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Viewpoint: A Solution for 1996—and Beyond

J.S. Murphy

Broaory SPEAKING, THE CONSERVATION Re-
serve Provision (CRP) of the 1985 Food Security Act
(FSA) has two major goals. The first is to reduce national
crop commodity surpluses by controlling farm produc-
tion. The second is to reduce soil erosion and water qual-
ity problems arising from farming marginally suited lands
(Goetz 1988).

Whether or not these goals will be reached over the
long term is still open to speculation. Similar past CRP
and set-aside programs have not been successful in
achieving very similar objectives. For example, the 1956
Soil Bank Act and its Conservation Reserve Program
failed in the final analysis to both divert land from crop
production and keep marginal farmland in permanent
cover (Laycock 1988). The program goals and subsidy
structure of the Soil Bank CRP and the FSA—CRP are
similarin many respects. Hopefully, their epitaphs will be
different. Perhaps only the strength of our desire not to
repeat history will make that so.

Over 45 million acres were targeted for enroliment in
the 1985 FSA-CRP. The U.S. Department of Agriculture is
now preparing to make $1.2 million in subsidy payments
forlands enrolled in the program between 1986 and 1988.
It should be no surprise then, considering those stagger-
ing figures, that the most commonly asked questions in
agriculture and natural resources conversations today
relate to the fate of CRP lands. Will they be plowed and
farmed again? Should they be? And if they should not be
plowed, what can be done to prevent that from happen-
ing? The taxpaying public has a substantial monetary
investment in the CRP, especially when one considers the
huge federal budget deficit, other pressing domestic
concerns, and the dismal record of past CRP-type govern-
ment programs. Taxpayers should not be too anxious to
see this large investment in soil and water conservation
disced under seven years from now.

THE DETAILS OF THE NEXT FARM BILL are now
being considered. This may be our best chance to secure
our investment in the CRP. It is encouraging to note that
despite the great diversity of groups and individuals
involved in the drafting process, all want to devise some
way to keep the CRP-enrolled acres in grass long after
1996. The big question is how to most effectively, and
fairly, accomplish that goal.

The most efficient way that the new Farm Bill can keep
marginal farmland in permanent cover after 1996 is
through a carefully designed economic incentive pack-

The author is a Colorado State University Area Extension Agent stationed in
Southeast Colorado.

age. This incentive package should be designed to
accomplish two general objectives. First, it must encour-
age landowners to maintain CRP grass stands by helping
develop them in such a way as to produce an income
source. Second, it must discourage myopic plowing for
farming purposes.

REGULATIONS, PROHIBITIONS, subsidies, and spec-
ial taxes are the four tools at our disposal to reach these
objectives (Seneca and Taussig 1974). We probably
agree that regulation and prohibition are unpopular and
are often viewed as inefficient and unnecessary forms of
government meddling in private enterprise. Fortunately,
the new farm package does not need to regulate or pro-
hibit behavior to make the CRP a success long after 1996.
Instead, this legislation simply needs to send appropriate
signals to the economic marketplace so that behavior will
directed in the desired fashion. An incentive package
composed of subsidies and special taxes could achieve
exactly that and cause the FSA-CRP to succeed where
the Soil Bank Act CRP failed.

LET uS EXAMINE THE SUBSIDY side of the ques-
tion first. Subsidies should be made available to ease the
transition from past farming activities on CRP-enrolled
acres to other activities that encourage the maintenance,
enhancement and long-term stability of the newly estab-
lished permanent cover. When farmers originally submit-
ted bids, the understanding was that that land could come
back into production after 1996. Now we are reversing our
position by saying that these lands should not come back
into production. To be fair, some assistance should be
provided so that farmers can get out of the business of
farming marginal land by 1996 and undertake enterprises
that compliment the seeded cover. In other words, the
message sent to the landowners through these subsidies
must be clear and strong: “Society does not think it wise
to farm erosive lands. We will no longer subsidize this
type of behavior. Because we know that this creates a
hardship, we are willing to help you make the transition to
production enterprises that use resources in a wiser
fashion.”

The distribution of these special subsidies should be
specific. Monies should be made available for water
developments, fencing, and other range improvements
on a cost-share basis for all land now in CRP. This will
encourage the development of CRP seedings for live-
stock, wildlife, and other range-related uses, In addition,
no payments of any kind should be made for activities that
encourage plowing or farming on land in CRP if that land
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is rated in capability classes IlI-VIII. Class Ill land pro-
vides a workable lower limit for subsidy distribution.
Lands in class |l have severe crop and soil limitations for
farming and those restrictions become progressively
greater as the class number increases. This limitation
produces the secondary benefit of forcing money for farm
programs to lands in capability classes | and Il which are
best suited for cropping.

