy of 
USDA -NRCS, South Dakota, 1997. Photo by Darlene Kutzler. 
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Good Pasture Management 
Turning a Profit and Taking Care of the Land 

Amy Smith 

T aking care of your pasture makes economic and environ- 
mental sense. Good pasture management is the key to 
higher profits and healthier natural resources. Russell 

Hughes, farmer in Poweshiek County, Iowa, agrees, and has 
the track record to prove that it works. Hughes started rotation- 
al grazing eight years ago, and has been doing it ever since. 

Good for the pocketbook 
Hughes has found that if he takes good care of the grass, 

the cattle take care of themselves. "If it's good for the grass, 
it's good for the animals. And bottom line, what's good for the 
animals means more pounds per acre. The first year I estab- 
lished a rotational grazing system, I had as much production 
as approximately 150 bushel corn or 45—50 bushel beans," 
said Hughes. "That first year alone allowed me to pay for the 
whole system, including electric fence, labor and materials. I 
haven't seen another investment that more than paid for itself 
in the first year—and that's what convinced me to continue ro- 
tational grazing." 

Good for the environment 
In addition to economic benefits, healthy pastures help re- 

duce erosion, improve water quality, and provide food and 
habitat for wildlife. The biggest environmental benefit Hughes 
has noticed since he began rotational grazing is the reduction 
in erosion. "The more grass, and the healthier the grass, the 
less soil erosion you have. Plus you're producing beef at the 
same time. The two just go hand in hand," says Hughes. 

With reduced erosion comes improved water quality, which 
is important to the Hughes for many reasons. Their pond and 
creeks serve as water sources for their cattle, but also as 
recreation areas where family and friends enjoy fishing, ice 
fishing and swimming. "Our farm pond is sort of a barometer 
for erosion. Lots of times after heavy rains, the water is still 

clear," says Hughes. "This shows me that the pasture really 
helps keep the soil in place." 

'Then there's the wildlife angle," continues Hughes. "We've 
seen an increase in wildlife since we began rotational grazing 
on our farm. We even have pheasants hatch out in pastures 
before we get around to grazing them again," says Hughes. 

Hughes has also found that he uses fewer chemicals and 
fertilizer. "Thick, good grass helps crowd out thistles, which re- 
duces my pesticide use. We still get thistles, but they are much 
more manageable," says Hughes. 

Hughes' soil is in mint condition too. "I haven't fertilized a 
piece of land since 1986, but the soil test still says that I have 
enough P (phosphorus) and K (potassium) to grow corn." Test 
results also reveal plenty of nitrogen, due in part to the 
legumes used in his seeding mixture. 

Hughes generally uses a mixture of orchardgrass, brome, tre- 
foil, mixture of clovers and some alfalfa. In more even fields, like 
lower river bottoms, he gets good results with reed canarygrass. 

Good for the economy 
Pastures and rangeland make up 45 percent of the private 

lands in the United States and provide forage that help pro- 
duce beef, milk, wool and leather. The impact of healthy pas- 
ture land and the livestock that graze those pastures is signifi- 
cant to the nation's economy and to the livelihood of those who 
manage the land. 

How it worked 
"The first year I began rotational grazing, other guys were 

feeding winter supply, the only difference for me was what I 
did—set up the electric fence and rotated the cattle. I ran 60 
cows on 63 acres; 19 paddocks of about 3 acres each," recalls 
Hughes. His rotation was about 2 days per paddock, which 
gave each paddock approximately 38 days to grow back. 

Taking a soil sample is a critical step in developing a sound fertility Using a grass-legume mixture (pictured here) or a warm season 
management program on your pasture. grass helps give year round high quality pasture for livestock in a pas- 

ture rotation. 
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This system allowed Hughes to graze about half of the land 
and to make hay on half. "I was able to increase my stocking 
rate and production, avoid overgrazing the land, keep my win- 
ter hay supply, and make a profit on hay." Now Hughes' rota- 
tion is interisive—60 cows, 2 acres, 3 days. But he adds that 
every year is different, depending on the number of cattle, 
growing conditions, and forage availability. Hughes uses 
ponds and creeks for water, and fences livestock out. "The 
thing to remember," says Hughes, "is that you have control. 
You control access to the water, and determine where and for 

how long the cattle graze, which has both conservation and 
economic implications." 

Hughes says a well thought out grazing system can pay off. 

"Initially there's labor to set up the system, but after that it real- 

ly doesn't take too long to move the cattle. They catch on 
rather quickly, and pretty soon they are ready and waiting at 
the gate, anxious to go to the next paddock. They usually 
come as soon as I call. One advantage of the system," adds 

Hughes, "is the flexibility. Of course it takes some observation, 
but you are able to adjust your rotation to the animals' needs, 
season, and available forage." 

NRCS Can Help 
Hughes and his family have worked with USDA's Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for more than twen- 
ty-five years on projects ranging from design and cost share of 
their pond, to laying out terraces, to planning a windbreak, a 
project they are currently undertaking. In addition to grazing, 
Hughes and his wife Sheri, and their three daughters Lauren, 
Erin, and Katelyn, farm 650—700 acres. They raise corn, beans 
and oats and have 88 acres in the Conservation Reserve 
Program. We've always been conservation minded,i says 
Hughes. "My dad started contouring years before it got popu- 
lar, in fact SCS (Soil Conservation Service, NRCS's previous 
name) laid out the contour lines back in the 50's. We've seed- 
ed pastures, improved pastures, done crop rotations, and now 
use minimum till and no-till. I've been farming since 1974, and 
NRCS has always been real helpful anytime I've worked with 
them," says Hughes. "More farmers need to be aware of, and 
take advantage of all the different things NRCS can do, includ- 
ing cost-sharing, and planning assistance. I just recently dis- 
covered that NRCS has become more involved in pasture 
management, which is good to know. My experience with 
NRCS has always been positive." 

NRCS & pasture management 
NRCS and local Soil and Water Conservation Districts pro- 

vide pasture management planning assistance to producers on 

private lands. "NRCS's goal is to improve the grassland re- 
sources while benefiting those who manage the land," says 
Leroy Brown, NRCS State Conservationist in Iowa. "The 
NRCS can provide producers with information to care for the 
soil, water and other resources, and to get the most out of their 
pastures and grasslands," said Brown. 

"Pasture management is more than just moving livestock 
from one pasture to another. It involves choosing and manag- 
ing forages, water development and distribution, fencing, soil 

fertility, weed and brush control," said Brown. "NRCS can work 
with producers to integrate these items into systems that meet 
their natural resource and livestock production goals." 

Developing your grazing system 
Russell Hughes has found that you can turn a profit and take 

care of the resources. Many producers across the nation are 

finding similar results. If you're interested in developing a pas- 
ture management plan, contact your local NRCS office for 
more information and assistance. 

The author is a Public Aftairs Specialist, USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, Des, Moines, Iowa. 

An electric fence system is an economical way to plan and control 
livestock movement. 



30 RANGELANDS 20(3), June 1998 

Geographical Information System Technology for Developing 
a Conservation Plan for the Northern Cheyenne Tribe in 
Montana 

R. Sue Noggles, William D. Harrison, Rocklin R. Schwagler, and Terry W. Johnson 

I 
n 1993 the Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council requested as- 
sistance from the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) in Montana to develop a comprehensive conserva- 

lion plan for the Northern Cheyenne Reservation. Objectives 
for this project had been established in the Northern Cheyenne 
Reservation Integrated Resource Management Plan devel- 
oped by the Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to pro- 
vide direction and policy for natural resources. Specific goals 
are to manage grazing lands in a sustainable and productive 
manner and to enhance wildlife habitat for several species. 

Concerns on grazing lands that are addressed by the Tribe 
include the need for range improvements to enhance livestock 
grazing distribution, particularly livestock water developments. 
Other concerns are the need to develop grazing strategies 
which improve the forage resources, reduce noxious weeds, 
manage prairie dog towns, and enhance riparian and wetland 
areas for wildlife and improved water quality. 

The Montana NRCS agreed to provide the Tribe with a com- 
prehensive resource inventory and assist in developing a com- 
plete conservation plan. Faced with performing a complex in- 
ventory on over 400,000 acres of rangeland and forestland, 
NRCS staff needed a creative way to accomplish this task, and 
also provide the Tribe with high quality data. 

The Northern Cheyenne Reservation lies within the Tongue 
River and Rosebud Creek Watersheds in south central 
Montana. The project covers an area of approximately 680 
square miles of diverse rangeland and forestland. The Tongue 
River Watershed encompasses 187,075 acres and the 
Rosebud Watershed encompasses 249,873 acres. Sixty-five 
percent of the land base is rangeland, and twenty-five percent 
is forestland or grazeable woodland. The grazing lands were 

Overview of Northern Cheyenne Reservation showing diversity of 
soils, topography, and vegetation. 

originally divided into 101 range units, i.e. pastures, for live- 
stock grazing, varying in size from 300 acres to 19,000 acres. 

Soils, topography, and climate are diverse in these water- 
sheds. Soils vary from gently sloping to very steep, shallow to 
very deep, sandy, loamy, and clayey textures. Annual precipi- 
tation varies from 10 inches per year in the valley bottoms to 
over 20 inches in the mountains. Elevation ranges from 4,707 
feet at Bull Creek Lookout, to 2,850 feet along the Tongue 
River. Vegetation communities include 40 ecological sites for 
rangeland and 25 distinct forest understory communities. 

To assess resource conditions on the Reservation, items 
that required inventory were range condition, productivity, and 
apparent trend; forest understory condition; identification and 
location of noxious weeds, water developments, fences, and 
prairie dog towns; wildlife habitat elements; riparian and wet- 
land vegetation and condition; and cultural resources. 