AT THE HEART OF THE NEW FARM BILL must be a
clear recognition by all that plowing marginal farmland
creates costs that are not immediately borne by the indi-
vidual landowner but by society as a whole. Economists
refer to these social costs as externalities. Externalities
are costs created by the production of a good or service
that are not borne by the manufacturer of that good or
service (Seneca and Taussig 1974, Stroup and Baden
1973). It is fine to subsidize the initial reconversion of
marginal farmland to permanent cover, butto continueto
ask society to pay to maintain grass stands after 1996 is
both unrealistic and unfair. Many problems associated
with soil erosion and lowered water quality as a result of
farming marginally suited ground are externalities. They
are created by the individual producer but are borne by all
society. The solution to this type of problem is to transfer
those costs back to the individual offender and thereby
internalize external costs.

We could continue to “bribe” landowners, as we are
now with CRP payments, not to farm marginally suited
lands after 1996. But by doing that, are we sending the
right message to the market—and to landowners? Sub-
sidy payments make certain statements about resource
ownership. For example, if you pay me a bribe not to
smoke a cigar in your presence because the smoke is
irritating, then the implicit message is that | own all prop-
erty rights to the air we both breathe. But if | own the air,
then | have the right to pollute it (ignoring the question of
environmental responsibility). The best outcome that you
could expect is that | accept your bribe (a subsidy) not to
exercise my right.

A IT NOW STANDS, by the end of 1996 society will
have paid landowners collectively a bribe of several mil-
lion dollars not to exercise their right to cause soil ero-
sion, lower water quality, and create other related prob-
lems. The value of agriculture to this nation notwithstand-
ing, is it right that a private party be allowed to impose
these kinds of costs on society and then expect the tax-
paying public to “pick up the tab” for the damage? If
society is willing to help landowners retire fragile land
and convert to less resource damaging production enter-
prises, it seems to me that landowners owe society similar
consideration.

| am not suggesting that plowing marginal land or CRP
seedings to grow crops should be prohibited. In fact, let
landowners do exactly that if they are determined. On the
other hand, these people must recognize the social costs
of their actions and be held accountable. This could be

accomplished by imposing a special tax, say a marginal
farmland plowing tax. The tax would apply not only to
land now in the CRP, but to other fragile land as well.

Compared with a subsidy payment, the imposition of a
special tax conveys a completely different message about
resource ownership. Let me use the smoking example
again to illustrate my point. If this time you tax me for
smoking instead of paying me not to smoke, the implicit
message is that airisacommonly owned resource. Smok-
ing degrades the quality of that resource and | am forced
to compensate all air users (owners) for the damage. By
imposing the tax, the social costs of resource misuse are
recognized and compensated.

Theoretically, the amount of this plowing tax would
equal the social costs of soil erosion and water quality
problems created by the offender (Seneca and Taussig
1974). Theincreased, but more realistic, production costs
now incurred by landowners as a result of the tax would
provide a strong economic deterrent to plowing fragile
land.

ITwouLb BE DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE, to
determine the actual social costs of farming marginal
land. But the tax could be set as a percentage of the
original bid price for CRP acres. It should be made high
enough to discourage plowing to produce an agricultural
crop (this excludes range seedings) and account for
revegetation costs, but not so high that it becomes a de
facto plowing prohibition. Like subsidies, the tax would
be imposed only on lands in capability classes |1l through
VIII. Classes | and |l would be exempt. In fact, land capa-
bility classes might even form tax brackets; the higher the
capability class number, the greater the tax imposed and
the greater the deterrent to plowing for farming purposes.

While the imposition of a special tax sounds harsh,
there are some real benefits. Landowners would be
forced to carefully consider whether plowing a CRP grass
stand or native range is the best use of scarce resources.
There would be astrong economic, as opposed to regula-
tory, disincentive to farm marginal ground. The tax will
also prevent new fragile land from being plowed if and
when commodity prices rise after 1996. This was ulti-
mately the fate of many Soil Bank grass stands during the
1970’s (Laycock 1988). Money produced through the tax
could be used to fund other agricultural programs.
Society would be reimbursed for at least a portion of its
tremendous investment in the CRP and soil and water
conservation. And as important, society would be send-
ing a long overdue message to landowners and others
who misuse natural resources: The social cost of resource
misuse will be paid for by the offender.