The strategy which was developed to accomplish this com- 
plex task utilized digital orthophotoquads and existing digital 
data from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, specifically soils and 
rangeland ecological site data layers. The inventory was then 
performed using the following process: 1) The Reservation 
land base was separated into two distinct watershed areas and 
inventoried separately in 1994 and 1995. 2) Inventory base 
maps were created from existing digital data of soils, range- 
land ecological sites, forest habitat types, and range unit 
boundaries. 3) A team of rangeland and resource specialists 
from NRCS, BIA, and the Tribe, performed the inventories 
within a three week time frame each year. 4) Data collected 
from the field inventory was transferred onto mylar overlays of 
the base maps. 5) A Geographic Information System (GIS) 
was used to digitize inventory data and develop specific maps 
of data items, such as range condition or location of noxious 
weeds. 6) A GIS was used to calculate total available forage in 
Animal Unit Months (AUM's) per acre for each range unit and 
watershed area. 7) Adjustments were made to total available 
forage based on a matrix of factors which affect livestock for- 
age use, specifically season of grazing use, steepness of 
slope, and distance to livestock water. 

The Tongue River Watershed portion of the inventory was 
performed in 1994. An oversight team was established to 
maintain consistency and quality control of data collection. 
Once the inventory was complete and all data transferred to 
the mylar overlays, the data elements were input into the GIS. 
Maps were then generated to summarize inventory information 
at both a small scale to show the entire watershed, and at larg- 
er scales to show individual range units. Key maps included 
landuse/cover, range condition, locations of both functional 
and nonfunctional water developments, locations of noxious 
weeds, potential areas for reseeding, and riparian vegetation 
types. (Figure 1). 
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Fig. 2: GIS was used to measure distance from water sources in 1/4 mile intervals to account for livestock use patterns and to calculate total 

available forage. 

FIg. 1: GIS generated map of Range Condition and Existing Water Developments for selected range units. 
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Ag 3: GIS map of planned improvements for wafer developments and cross fencing. 

Forage production data was collected on every ecological 
site and computed to provide the carrying capacity for each 
range unit on an Animal Unit Month per acre basis. Local 
ranchers assisted NRCS in developing a matrix for adjust- 
ments in stocking rates based on their experience with live- 
stock in the area. Adjustments to available forage were made 
according to a matrix combining season of use (growing sea- 
son or dormant season), steepness of slope (slope classes at 
15% increments), and distance to livestock water, to account 
for livestock distribution factors. GIS maps were generated for 
each range unit which displayed slope classes and/or distance 
from water in one-quarter mile increments. (Figure 2). These 
maps were also used to attain a visual picture of factors which 
potentially influence livestock distribution and forage use. 

Results of the inventory indicate that range condition classes 
within the Tongue River Watershed are 59 percent good and 
excellent, and 41 percent fair and poor. Apparent trend is ei- 
ther downward or not apparent for most range units, due to se- 
lective grazing of preferred species, undergrazing in areas with 
no livestock water, and invasion of noxious weeds. Resource 
concerns attributed to current grazing management are high 
utilization of and a decline of the warm season grasses, and 
poor condition of both the herbaceous and woody components 
of riparian areas, resulting from insufficient control of livestock 
distribution. Information generated through the GIS indicates 
that an additional 3,000 existing Animal Unit Months could be 
available through more efficient use of forage resources, utiliz- 
ing additional livestock water and fencing. There is also a po- 
tential to increase AUM's an additional twenty percent as plant 
communities and forage quality improve with management. 

NRCS staff and tribal resource managers developed a set of 
three alternatives for grazing management that all address the 
need to control the time of exposure of forage to livestock, al- 
ternate the season of use, and incorporate growing season 
rest for each range unit. Individual strategies will now be devel- 
oped for each range unit based on acceptability and ease of 

operation for the livestock manager. 
Several structural range improvements are planned to facili- 

tate grazing management. These include 182 miles of stock- 
water pipeline, 30 miles of cross fences, development of 30 
water sources, 10 wildlife watering sites, and 2,000 acres of 
noxious weed control. GIS data layers were used to generate 
maps of all improvement practices. (Figure 3). 

Development of the Tongue River Watershed Conservation 
Plan has allowed the Northern Cheyenne Tribe to become eli- 
gible for several grant funds to assist them in improving their 
resources. The plan has encouraged strategies for wildlife 
habitat development and improvement, and enhancement of 
quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) and Plains cottonwood 
(Populus deltoides) stands. Educational workshops for ranch- 
ers have been offered by Montana State University Extension 
personnel and NACS staff, through the Montana Grazing 
Lands Conservation Initiative. The Rosebud Creek Watershed 
inventory was completed in 1995, and the Northern Cheyenne 
Tribe and NRCS staff are now in the process of analyzing the 
data for and developing the management plan for this area. 

The NRCS range specialists have expanded the use of this 
inventory and planning technology to several other watersheds 
in Montana and feel it is an effective and efficient way to ac- 
complish high quality rangeland resource inventories within a 
reasonable amount of time. Geospacial datasets provide a solid 
baseline for resource data elements, and provide a foundation 
for future analyses. The GIS generated maps are an effective 
visual tool to help explain complex resource data to landowners 
to assist them in making sound management decisions. 
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Authors are: R. Sue Noggles, NRCS State Rangeland Management 
Specialist, Bozeman, MT; William D. Harrison, NRCS State Resource 
inventory Specialist, Bozeman, MT; Rocklin R. Schwagler, NAGS 
Senior Resource Conservationist, Forsyth, MT, and Terry W. Johnson, 
NRCS Resource Conservationist, Lame Deer, MT. 
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Sustainable Ranching: A Rancher's Perspective 

Nol Ward 

M odem cattle ranchers in the western United States 
face the most difficult conditions since the forma- 
tion of the industry in the 1860's. Our problems 

center around low cattle prices, loss of market share, rising 
production costs, higher taxes, increased foreign competi- 
tion, continued over supply from hobby ranchers, degrada- 
tion of public and privately owned grazing lands, increased 
government regulation, uncertainty of grazing privileges on 
federal rangelands, and uncertainty of various USDA gov- 
ernment assistance programs. In spite of these problems, I 
see hope and opportunity for those western ranchers who 
can adapt to changing conditions. This means better use of 
scientific information, and new approaches to business, 
rangeland and beef cattle management. 

I've had over 35 years of management and consulting ex- 

perience with ranching operations. During this period of 
time, I've had the opportunity to observe in detail the prac- 
tices of large corporate, profit-motivated ranching opera- 
tions versus small and medium sized, independent opera- 
tions. Key components of the most profitable ranching op- 
erations I've observed were economy of scale, sound range 
management, sound beef herd management, diversification 
of operations, sound financial management, aversion to 
government cost and income subsidies, and constant pur- 
suit of useful knowledge. I will provide my perspective on 
each of these components. 

Economy of Scale 

Lack of livestock numbers and uniformity limits most 
ranchers marketing alternatives to the local auction or di- 
rect sales. Only a small percent of today's ranchers have 
the opportunity to increase their net income through re- 
tained ownership of their stocker and feeder animals. Still 
fewer have the opportunity to increase their net income 
through retained ownership of their cull bulls, cows and 
heifers. Small and medium sized ranching operations have 
no marketing power (McGrann 1997). 

I have noticed that even the largest independent ranchers 
have little to no ability to influence the prices they must pay 
for supply in-puts such as fencing materials, supplementary 
feeds, fertilizer, fuel, and farm machinery. Today's supply 
firms are highly concentrated and the only people they are 
accountable to are their company's major stock holders. 
Small and medium sized ranching operations have no pro- 
curement power (McGrann 1997). 

There are three basic methods that smaller operators can 
use to reduce costs and improve sale prices through econ- 
omy of scale. Each requires ranchers to improve the eff I- 

ciency of their ranching operations in one of three ways 
through leverage or debt, forming large ranching partner- 
ship or corporations, and/or forming cooperative purchasing 
and marketing alliances. The first method (improving eff I- 
ciency through debt) depends heavily on properly timing 
the business cycle for success. Generally this alternative is 
suitable only for ranchers with sophisticated financial skills. 
The second and third methods require ranchers sacrifice 
some degree of their independence to improve their ranch- 
ing efficiency. 

The second method requires ranchers give-up their inde- 
pendence altogether aid choose instead to become active 
stockholders of a large, corporate ranching operation. This 
alternative is recommended for persons wanting the best 
chance to receive maximize retums from their ranching in- 
vestments. 

The third method requires small and medium sized, inde- 
pendent ranchers to pull together as a collective force and 
form a cooperative purchasing and marketing alliance. In 
order to take full advantage of this alternative, ranchers 
must be willing to opt for a common marketing strategy, 
and follow standardized production and marketing proce- 
dures. Also, they must be willing to employ a professional 
to coordinate their alliance and represent them at the mar- 
ket. Whether or not small and medium sized, independent 
ranchers have the strength to work together to pursue a 
common long-term goal and objective has yet to be demon- 
strated. 

Sound Range Management 

Considering all the money that federal and state govern- 
ments have spent on range research and management pro- 
grams, I've always found it amazing 
that most ranchers have so little 
knowledge of this subject. The best 
single explanation I've found on what 
constitutes a sound range manage- 
ment program for ranchers is provided 
by Holechek (1996a). The most prof- 
itable ranching operations that I've ob- 
served have used Holechek's low 
input ranching approach for years, 
along with ideas that closely parallel 
his on managing climate and financial 
risk. It has been my experience that low input is an essen- 
tial part of profitable and sustainable ranching. 

Low input ranching means taking a very conservative ap- 
proach toward range management and ranching in general. 
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Ranchers must avoid spending money on range manage- 
ment practices that will not save or generate enough 
money to pay for themselves, on a low risk basis. Ranchers 
must avoid any attempt to increase their income through 
overstocking, and they must be prepared in advance for 
times of drought and low cattle prices. 

Also, included in my views toward low input ranching are 
such important practices as stocking the range at a conser- 
vative rate; opting for a proven, low cost, rotational grazing 
plan; and focusing attention primarily on cattle breeding, 
preventive herd health care, supplementation, marketing 
and diversification programs. Other practices that are a crit- 
ical part of the low input approach include minimizing debt; 
consideration of stock and bond market trends in conjunc- 
tion with current business cycle trends, when making asset 
allocation decisions; and consideration of the cattle cycle 
when making livestock marketing decisions. 

I have found conservative stocking to be an essential ele- 
ment in the conservation of soil, water, forage plant and 
wildlife resources. It is also the key to obtaining maximum 
long-term productivity from the beef cow herd, and to con- 
trolling climate risk. When figuring permanent stocking rates, 
I always figure on stocking the range at 30—40% below car- 
rying capacity. This practice is necessary to insure that im- 
proved range conditions can be sustained over an indefinite 
period of time and helps ranchers control supply going to 
market. This practice also helps prevent ranchers from get- 
ting themselves into financial wrecks during times of drought 
and low cattle prices. During times of above normal rainfall 
and abundant grass, I support the practice of ranchers car- 
rying forward, purchasing or custom grazing stockers. 

I have had great success with simple, low cost rotational 
grazing plans such as the Merrill system that allow pre- 
ferred plants and preferred areas an opportunity for recov- 
ery. The Merril system can be easily modified for any part of the world by providing each pasture with growing season 
non-use every 3 or 4 years. Another grazing plan that' s 
worked well for me is the simple two pasture, switch-back 
system set forth by Dietz (1988). This system involves two 
pastures with each pasture grazed half of the growing sea- 
son. The following year the order of grazing is reversed. I 
have found this system to be an effective method for im- 
proving forage production on the gulf coast and taligrass 
prairies of central Texas. 

Under desert and shortgrass prairie conditions, ranchers 
should strongly consider the grazing plan described by 
Holechek (1992). The rotation plan involves controlling 
where cattle graze by regulating access to water. 

On public grazing lands, I encourage ranchers and range 
managers to consider a rotational grazing plan that incorpo- 
rates the use of specially trained cowboys on horse back. 
Tactical herding is an effective method of managing grazing on open range and requires a minimum investment in ranch 
infrastructure. I believe it would be beneficial to ranchers 
and our country's public grazing lands, if more attention 
was directed toward taking full advantage of this type of 
grazing strategy. I also believe that this type of grazing 

strategy would be well received 
by natural resource conservation 
groups. 

It has been my experience that 
any range management ap- 
proach centered around the use 
of government subsidies (emer- 
gency feed), heavy stocking 
rates or requiring substantial in- 
vestments in fencing, fertilizer, 
watering points, brush control 
and seeding will ultimately be a 
losing proposition for ranchers. 
Major mistakes are often made by would-be ranchers who 
buy rangelands with large amounts of fence and too many 
watering points relative to the amount of grass. Holechek et 
al. (1995) provides some useful information on the amount 
of capitalization required to effectively run desert and prairie 
ranches. 

Weed and brush control is a necessary part of a sound 
range management program. The weed and brush control 
programs of the most profitable ranching operations that I' 
ye observed, have been oriented around prescribed burns, 
strategic grazing by ruminant animals, and spot applica- 
tions of herbicide when necessary. I have found prescribed 
burning is an inexpensive and effective method of weed 
and brush control. It greatly improves forage quality and re- 
duces supplemental feed needs. The practice can be bene- 
ficial to many desirable wildlife species such as white-tailed 
deer, bobwhite quail, and wild turkey. Prescribed burning in 
conjunction with conservative stocking has greatly in- 
creased calf crops and calf weaning weights on Texas 
ranches where I've worked. Vallentine (1989) provides 
good information on weed and brush control on rangelands. 

Beef Herd Management 
Over the years, I've noticed that smaller, independent 

ranchers fail to focus their attention on important beef herd 
management practices. Such practices include develop- 
ment of functional. general-purpose cattle; selecting bulls 
that meet minimum sire standards; exposing mature cows 
and breeding age heifers to bulls only during a restricted 60 
to 120 day breeding season each year; scheduling each 
year's restricted breeding season to coincide with the peak 
growing season of the ranching environment; and the use 
of environmentally adapted, highly fertile breeding stock. 

Obtaining top-quality herd replacements is a perennial 
problem because either poor quality or terminal-cross sires 
are used on a large percent of today' s beef herds. This 
compounds problems such as low fertility, poor mothering 
ability, slow growth, and inefficient use of range forage. A high percentage of today's U.S. beef cattle population 
requires as excessive amount of costly feed input and care 
to be productive. Due to efforts to raise cattle with higher 
feedlot performance, the nutrient requirements of cattle 
have been raised to such a point that they cannot sustain 
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themselves on low quality forage, such as mature or old 
grass (Banister 1996). Cattle that can effectively utilize low 

quality forage play a key role in making ranching profitable 
and sustainable. 

I consider it essential to use functional cattle, highly 
adapted to the local ranching environment. Cattle must 
have the ability to breed readily beginning as short year- 
lings, calve unassisted beginning as coming two-year-olds 
and produce highly acceptable offspring each year. Cattle 
should have an 11 to 13 year productive life span. 

I consider 6 practices essential in a beef herd manage- 
ment program: Practice 1)—Breed for function, not form. 
Practice 2)—Do not combine different breeds together ac- 
cording to predetermined breed percentage (let what works 
best determine the percentage). Practice 3)—Meet mini- 
mum nutritional and preventive herd health care require- 
ments at the lowest feasible cost. Practice 4)—Pursue the 
beef herd management objectives strictly on the basis of 
breeding best to best, year after year, (let temperament, re- 
production, survival and calf weight gain largely determine 
which cattle are best). Practice 5)—Annually culling ani- 
mals that do not meet certain minimum criteria standards of 
performance (unmanageable temperaments, non-breeders, 
problem calvers, cattle with physical and health problems, 
cows and heifers that fail to wean an acceptable calf, poor 
udders, etc.). Practice 6)—Always market culls as beef, 
never as breeding stock. 

Ranchers should collectively make it their breeding objec- 
tive to produce bulls better than their sires and cows better 
than their dams, and do it all within the boundaries of a 
closed-population of cattle. This is in contrast to a cross- 
breeding program that must return to a beginning point 
whenever the breeding cycle is completed. Genetic im- 
provement created by a closed-population breeding pro- 
gram is measurable and permanent in nature, and can be 
transmitted over an indefinite period of time (Adams 1975). 

Ranchers need a sound livestock marketing program. In 

order to be sound, the program must be based on a verti- 
cally integrated marketing concept that includes strategies 
for all classes of market animals. The program must also 
include having strength in numbers at the market place. 

Diversification of Operations 

Diversification provides ranchers with a great opportunity 
to increase their profits. However, most ranchers will need 
to improve marketing, financial and social skills to increase 
their diversification. 

A method of diversification used by the most profitable 
ranching operations I've observed is the enterprise of high- 
tech meat packing and processing. The objective is to 
process and market grass-fed beef in the form of reputation 
building meat products. These meat products must be 
tasty, tender, lean and uniform in quality. Such products 
must also be free of additives perceived by consumers as 
being unhealthy. The primary goal of this initiative is to 
meet the needs of today's health conscious consumers. 

Ranching operations should take advantage of new tech- 
nological breakthroughs, such as precision flake cutting 
which make it possible to convert grass-fed beef into ten- 
der, tasty items with solid muscle texture. The range of 
products that can be produced by taking advantage of such 
new technological breakthroughs seems limited only by the 
availability of raw material and the imagination of the 
processor (Urschel Laboratories, Inc. 1980). 

Other successful methods of diversification that I've ob- 
served include raising other kinds of ruminant and non-ru- 
minant livestock, production of native plants for landscaping 
purposes, wildlife viewing, get-a-way lodging, managed 
hunting, trail trips, chuck wagon dining, managed fishing, 
production of rodeo stock, holding rodeos, and cowboy po- 
etry and song. Ranchers may also consider such diversified 
ventures as educational seminars and work shops, special 
field days, summer camps, ecologically-based school pro- 
grams, western riding schools, cowboy training schools, 
and schools for training ranch cooks. 

Sound Financial Management 

Large, corporate ranching operations have long recog- 
nized business cycles in their decision making. On the 
other hand, it is my impression that this aspect of ranching 
has been poorly understood by smaller, independent ranch- 
ers and by range managers. This has resulted in ranchers 
too often applying high risk, low return practices that con- 
centrate rather than diversify their operations. The first dis- 
cussion of business cycles and macro-economics relative 
to ranching that I've encountered are those of Holechek et 
al. (1994). I recommend Holechek (1997) to all ranchers in- 
terested in how strategic use of stock and bond markets 
can be used in asset allocation. Hopefully more work will be 
done in this area in the future. 

I believe there is great opportunity for the range profes- 
sion to develop software programs that allow ranchers to 
assess risk/reward of various management alternatives 
under different economic conditions. I encourage college 
range management programs to better incorporate market- 
ing, investing, business management, and computer sci- 
ence courses in their curriculums. Narrow thinking, that fo- 
cuses on only a few aspects of ranching, is the biggest 
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weakness I've observed in range 
management and animal science 
graduates. 

Avoiding Political Risk 

I have recently read several arti- 
cles on how government cost sub- 
sidies contribute to instability and 
low profitability in ranching and 
farming. I strongly believe cost sub- 
sides such as the now discontinued 
USDA-Emergency Feed Program did much more harm than 
good. They have encouraged ranchers to overstock and, 
thus, contribute to excessive beef supplies and rangeland 
degradation. Holechek (1 996b) accurately points out that 
even with USDA-Emergency Feed payments substitution of 
harvested feed for range forage is a quick way to the poor 
house. When drought strikes the only economically viable 
option is to sell cattle numbers down to what the range for- 
age resources will support. 