Many details of the approach that | have proposed here
need to be worked out. Impacts on other programs must
be assessed. Still, | believe that the basic concept is a
sound one. A properly structured economic incentive
package, which includes special taxes, is a solution. | will
admit that the idea of tax incentives in agriculture is a
radical departure from past practice. But then, gas-
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guzzler taxes on fuel inefficient automobiles and effluent
taxes charged to polluters were radical departures when
they were imposed. Whatever form the next farm bill
takes, it had better answer this important question: How
many more times do we have to fund conservation
reserve-type programs before we treat problem causes
and not the symptoms?
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A story about India’s rangeland

Mr. Bansi Dahr
“One Man Among Millions”
Dennis R. Phillippi

In India, the Department of Soil
Conservationis set up by local area
districts or directorates. The north-
ern directorate covers the Jammu
and Kashmir Districts. Organization-
ally, the district is headed by a
director who supervises and coor-
dinates the work of several techni-
cal scientists. This is where Bansi
Dahr lives and works.

Bansi Dhar began working for
India’s Department of Soil Conser-
vation in 1967. Since about 1971 he
has worked with and studied the
nomadic and seminomadic move-
ments of the “herdsmen” to the
summer pastures and between moun-
tain ranges and narrow valleys of
the Himalayas.

According to Bansi, about 1/2
million nomads move 4 million sheep,
cattle, goats, and some buffalo from
the low subtropical winter range to
the high mountain alpine summer
pastures and back each year. Al-
though the nomads traditionally use
the government forest land, they
are required to pay a grazing tax.
Nomads winter the livestock in the
subtropical zone of Jammu (Novem-

Author is State range conservationist, Soil
Conservation Service, Bozeman, Montana

Mr. Bansi Dahr discussing routes of the Nomadic herders near Aru Kashmir, India.
Photo by Dennis Phillippi
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ber through March), move the herds through the temper-
ate zones including passing through the Kasmir Val-ley
(limited to 10 days), up the slopes to reach the alpine
pastures by July, remain there until August or September,
and start the descent toward the winter range in Sep-
tember and October. Herd boys are often hired to watch
and care for the animals during the year. One boy can
care for about 2,000 sheep or their equivalent of other
livestock and is paid 100 to 200 Rs/year (approximately
$15.00).

While in India in November 1988 | had the opportunity
to travel with Bansi Dahr to three areas where his influ-
ence and guidance is changing the attitudes of people
toward range conservation. In Northern India, the first
area visited was the mountain grassland development
demonstration near Aru, 11 km north of Pahalgam,
Kashmir, India. The elevation at the demonstration site is
about 2,500m, soils are loamy, and precipitation is about
600 mm. The project was set up to demonstrate the value
of grazing deferment and the introduction of other forages.

Progress is impressive and the concepts are being
extended to the nomadic herdsmen through the efforts of
Bansi Dhar and others working on the project. Bansi says
that change has not come easy. He related the story of
obtaining confidence of the nomadic people before con-
vincing them of the value of the demonstration. One of the
nomad women brought her young child and threw him on
the ground at Bansi's feet and said she would kill the child
if he persisted in putting in the demonstration plots. Even-
tually, a Moslem priest took the “Holy Book” and Bansi
took an oath promising that the demonstration project
“would not ruin their forage supplies.” The first attemptin
erecting a fence to enclose the demonstration plotended
in destruction. The posts were pulled up, piled, and
burned and the wire rolled up and thrown down a gulley.
Finally, the exclosure fence was erected by the Soil Con-
servation workers at the project. The long hard effort
finally paid off and the project is now testing a variety of
forages and demonstrating the value of range manage-
ment.

Besides the forage improvement demonstrations, the
Department of Soil Conservation helped build shelters for
the nomads in the high country and helped stabilize the
treacherous mountain routes—road or path construction.
Bansi said that herdsmen had to carry their livestock on
their backs to get the animals safely across some of the
deep ravines and narrow trails on the mountains.

The second area we visited was the Karewas project
located about 60 km west of Srinagar near Armintar at an
elevation of 1,900m. The Department of Soil Conserva-
tion initiated the project in 1980 with forage introductions
in 1981. Nearly three feet of snow covers the ground at the
study location each winter. Forage introductions and
native species were planted on terraces along the hillside
with four replications or blocks. Species being tested are:

Grasses: Legumes:
Phalaris tubroso Harding grass Coronilla varia Crown vetch
Festuca arundinacea Tall Trifolium ambigum
fescue T. pratense Red clover
F. rubra Red fescue Melilotus officinalis
Bromes innermis Browse grass Yellow sweet clover
B. uniloides Prairie grass Onobrvchis viciafolia
Agrostis spp. Bent grass Sanfoin
Dactylis glomerata Orchard Medicago sativa Lucerne
grass Vigna sinensis Cowpeas
Phleum pratense Timothy Lotus padanculatur
Birdsfoot trefoil

Also planted on the study area hillside are poplar trees
(Populus ciliata). Several other species identified in the
area were astragalus (Astragalus grahimionus) and a
mint (Sativa thyma).