I am convinced the best way for ranchers to manage po- 
litical risk is to avoid dependency on government programs. 
The most profitable ranchers I know use the government as 
a source of information and education, and not as a source 
of income. 

I find the recent trend by the United States Congress away 
from agricultural subsidies most encouraging. The recent 
capital gains tax cut and changes in inheritance taxes should 
greatly help the ranching community. I would like to see leg- 
islation passed that would extend the tax-free period from 
one year (present) to at least six years on livestock liquidated 
due to drought. Keep in mind that the 1930' s and 1950' s 
droughts in the Great Plains lasted six years. The passing of 
such legislation would not only be beneficial to ranchers from 
a financial view point, but is essential in the conservation of 
soil, water, range plant and wildlife resources. 

I would also like to see government income subsidies to 
the dairy industry be discontinued as soon as possible. 
Years of government interference in the dairy industry has 
contributed to natural resource degradation and over-sup- 
plying the market with milk and packer cows. I'm of the 
opinion that milk income subsidies and past government 
buy-out programs have done substantial harm to dairymen, 
ranchers, the environment and future generations. I believe 
that it's past time for the government to get out of the dairy 
business. 

Few things worry ranchers more than threatened and en- 
dangered species. Under present policy, having endangered 
species on the ranch is more of a liability than a asset. Why 
can't government policies be modified so ranchers are re- 
warded rather than punished for providing and improving 
habitat for endangered species? Here I also favor tax 
breaks rather than government payments as the incentive. 

Knowledge Importance and Use 

The most successful ranchers I 
know read prodigiously and ag- 
gressively pursue useful new tech- 
nologies. Modern ranching de- 
pends much more on being able to 
find and use new information rather 
than carrying on past traditions. It 
is my view that government exten- 
sion programs have to some extent 
failed by promoting prescription ap- 

proaches to ranching, rather than attempting to show 
ranchers how to find and use valid information. I've never 
encountered a government range extension man who rec- 
ommended excellent basic textbooks on range manage- 
ment such as Vallentine (1989) and Holechek et al. (1995). 

Rather than using the prescription approach to ranch 
management, I have had great success using a process 
that involves identifying various management alternatives 
and projecting their possible outcomes based on available 
research and practical experience. I like a simple approach 
to assessing possible financial outcomes from manage- 
ment alternatives using a ranch budget and different as- 
sumptions, such as demonstrated by Holechek (1992). 
Basically this involves developing the best case scenario 
for different management alternatives and throwing out 
those that do not yield more than money market interest 
rates or rates on federal government bonds that match the 
life of the particular investment. Remaining management al- 
ternatives can be further evaluated under most probable 
and worst case scenarios. The selection process should 
depend heavily on balancing ranch goals with probability 
for success. 

Closing Comments 

The most profitable ranching operations that I've ob- 
served are distinguished by the processes they use to 
solve problems and the way they approach maintaining an 
acceptable balance between the economic and environ- 
mental aspects of their business. Economically they pursue 
prosperity in ranching on the basis of: (A) lowest feasible 
input and risk; (B) slow, but steady range, beef herd and 
profitability improvement; (C) reducing cost and increasing 
profit potential, by improving operational efficiency; (D) pur- 
suing optimum, long-term return to equity; (E) diversifying 
operations, for the purpose of maximizing per acre returns; 
(F) aversion to government cost and income subsidies; and 
(G) aggressive pursuit of new technology that will give them 
a competitive advantage. 

Ecologically they promote the preservation and improve- 
ment of the environment by making the conservation of the 
soil, water, native plants, and wildlife an integral part of 
their ranching operations. Generally they emphasize the 
benefits of the attainment and maintenance of rangelands 

The recent capital gains 
tax cut and changes in 
inheritance taxes should 
greatly help the ranch- 
ing community. 
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in a late seral ecological condition. They think in terms of 
good stewardship of natural resources. They believe that it 
is essential for cattle and grasslands to coexist in harmony 
for the long-term. Rather than viewing natural resource 
conservation groups as adversaries, they see them as con- 
sumers and concerned citizens. When possible, modern 
ranchers should educate and inform these groups on the 
vital role sustainable ranching plays in preservation of open 
space, sustaining wildlife habitat, production of food and 
fiber, and maintaining a valuable cultural heritage. 

Historic rates of return on western ranches have been 
quite low (2—5% on invested capital). However it has been 
my experience that many ranching operations can readily 
return 10% or more when managed using the techniques 
I've previously discussed. 
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Quality of Hay from CRP Lands in North Dakota 

Kevin Sedivec and Charlie Soiseth 

T he Conservation Reserve Program (CAP), contained in 
the 1985 Food Security Act, provided incentives to re- 
move highly erodible land from crop production and 

place it under permanent vegetative cover. Approximately 36.3 
million acres of land were enrolled in CAP nationwide, of which 
approximately 2.9 million acres are in North Dakota (United 
States Department of Agriculture 1996). 

The U.S. Secretary of Agriculture opened most of North 
Dakota's CAP lands to emergency haying and grazing due to 
low cattle prices, high feed costs, and hay shortages in 1996. 

Drought has historically driven the emergency release program 
of CAP lands for haying, however, 1996 releases were some- 
what different. Short supplies of corn and barley on a global 
perspective lead to high feed costs that became unaffordable 
to many ranchers due to low cattle prices. The harsh winter of 
1995—1996 and drier conditions in the first half of 1996 led to 

above normal usage of harvested forages, causing a hay 
shortage in much of the western states. Conservation Reserve 
Program lands became available for grazing 1 May and for 
haying 15 July, 1996. Although few producers took advantage 
of the grazing option (3 percent of North Dakota' s CRP lands), 
a large number of producers hayed CAP lands in North 
Dakota. Over 7,770 CRP contracts in North Dakota were 
hayed in 1996. A total 646,701 acres of CRP were hayed, 
comprising almost 23 percent of the state' s total CAP acres. 

Many livestock producers expressed concern about the qual- 
ity of CAP hay cut after mid July. Historically, a 15 July date 
has been used to allow emergency haying of CRP lands and 
other set-aside lands. Although no specific law was passed re- 
quiring emergency haying on set-aside lands not hayed prior 
to 15 July, concerned wildlife groups requested a haying date 
that minimized damage of ground nesting birds and young 
fledglings. Haying after 15 July was most often chosen to mini- 
mize this potentially negative impact on ground nesting birds 
and maintain nesting cover for the next year (Hays and Farmer 
1990). 

Although the impacts of late season emergency haying of 
CAP lands and other set-aside lands on ground nesting birds 
have been documented (Renner et al. 1995, Luttschwager et al. 
1994, and Hays and Farmer 1990), the forage quality of hay 
from these CAP lands harvested after mid July are limited un- 

CRP fields in North Dakota. Fore front,—grass dominated; back- 
ground—alfalfa dominated. 

CRP land in hay production—I 996. Sharp tailed grouse nesting. 
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less assumptions are made. For instance, we know the nutrient 
content of alfalfa, smooth bromegrass, and many wheatgrasses 
at specified physiological growth phases. However, when combi- 
nations of three or more of these plants are seeded in a mixture 
and allowed to remain idle for five to 10 years, it becomes diffi- 
cult to assume the forage value of the stand when field-to-field 
alfalfa composition differs and haying history is not accounted. 

The Program has been extended for 10 to 15 additional 
years in the 1996 Farm Bill, creating a need for determining 
the feed value of CAP fields hayed after mid July. Once again, 
CAP lands in North Dakota were released for emergency hay- 
ing in 1997. The purpose of this field project was to determine 
the nutrient content of CAP hay harvested after 15 July from 
previously hayed and non-hayed sites. 

Hay samples were collected from 103 CAP fields in North 
Dakota using county extension agents, area livestock special- 
ists, and the state rangeland specialist in July and August of 
1996. Samples were collected from 20 counties (Fig. 1). 
Program hay samples were collected from fields comprised of 
domestic cool-season grasses and alfalfa. The cool-season 
grasses included smooth bromegrass, intermediate wheat- 
grass, tall wheatgrass, crested wheatgrass, and slender 
wheatgrass. Each CAP hay sample included one or more cool- 
season grasses and alfalfa. 

CAP hay samples were composed of hay from five or more 
bales within each field. Samples were collected using a Penn 
State Forage Probe (Holland and Kezar 1990). All fields were 
classified as having greater or less than 33 percent alfalfa 
(most fields in North Dakota had either 30 percent or less alfal- 
fa in the CRP stand or appeared to be greater than 40 percent) 
in the plant mix by weight. Each field was further subdivided as 
1) having been hayed since 1993, or 2) hayed prior to 1993. 
The year 1993 was used as our basis for haying history be- 
cause all of North Dakota was open for emergency haying dur- 
ing that year. Only a limited number of counties was open for 
haying in 1994 and 1995, while all of North Dakota was open 
in 1996. The mean haying date of CAP fields represented in 

this project was 20 July, ranging from 15 July to 2 August. 
Stage of physiological growth was seed-set to mature for all 
grasses and full bloom for alfalfa. 

All CAP hay samples were analyzed for percent crude pro- 
tein and acid detergent fiber. All samples were oven dried at 
60° C for 72 hours, ground through a 1-mm screen using a 
Wiley mill, and divided into two replicate portions. Percent acid 
detergent fiber was determined using procedures defined by 
the Association of Official Analytical Chemists (AOAC 1990) 
and percent crude protein content was determined using a 
Kjeldahl Auto System II (AOAC 1990). 

Means and standard errors for field differences by percent 
alfalfa and haying history were determined. Multi-response 
permutation procedures (Biondini et al. 1988) were used to 
conduct a means separation test between CAP hay types. 
Although hay samples from a given field were randomly select- 
ed, not all CAP fields in North Dakota had an equal chance of 
being selected in the trial. The sample fields tended to be 
clumped (see Fig. 1) in terms of location in North Dakota and a 
large degree of variability existed among CAP fields in North 
Dakota, creating the need for a non-parametric statistic test. 

Most ranchers and livestock producers attempt to balance a 
feed ration based on crude protein content and acid detergent 
fiber. Total digestible nutrient content is calculated and derived 
by the best fit equation using crude protein and acid detergent 
fiber and an intercept adjustment term for forage class. The 
crude protein value is a combination of microbial protein and 
undegraded intake protein, with adequate levels needed to 
maintain livestock performance and production. Acid detergent 
fiber is classified as the highly indigestible plant material in a 
forage and comprises cellulose, lignin, and insoluble ash. The 
lower the acid detergent fiber, the more feed an animal can di- 
gest. Thus, a low acid detergent fiber percentage and high 
crude protein level is desired. A short summary of the crude 
protein and acid detergent fiber results will follow to best illus- 
trate some nutrient content values of the CAP hay. 

Crude Protein 
Crude protein content ranged from 6.9 to 19.3 percent with a 

mean of 10.8 percent (SE = 0.45 percent) from fields with 
greater than 33 percent alfalfa. Crude protein ranged from 4.9 
to 12.6 percent with a mean of 8.1 percent (SE = 0.19 percent) 
from fields with less than 33 percent alfalfa (Table 1). 

Crude protein content ranged from 6.4 to 19.3 percent 
with a mean of 10.1 percent (SE = 0.39 percent) from fields 

Table 1. Mean percent crude protein content of Conservation 
Reserve Program hay with ditferent alfalfa compositions 
and haying history In North Dakota during 1996. 

Alfalfa 
Composition 

Having History 

Total 
Prior to 
1993 (>3 yrs) 

During or after 
1993 < 3 yrs) 

<33% n=41 
7.7+ 0.3 

n=23 
8.6 + 0.5 

n=64 
8.1 + 0.3 

�33% n=15 
9.8+0.7 

n=24 
11.5+0.9 

n=39 
10.8+0.7 

Total n = 56 
8.3+0.4 

n = 47 
10.1 +0.6 

n = 103 
9.3+0.5 

Fig. 1. Location of North Dakota counties from which conservation re- 
serve program hay samples were collected in 1996 
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hayed since 1993. Crude protein content ranged from 4.9 
to 16.6 percent with a mean of 8.3 percent (SE=0.27 per- 
cent) from fields hayed prior to 1993 (Table 1). 

Acid Detergent Fiber Content 
Acid detergent fiber content ranged from 35.3 to 50.5 per- 

cent with a mean of 43.8 percent (SE=0.54 percent) from fields 
with greater than 33 percent alfalfa. Acid detergent fiber con- 
tent ranged from 38.9 to 57.5 percent with a mean of 45.1 per- 
cent (SE=0.39 percent) from fields with less than 33 percent 
alfalfa (Table 2). 

Acid detergent fiber content ranged from 35.3 to 50.5 percent 
with a mean of 43.6 percent (SE = 0.47 percent) from fields 
hayed since 1993. Acid detergent fiber content ranged from 
40.1 to 57.5 percent with a mean of 45.4 percent (SE = 0.42 
percent) from fields hayed prior to 1993 (Table 2). 

Table 2. Mean percent acid detergent fiber content of 
Conservation Reserve Program hay with different alfalfa 
compositions and haying history in North Dakota during 
1996. 

All alfa 
Haying History 

Prior to During or after 
Composition 1993 (>3 yrs) 1993 � 3 yrs) Total 
<33% n=41 

45.8 + 1.0 
n=23 
43.9 ÷ 0.8 

n=64 
45.1 + 0.6 

�33% n=15 
44.4 + 0.7 

n=24 
43.4 + 0.9 

n=39 
43.8 + 0.9 

Total n = 56 
45.4 + 0.7 

n = 47 
43.8 + 0.8 

n = 103 
44.5 + 0.8 

Discussion 

Nutritional quality of CAP hay samples differed dramatically 
among fields. However, when hay samples were separated by 
amount of alfalfa present and history of previous haying, more 
consistent results were achieved. Alfalfa, even in the full bloom 
stage, will have a higher crude protein content and lower acid 
detergent fiber value than most tame or native grasses. Those 
CAP hay samples with greater than 33 percent alfalfa had 
greater percent crude protein content than hay samples with 
less than 33 percent alfalfa, as suggested by Heath et al. 
(1985) and Ensminger et al. (1990). However, we did not see a 
difference in percent acid detergent fiber content based on 
percent alfalfa composition as would be expected. 

History of previous haying was important in percent crude 
protein and acid detergent fiber content of hay samples. Those 
fields hayed within three years (up to two complete growing 
seasons following the hayed year) had a greater percent crude 
protein and lower acid detergent fiber content than fields not 
hayed within three years. The build-up of standing litter or pre- 
vious years weathered dead plant tissue reduced crude protein 
content and increased acid detergent fiber content of hayed 
material. Morrison (1948) reported crude protein content of 
weathered grass hay, bromegrass hay, and alfalfa straw at 
3.3, 3.4, and 8.8 percent, respectively. Ensminger et al. (1990) 
reported crude protein content of grass and alfalfa straw at 3.9 

and 9.0 percent, respectively. These data would indicate that 
CAP fields hayed using a three-year rotation or less would pro- 
duce a higher quality hay than fields hayed using a four-year 
or greater rotation. 

Hay samples from CRP fields with greater than 33 percent 
alfalfa and hayed since 1993 had a higher crude protein con- 
tent than those fields not hayed since 1993, however, acid de- 
tergent fiber did not differ. Hay samples from CRP fields with 
less than 33 percent alfalfa and hayed since 1993 had a higher 
crude protein and acid detergent fiber content than those fields 
not hayed since 1993. 

CAP fields with greater than 33 percent alfalfa and hayed 
periodically will provide higher nutritional quality hay than fields 
with minimal alfalfa and lacking a recent history of haying. 
Periodic haying will not only improve the quality of CRP hay 
but may also improve nesting success of ducks (Luttschwager 
et al. 1994, Renner et al. 1995). Haying CAP fields prior to 
grass maturity and full-bloom alfalfa (prior to 15 July) would 
dramatically increase crude protein content and lower the acid 
detergent fiber value of hay, but increased nest destruction 
and fledgling mortality may be observed. If CAP fields are con- 
veiled to hay fields after contract terminations, haying should 
be conducted by late June to increase nutritional quality. 
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Browsing the Literature 
Jeff Mosley 

This section reviews new publications available about the 

art and science of rangeland management. Personal copies 
of these publications can be obtained by contacting the re- 

spective publisher or senior author (addresses shown in 

parentheses). Suggestions are welcomed and encouraged 
for items to include in future issues of Rangelands. 

Animal Ecology 
Boggy meadows, livestock grazing, and interspecific in- 
teractions: Influences on the insular distribution of mon- 
tane Lincoln's sparrows (Melospiza IIncoInll alticola). C. 
Cicero 1997. Great Basin Naturalist 57:104—115. (Museum 
Vertebrate Zool., Univ. of Calif., Berkeley, CA 94720). 
Suggests that Lincoln's sparrows in montane meadows are 
vulnerable to habitat changes caused by excessive livestock 

grazing. 
Effects of habitat manipulations on Texas horned lizards 
and their prey. W.S. Fair and S.E. Henke 1997. Journal of 
Wildlife Management 61:1366—1370 (Caesar Kleberg Wildi. 
Res. Inst., Texas A&M-Kingsville, Kingsville, TX 78363). 
Livestock grazing did not affect habitat use by Texas horned 
lizards or the abundance of their principal prey, harvester ants. 

Effects of supplemental feeding on white-tailed deer, 
Odocoileus virginianus, migration and survival in northern 
Wisconsin. T.L. Lewis and O.J. Rongstad. 1998. Canadian 
Field Naturalist 112:75—81. (Dept. of Biol., Wittenberg Univ., 
Springfield, OH 45501). Supplemental feeding slightly im- 

proved survival of whitetails. 

Evaluation of wheat middlings as a supplement for beef 
cows grazing native winter range with differing forage 
availabilities. J.S. Heldt, R.J. Pruitt, C.P. Birkelo, P.S. 
Johnson, and Z.W. Wicks. 1998. Journal of Animal Science 
76:378—387. (Dept. of Anim. & Range Sci., South Dakota State 
Univ., Brookings, SD 57007). Beef cows supplemented with 
wheat middlings performed similarly to cows supplemented 
with soybean meal. 

Habitat and avifaunal recovery from livestock grazing in a 

riparian meadow system of the northwestern Great Basin. 
D.S. Dobkin, A.C. Rich, and W.H. Pyle. 1998. Conservation 

Bioiogy 12:209—221 (High Desert Ecol. Res. lnsts., 15 S.W. 
Colorado Ave., Suite 300, Bend, OR 97702). Key species of 
wet-meadow birds reoccupied a riparian meadow 3—4 years 
after livestock removal, but sedge cover did not increase. 

Predicting greater prairie chicken nest success from vege- 
tation and landscape characteristics. G.W. Mckee, M.R. 
Ryan, and L.M. Mechlin. 1998. Journal of Wildlife Management 
62:314—321. (5303 Van Ripper St., Gillette, WY 82718). 
Reproduction by greater prairie chickens will be enhanced by 
using burning, grazing or haying to prevent litter cover from ex- 

ceeding 25%. 

Summer bed sites of elk (Cervus elaphus) in the Black 
Hills, South Dakota: Considerations for thermal cover 
management. J.J. Millspaugh, K.J. Raedeke, G.C. Brundige, 
and CC. Willmott. 1998. American Midland Naturalist 

139:133—140. (Wildl. Sci. Group, Univ. of Washington, Seattle, 
WA 98195). Elk in the Black Hills during summer preferred bed 
sites where trees provided thermal cover. 

Grazing Management 
Effect of grazing system, stocking rate and season of use 
on herbage intake and grazing behaviour of stocker cattle 
grazing alfalfa-grass pastures. J.D. Popp, W.P. McCaughey, 
and R.D.H. Cohen. 1997. Canadian Journal of Animal Science 
77:677—682. (Agr. Canada, Res. Ctr., Brandori, MB R7A 5Y3, 
Canada). Cattle at a light stocking rate spent less time grazing, 
and took more bites per minute, but ate the same amount of 

grass per day as cattle at a high stocking rate. 

Grazing management for riparian-wetland areas. S. Leonard, 
G. Kinch, V. Elsbeend, M. Borman, and S. Swanson. 1997. BLM 
Tech. Ref. 1737—14. (BLM, P.O. Box 25047, Denver, CO 80225). 
Presents the guiding principles for developing riparian grazing 
management plans. 

Grazing system and stocking rate effects on the productivity, 
botanical composition and soil surface characteristics of al- 

falfa-grass pastures. J.D. Popp, W.P. McCaughey, and R.D.H. 
Cohen. 1997. Canadian Journal of Animai Science. 77669—676. 

(Agr. Canada, Res. Ctr., Brandon, MB R7A 5Y3, Canada). After 4 

years pasture productivity was similar between continuous and ro- 

tationai grazing. 

Improvements 
Effects of late growing-season and late dormant-season 
prescribed fire on herbaceous vegetation in restored pine- 
grassland communities. J.C. Sparks, R.E. Masters, D.M. 
Engle, M.W. Palmer, and G.A. Bukenhafer. 1998. Journal of 
Vegetation Science 9:133—142. (R.E. Masters, Dept. of 
Forestry, Oklahoma State Univ., Stillwater, OK 74078). Fire 
creates and maintains open canopies that perpetuate under- 

story herbaceous plant communities. 

Long-term effects of fertilizer on yield and species compo- 
sition of contrasting pasture swards in the Aspen 
Parkland of the Northern Great Plains. S. Bittman, D.H. 

McCartney, J. Waddingtori, P.R. Horton, and W.F. Nuttall. 
1997. Canadian Journal of Plant Science 77:607-614. (Agr. 
Canada, Box 1000, Agassiz, BC VOM lAO, Canada). 
Fertilizing with N increased the proportion of creeping red fes- 
cue and Kentucky bluegrass in the pasture at the expense of 

smooth brome, whereas adding N and P together favored 
smooth brome. 

Noxious brush and weed control research highlights. D.B. 

Wester and C.M. Britton, eds. 1997. Vol. 28. (Dept. of Range, 
WildI. and Fisheries Management, Texas Tech. Univ., Lubbock, 
TX 79409). Progress report describing 50 research projects in the 

Department of Range, Wildlife and Fisheries Management at 
Texas Tech University. 

The value of mesquite for the rural southwest—fine lumber 
and soil improvement. P. Felker. 1998. Journal of Forestry 
96(3):16—20. (Caesar Kleberg WildI. Res. Inst., Texas A&M- 

Kingsville, Kingsville, TX 78363). Silvicultural practices can reduce 

mesquite establishment in grasslands and yield furniture-grade 
lumber. 
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Toxic alkaloid response to herbicides used to control tall lark- 
spur. M.H. Ralphs, G.D. Manners, and D.R. Gardner. 1998. Weed 
Science 46:'116—119. (USDA-ARS, Poisonous Plant Res. Lab, 
Logan, UT 84341). "Cattle should not be allowed to graze sprayed 
areas until larkspur desicates and withers." 

Measurement/Sampling 
Assessment of a method for mapping woody plant density in a grassland matrix. G. Whiteman and J.R. Brown. 1998. 
Journal of Arid Environments 38:269—282. (Dept. of Tropical 
Plant Sci., James Cook Univ. N. Queensland, Townsville, QId. 
4810, Australia). Describes an aerial photography method for 
quantifying shrub establishment in grasslands. 

Comparison of standard water quality sampling with sim- 
pler procedures. B. Allen Diaz, E. Hammerling, and C. 
Campbell. 1998. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 
53:42—45. (Dept. of Environ. Sci., Policy & Management, Univ. 
of Calif., Berkeley, CA 94720). This study found no differences 
in chemical composition of water samples measured immedi- 
ately vs. those left unrefrigerated for a week. 

Plant-Animal Interactions 
Bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata Pursh) growth in relation to 
browsing. C.L. Wambolt, W.W. Fraas, and M.R. Frisina. 1998. 
Great Basin Naturalist 58:28—37. (Dept. of Animal & Range 
Sci., Montana State Univ., Bozeman, MT 59717). Bud density did not differ among bitterbrush plants browsed at 0—60% uti- 
lization. 

Effects of volatile compounds on consumption of alfalfa 
pellets by sheep. R.E. Estell et al. 1998. Journal of Animal 
Science 76:228—233. Suggests that selective browsing of indi- 
vidual tarbush plants by livestock may be related to concentra- 
tions of two secondary compounds. 
Root biomass and productivity in a grazing ecosystem: The Serengeti. S.J. McNaughton, F.F. Banyikwa, and M.M. 
McNaughton. 1998. Ecology 79:587—592. (Biol. Res. Labs, 
Syracuse Univ., Syracuse, NY 13244). "We conclude that in- 
tense herbivory does not inhibit root biomass or belowground 
productivity of Seregenti grasslands over either the short or the 
long term. 

Reclamation 
Effects of deer browsing, fabric mats, and tree shelters on 
Quercus rubra seedlings. E.E. Stange and K.L. Shea. 1998. 
Restoration Ecology 6:29—34. (Dept. of Biol., Saint Olaf 
College, Northfield, MN 55057). Plastic tree shelters prevented 
deer browsing of northern red oak seedlings, but seedlings 
surrounded by fabric mats on the soil were more likely to be 
browsed by deer and more likely to die than seedlings grown 
without fabric mats. 

Methods for establishing legumes on sandy soils. G.W. 
Rehm, C.C. Sheaffer, N.P. Martin, and R.L. Becker. 1998. 
Journal of Production Agriculture. 11:108—112. (Dept. of Soil, 
Water & Climate, Univ. of Minnesota, Saint Paul, MN 55108). 
No-till seeding into small grain stubble produced acceptable 
stands of alfalfa, birdsfoot trefoil, cicer milkvetch, and red 
clover. 

Proceedings: Using seeds of native species on rangelands. 
N.L. Shaw and B.A. Roundy, eds. 1997. USDA For. Ser. Int. Sta. 
Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-372. (Rocky Mountain Res. Sta., 324 
25th St., Ogden, UT 84401). Eight articles discuss seed quality 
and other issues related to seeding rangelands with native plant 
species. 

The effects of organic amendments on the restoration of a 
disturbed coastal sage scrub habitat. T.A. Zink and M.F. Allen. 
1998. Restoration Ecology 6:52—58. (Dept. of Biol., San Diego 
State Univ., San Diego, CA 92182). Planting with an organic 
mulch almost doubled the survival rate of California sagebrush 
seedlings. 

Socioeconomics 
The role of animal science in natural resource manage- 
ment: Current decision making models and future needs. 
H.A. Glimp, M.J. Havercamp, and S. Larson. 1998. Journal of 
Animal Science 76:948—953. (College of Agr., Univ. of 
Nevada, Reno, NV 89557). "The land grant universities need 
to provide students with the required social sciences skills to 
assist in resolving natural resource conflicts." 

Author is associate professor & extension range manage- 
ment specialist, Dept. of Animal and Range Sciences, 
Montana State Univ., Bozeman, MT 59717. 
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Grazing the Hill 

Vivan M. Jennings 
Washington Representative 

Pulling Together: New Partnerships to Fight the Silent 
Green Invasion 

The Society for Management (SAM), linked through the 
Invasive Weed Awareness Coalition (IWAC) and the 
Federal Interagency Committee for Management of 
Noxious and Exotic Weeds (FICMNEW) sponsored on April 
281h a Congressional briefing on damage from invasive, 
noxious and exotic weeds. The briefing, attended by nearly 
75 people composed of members, staffers and agency 
staff, focused on the current status and how invasive 
weeds are changing the American landscape. 

Bill Brown, Science Advisor to the Secretary, USD1 intro- 
duced a new weed fact book soon to be available to the 
public (see item below). He indicated that the fact book, a 
product of the efforts on many, and particularly that of 
Randy Westbrook, APHIS, USDA, will be of enormous ben- 
efit in the fight against plant invaders. 

The 1998 Pulling Together projects were announced by 
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF). A total 
of 38 grants in 24 states were awarded. This joint effort is 
funded by the U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Defense, 
Interior and the NFWF. A 22 member committee with repre- 
sentatives from state and federal agencies, non govern- 
mental conservation organizations (including SAM), and in- 

dustry selected the grants, which will provide $736,300 in 
federal funds to be matched by over $1,743,849 in non-fed- 
eral funds, for a total of over $2.4 million for on-the-ground 
projects. The committee received nearly 80 proposals re- 
questing over $2.3 million in federal funds, which would 
have been matched with $6.3 million non-federal funds for 
on-the-ground projects. 

This is the second year for the Pulling Together initiative. 
It is an excellent project. The initiative is helping prevent, 
manage, or eradicate invasive, noxious plants through pub- 
lic-private partnerships and is increasing public awareness 
of the adverse impacts of these plants. 

Invasive Weeds Being Sown in America 
Accidentally, and on purpose, America is sowing seeds— 

literal seeds—of destruction. These are conclusions of a 
soon-to-be-published book examining weeds in the United 
States. This critical problem, is resulting in an explosion in 
slow motion by opportunistic alien species with few if any 
natural enemies. The book, "Invasive Plants: Changing the 

Landscape of America", is a systematic attempt by 17 
Federal agencies (FICMNEW), to define the seriousness of 
the problem facing America. 

Invasive non-native plants, the book says, are now con- 
sidered by some experts to be the second most important 
threat to native species, behind habitat destruction. In the 

United States, introduced invasive plants now comprise of 
8 to 47 percent of the total flora of most states. The report 
shows that losses and costs due to weeds has risen from 
about $5 million in the 1950's to nearly 10% million in the 
1970's, but has now escalated to nearly $20 million in the 
1990's and is increasing at a near exponential rate. 

The report's authors blame the increase and spread of in- 
vasive plants on an increasing human population that has 
led to greater disturbance of the land, increased demand 
for food and fiber, overuse of public land for recreation and 
commercial purposes, increased international travel and 
globalization of world frade. The problem is compounded, 
the report adds, because "many introduced plants appear 
innocuous when first introduced; these plants then adapt, 
and, in the absence of their co-evolved predators, explode 
in their new environment". The book, will be available this 
summer. 

The New Bison Control Plan for Yellowstone 
"Park Service's Bison Control Plan Fails to Quell 

Yellowstone Discord" is the headline of a copyrighted arti- 
cle in the May issue of the Washington Post. The article 

points out that when it comes to managing the Yellowstone 
National Park's magnificent but disease carrying bison 
herd, nothing is every simple or harmonious. That's an un- 
derstatement, and although the brucellosis issue is thor- 
oughly covered, the issue of rangeland health is left for a 
different article. 

As most Aangeland readers know, the National Park 
Service and the USDA Animal, Plant and Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS), which is charged with stamping out brucel- 
losis carried by some bison, have disagreed about how 
much of a threat the bison are to cattle. And, federal agen- 
cies have often been at odds with Montana's state govern- 
ment and its livestock industry over the threat that is still never 
shown transmission of the bacteria from bison to cattle. 

Caught in the middle of the issue are the bison, which do 
not recognize boundaries very well and as a result, nearly 
one-third of the approximate 3,400 head herd wandered 

beyond the Yellowstone boundaries last winter (1997) and 
were shot by state and federal authorities carrying out their 

regulatory authority. This slaughter was abhorred by many 
not familiar with the intensity of the issue and potential con- 

sequences of inaction. 
Now, according to the article, after a decade of struggle, 

a comprehensive plan for the park's bison is about to be 
unveiled. The plan, is designed to prevent the wholesale 

slaughter of the bison, protect the Montana cattle industry 
and to stop interagency squabbling. But already disagree- 
ment has broken out between Montana and federal agen- 



44 RANGELANDS 20(3), June 1998 

cies, and now the plan has come under attack by environ- 
mentalists who say too much authority has been given to 
the Montana cattle industry and the state Board of 
Livestock. 

Federal planners want a range of techniques to control 
the park's bison. They would like to encourage the bison to 
stay in the park, and prevent contact with cattle when ani- 
mals move beyond the park's boundaries. The plan calls for 
shooting bison when necessary, some limited sport hunt- 
ing, disease testing and quarantining and acquiring new 
winter range outside the park. As the article points out, the 
heart of the proposal, is the creation of "special manage- 
ment areas" outside the park—largely on federal land— 
where bison that test negative for brucellosis or are at low 
risk would be allowed to roam during the winter and early 
spring. This would be a month or two ahead of when cattle 
are due to return to those areas. The plan calls for the 
bison to be hazed back into the park or shot if they fail to go 
home. 

This raises another set of issues. Who is to determine 
which bison are at low risk and what criteria are used. This 
has enflamed the issue, and set up a confrontation be- 
tween Montana state officials and APHIS authorities who 
have sharply disagreed on the plan. Other issues emerging 
is the call by some that "special management areas" in re- 
ality would be a defactor expansion of the boundaries of 
Yellowstone National Park. The environmentalists have 
something to say as well; they feel deference is being given 
to the Montana Board of Livestock in managing the special 
management areas. They are concerned that livestock in 
managing the special management areas. They are con- 
cerned that livestock interests would have veto power over 
any plan that comes forth. This issue has not yet reached 
its pinnacle of intensity and needs more time to evolve into 
an effective solution. It will remain a standoff between local, 
state and federal authorities to be worked out. 

GPRA Update 
The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), 

now being called the Results Act, continues to be an "inside 
the beltway" secret. The GPRA, which has been covered 
several times in this column, remains little known to the 
Public. Reformers, from Vice President Gore down to 
Congressional backers, believe it will bring about monu- 
mental change in how the federal government does busi- 
ness and is accountable for its actions. Yet others feel it will 
be a bust, turning into a paper mill for federal bureaucrats 
to get mired down in as they do their business. Its critics 
say it is out of step with reality and the Act has not matured 
enough to play an important role in policy making deci- 
sions. The insistence that GPRA be implemented by one 
federal agency and the backlash from state level adminis- 
trators toward that action was an element in the stepping 
down of the agency's administrator as a result. It appears 
there is not unanimity on the future of GPRA at this time. 

Agricultural Research Funds Update 
As of April 24, 1998 legislation (S.1150) to authorize 

more than $14 billion in ag research spending appeared to 
be in jeopardy of being swallowed up in the huge 
Transportation Bill. This bill (S. 1150), if passed, would be 
viewed as the first comprehensive overhaul of federal agri- 
cultural research in 20 years and would reauthorize some 
programs through 2002. But, it has run into many obstacles 
and unless efforts through a supplemental bill are effective, 
this much needed legislation will die on the vine. 

The Forage Improvement Act of 1997 (H.R. 2493) 
There is still no further action on rangeland management 

legislation. The Forage Improvement Act of 1997 (H.R. 
2493) passed the house earlier awaiting further action from 
the Senate and in conference committee later in the ses- 
sion. So far, there has been little immediate interest in the 
bill by the Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee, where it was sent from the House. Senator 
Larry Craig (A-ID) is said to be planning a hearing in June, 
but no date has been set for action. Proponents of H.R. 
2493 plan to press for action in the Senate as soon as pos- 
sible. Others believe action may be delayed. 

And Finally 
This will be my final commentary as Washington 

Representative for SAM. I have had some recent health 
problems and other obligations demanding my time. I have 
enjoyed this opportunity to serve SRM members and will 
retain fond memories of linking with you through this col- 
umn and at our annual meetings. SAM has strong leader- 
ship and will remain a premier scientific society with a 
strong purpose, mission and vision toward the future. I wish 
each of you the best as you move ahead and accomplish 
your professional and personal goals. 
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Time moves on. To provide the best publications to our 

membership, it is necessary to make changes. Most mem- 
bers are aware that they now have to pay extra to get the 
Journal of Range Management. Many people did not read 
each journal issue and it only took up space on their 
shelves. Others did not actively read the journal, but they 
did look at the titles of the articles on the cover page (as 
they were filing it in the JRM pile). Once in a while there 
was a title that caught their attention and they would scan 
the article. We now have a potential problem. This option is 
gone for many. The JRM no longer comes as part of their 
dues. The opportunity to at least look at the titles is gone. 
At the same time we are told that there is good information 
in the Journal of Range Management but that many peo- 
ple do not read it. Most articles in the JAM are written in a 
scientific format that is not conducive to casual reading. As 
a result, scientific information that can be important to man- 
aging our natural resources is not easily available to many 
people who can derive the most benefit from the knowl- 
edge. 

To address this problem we are introducing a new feature 
in Rangelands starting in 1999. For each paper in the 
Journal of Range Management an 'Interpretive 
Summary' will be published in the preceding month 
Rangelands. For example, the February Rangelands will 
include the summaries of papers that will be published in 
the March Journal of Range Management. These 
Interpretive Summaries will consist of 4 sentences: (1) 
What is the problem, (2) How was it addressed, (3) What 
was the result, and (4) What is the significance of the re- 
sults. The total length of each summary will not exceed 100 
words. These summaries will provide a means for all SAM 
members to keep aware of the research topics being pub- 
lished in the Journal of Range Management. 

Other items which will be implemented in the future in- 
clude having color on some of the papers in each issue of 
Rangelands. In conjunction with this we will solicit articles 
on specific topics, specifically written for the Rangelands 
audience. The first stage of this effort, oriented toward the 
rancher-producer-manager, will be in the December 1998 
issue. We would welcome suggestions for other specific ___________________ 
topics that might be appropriate for Rangelands. 

In a continuing effort to meet the needs of the Society 
members and the other readers of Rangelands, we will de- 
velop a Readers Survey card for inclusion in an upcom- 
ing issue. We would hope all readers would take a few min- 
utes to complete the card. These efforts will assist us in 
providing the type of journal to fit your needs. Hopefully the 
survey card will be ready for the December issue. 

Finally, you can keep abreast of what is happening with 
both journals, Rangelands and the Journal of Range 
Management, through the SAM Home Page at 
www.srm.org. Direct links to both journals are provided. 
This will provide information for not only the current issues 
of each journal but also for back issues. 

Requiesat in Pace 

Joseph Henry Robertson, 92, died March 30, 1998. 
A native of Carrington, N.D., he was born Jan. 10, 
1906 to William and Mabel May Dainton Robertson, 
and had lived in Reno since 1947. 

Robertson was a professor of Range Management at 
the University of Nevada for 25 years, establishing 
range management curricula in Africa and UNR. He 
taught in Idaho, Wisconsin and Oregon. He went to 
iran on a government contract on a watershed stabi- 
lization project. 

Dr. Robertson was a charter member of the Society 
for Range Management. He was the organizer of the 
Nevada Section, SAM in 1950; second chairman of the 
Nevada Section in 1952; Nevada's first "Range Man of 
the Year in 1961; and recepient Frederic Renner 
award. Joseph established the Nevada Section schol- 
arship fund. 

Dr. Robertson received degrees from the University 
of Nebraska, Lincoln, and Peru State College, 
Nebraska. 

Dr. Robertson is survived by his wife, Yerda M., four 
daughters and a son. 

Memorial donations may be sent to the Nevada 
Section SAM Scholarship Fund, do Jim Linebaugh, 
NV Section Treasurer, 3 Yhvona Dr., Carson City, NV. 
89706-7717. 
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Board of Directors Meeting Highlights 
The Annual Meeting of the SAM Board of Directors was 

held in the Estados Unidos Room of the Continental Plaza 
Hotel in Guadalajara, Jalisco on February 7—12, 1998. 
President John C. Buckhouse presided. 

The Board of Directors (BOD) accepted a recommenda- 
tion to renew SRM's membership in the Renewable Natural 
Resources Foundation. 

The 1998 SAM Operating Budget was approved by the 
Board. 

The Endangered Species Task Group was sunset. 
The Board approved a Finance Committee recommenda- 

tion that an additional $125,000 be invested in the growth 
fund that was set up in 1997. 

The Range Science Program, Department of Animal and 
Range Sciences at New Mexico State University and the 
Rangeland (and Forest) Resources Program, School of 
Renewable Natural Resources at the University of Arizona 
were reaccredited for a ten-year period. 

The 1999 slate of candidates was accepted by the Board 
and is as follows: for Second Vice President: Linda H. 
Hardesty and James T. O'Rourke; for Directors: Martin K. 

Beutler, A. Dennis Childs, James A. Linebaugh, and Glen 
M. Secrist. 

A recommendation from the Elections Committee that 
Article Ill, Section 6 of the SRM Bylaws be amended to pro- 
vide a procedure for resolving a tie vote between candi- 
dates for Second Vice President or the second or third- 
ranking individual for the Board of Directors, was approved 
by the Board. 

The Rangeland Assessment & Monitoring Committee 
presented a Position Statement on National-Level 
Rangeland Inventory & Assessment, which was approved 
by the Board. The Committee will be preparing a Position 
Statement on Local-Level Rangeland Inventory & 
Assessment for the Boardis review at the Summer Meeting 

The Glossary of Terms Task Group presented the update 
to the SRM Glossary of Terms which was approved by the 
Board for publication in 1998. 

Three committees and one task group were reviewed for 
continuance or sunset. The Public Affairs, Employment 
Affairs and Remote Sensing & GIS Committees were con- 
tinued for a period of five years. The Glossary of Terms 
Task Group was sunset. 

A recommendation by the GLCI Task Group that funds 
from GLCI be used to provide memberships to SRM was 
approved by the Board. 

The Public Affairs Committee presented the Committeels 
comments on HR2493, Forage Improvement Act. The 
Board accepted the committee's recommended comments, 
which will be incorporated into letters to the appropriate 
public officials. 

A proposal for an Associate Membership Pilot Study was 
presented by the Advisory Council. Associate members 
would have no voting privileges and can hold no elected of- 
fices. The duration of the study would be three years, and 
will be evaluated annually. This membership type is not 

open to current members of the Society. Participating 
Sections will be: Arizona, Florida, Southern, Texas and 
Wyoming. The Board approved the implementation of this 
pilot study. 

Advisory Council Meeting Highlights 
The Advisory Council 1998 Annual Meeting was held in 

the Continental Plaza Hotel in Guadalajara, Jalisco, Mexico 
on February 8, 9, and 10, 1998. Advisory Council Chair 
Scott Fluer presided. 

On Tuesday, February 10, the Advisory Council met with 
the Board of Directors and Society Officers. 

Joint Meeting of the Board of Directors 
and Advisory Council 

The Advisory Council presented the following recommen- 
dations to the Board of Directors for the consideration: 
1. That the BOO considers certification as a tool to im- 

prove professionalism of the SRM and to assign to the 
Professional Affairs Committee the task of determining 
the level of certification. 

2. That the list of membership suggestions be forwarded 
to the BOD. 

3. That the High School Youth Forum first place paper be 
presented at the Business or Award meetings in the 
year the recognition is received. 

4. That the Planning Committee work to coordinate travel 
for federal employees with the booking agencies. 

5. That the BOD requests the President of the SRM to 
write and hand deliver a letter to: Congressmen on the 
Budget Committees for Natural Resources, Secretaries 
of Agriculture and the Interior, and Agency heads, such 
as the FS, BLM, and NACS; stressing that the mission 
of the SRM is to promote proper use of rangeland re- 
sources; and request that all possible consideration be 
given to fund range management programs on both 
public and private rangelands, in order to fill the on-the- 
ground positions and carry out the essential functions 
necessary to ensure proper use and to maintain and/or 
improve the ecological condition of rangeland re- 
sources. 

6. The following brainstorm list regarding the future of the 
SRM: 
a. Annual Meeting 
Denver office could take more of the structural respon- 
sibility of the meetings 

(i.e.: registration, planning and hotel contracts). 
Should continue to move meeting locations. 
b. Education 
Need to cover true rangeland issues internationally. 
Not reaching all who are interested. 
Focus on audience. 
Sections could take more responsibility in putting out 
Public Service Announcements. 
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c. Associate Membership 
• Project proposal for Summer Meeting in Crested Butte. 
• Three year pilot in the Texas, Wyoming, Southern, and 

Florida Sections. 
d. Rangelands 

• Integrity issues if commercialize Rangelands. 
• Could be an intermediate step between associate and 

full membership. 
• Monitoring what types of articles are in Rangelands. 
• BOD could assign the job of relevant article writing to 

appropriate persons. 
7. To support Public Affairs Committee recommendation 

to the BOD on the Forage Improvement Act. 

8. To endorse the conceptual position statement de- 
scribed by Gary Donart of the Public Affairs Committee 
on the National Resources Inventory. 

9. FYI: SAM sections appoint representation to state's 
GLCI Steering Committee. 

10. That a pilot project for an associate membership be im- 

plemented by the TX, WY, Southern and Florida 
Sections with annual review by the BOD and AC for a 
three-year period. 

Board of Directors' Action on Advisory 
Council Recommendations 
Recommendation #1—Certification question is in progress 

—No Action 
Recommendation #2—MOTION by Bartlett, second by 

Sosebee to accept the membership suggestions as 
submitted. Passed unanimously. 

Recommendation #3—Referred to the Student Affairs 
Committee for their recommendation. 

Recommendation #4—Duly noted. 
Recommendation #5—MOTION by Bartlett, second by 

Heitschmidt to accept the recommendation. Passed 
unanimously. 

Recommendation #6—Duly noted. On 6c—Associate 
Membership—MOTION by Bartlett second by Heitschmidt, 
to submit this proposal to the Membership Committee for 
their recommendation. Passed unanimously. 

Recommendation #7—Duly noted. 
Recommendation #8—Duly noted. 
Recommendation #9—Duly noted. Memo will be sent to 

Sections notifying them that they can appoint represen- 
tatives to GLCI. 

Universily 01 Alaska lairbanks 
Alaska Cooperative Extension and Agricultural and Forestry Experiment 

Station, School of Agriculture and Land Resources Management 
We invite applications for the position of Assistant Professor of Animal Science/Extension 

Livestock Specialist. This is a regular, full-time, exempt, 12-month position. The University of- 
fers an excellent benefits package inclusive of retirement, pension, health and leave benefits. 

This is a full-time (12 month), tenure-track position with a 51% Extension, 49% 
SALRM/AFES responsibility, with an appointment of 45% research, 40% public service and 
15% teaching. The appointee will assume primary responsibilities of the ruminant (dairy, beef) 
and secondary responsibilities of the non-ruminant livestock industry. 

The position is located on the campus of the University of Alaska Fairbanks but requires field 
work throughout the state. A major portion of the work involves providing leadership and sup- 
port for agricultural field staff in the development and implementation of livestock programs and 
educational materials; and work involving dairy, beef, swine, horse, sheep, goats, poultry and 
alternative livestock production systems, disease control and marketing. 

Requirements include a Ph.D. in ruminant nutrition/animal production or management; 
Extension livestock outreach or equivalent experience; and research in animal production or 

management. Training or experience in dairy production, beef production or both is required. 
To be considered an applicant, send resume, University transcripts, a one page statement of 

your research interests and ability to meet the responsibilities listed in the vacancy announce- 

ment, and three letters of support to: Julie Shalvoy, SALRM/ACE Personnel Contact, 
University of Alaska Fairbanks, P.O. Box 756180, Fairbanks, AK 99775-6180. Phone (907) 
474-7963; Fax (907) 474-7439. To be considered an application must be postmarked by July 
1, 1998. 

For a complete vacancy announcement, contact Julie Shalvoy at (907) 474-7963 or via 
Internet http://uafjobs.alaska.edu/jobsl. 

The university of Alaska is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action employer and educational institution. 
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High School Youth Forum 1st through 3rd Place Winners! 
The following are the pictures of the 1998 High School Youth Forum Winners with the corrected information under their 

photos. Again, congratulations to all the winners! 
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1st Place: Tom Williams, (Texas 
Section) and John Buckhouse. 

2nd Place: Kelly Christensen (Cailfomia 
Section) and John Buckhouse. 

3rd Place: Lori Moldenhaver (Texas 
Section) and John Buckhouse. 
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Seed Company 

BUFFALO BRAND 

SELECT NATIVE GRASSES 
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Jim D. Yoakum 



t 
do 

• 

!1!; 
1' _e I I 

'ii. 
4 

I 'I 