Ecologically, heavy grazing usually converts the bunch-
grasses into sod forming grasses such as bermuda grass
(Cynodon dactylon). Following sufficient rest from graz-
ing, the grasses will proceed in succession to bluestems
(Bothriocloaspp.) and other bunchgrasses (Chrysopogon
fulvus).

According to Bansi, harding grass (Phalaria tubroso)
was much easier for acceptance from the livestock
owners, especially the nomads, because it grows taller
than the red fescues (Festuca rubra), even though the
latter would be nutritionally superior.

Several varieties and/or genetic variations were being
tested for some of the species listed above. For instance,
Trifolium ambigum plantings are made for the typical
variety and the diploid and tetraploid genotypes. Native
grasses prevalent on the area were bristle grass (Setaria
viridis) and bluestem (Bothriocloa petusa).

In the low, subtropical winter range, several fodder
shrubs and grasses have been planted such as lantana
(Lantanaspp.), woody legumes (Acacia spp.), and bristle
grass (Setaria spp.). On the temperate mountain ranges,
grasses (Oryzopsis spp.), fodder shrubs (Indigofera ger-
ardiana), and herbaceous legumes such as white clover
(Trifolium repens), have been established in an effort to
provide additional forage.

Soil Conservation in Rangil Watershed

The third area we visited was the Rangil project located
about 15 km north of Srinagar on south facing slopes
overlooking Kashmir Valley. Forest regeneration started
in 1981 with the planting of black locust (Robbinia pseu-
doaccocia) in rows along terraces with 1.5 m X2 m spac-
ings. Three years later, conifers, mainly Cedrus deodara,
blue pine (P. walichiana), and junipers (Juniperus spp.),
were planted between the black locust rows. Centerious
(Ailanthus spp.) was planted on the hillside.

Grazing was prohibited from the watershed rehabilita-
tion and forest regeneration project from time of initia-
tion. However, hand harvest collections of the forage may
be permitted in the future. The waste of forage on these
areas is criticized by some of the local community people;
however, the “locals” recognize the forage yields have
been increased and soil erosion had decreased because
of the increase in plant cover.

Priorto the project the grass cover was very sparse with sod
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forming bermudas and Chrysopogon echinulatus pre-
dominating. However, after seven years, good establish-
ment of Pennisetum spp., a mid-successional grass, was
noted over the hillside. Also, Themeda anathera consi-
dered the highest-successional grass in that area was
scattered throughout the watershed.

Theaccomplishments of Bansi Dahr's efforts are impres-
sive.

Reflections

Tremendous opportunities exist for technical assist-
ance in soil, range, and forest conservation in developing
countries. The work of India’s Directorate of Soil Conser-
vation serves as an excellent example of what can be
accomplished.

Dahr is “one man among millions” in a land where
civilization has existed for several thousand years and
where rangelands have deteriorated beyond one’s imagi-
nation. The constraints for Bansi are different than what
North America faces. Our limitations are mostly what we
place on ourselves, our group, agency, etc. North Ameri-

cans are blessed with an abundance of resources. In
developing, tired and used countries, the constraints to
resource improvement are cultural, religious, political
and, of course, financial, not technical, as one might
expect. When working with developing countries, it is
important to determine if they need, or even want, high
tech or sophisticated research to solve their resource
problems. Instead, they may need just solid common
sense, grassroot level recommendations, and demonstra-
tions that will fit their way of life. The Chinese proverb
“Giveaman afish and he will have a fish foraday. Teach a
man to fish and he will have fish for many days” could
apply to the United States involvement in developing
countries—especially in the area of resource manage-
ment. Bansi Dahr is being accepted because he works at
the grass roots level.
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Riparian Zone Inventory

Sandra Braasch and George W. Tanner

Riparian zone managementis receiving increased atten-
tion on all rangelands. These areas are important for
protecting stream habitat and maintaining water quality.
The riparian zones are important livestock grazing areas
because of accessibility to succulent forage, gentle topo-
graphy, availability of water, and generally abundant
shade which provides temperature relief. Lack of stream-
side vegetation exposes banks to erosion from rain or
running surface water.

Concern has been shown in recent years about the
impacts of improper grazing management on riparian and
stream ecosystems. Problems frequently attributed to
grazing include (1) vegetation deterioration in the ripar-
ian zone, (2) streambank destruction, (3) shallower and
wider streams, (4) higher stream-water temperature, (5)
sediment-covered stream bottoms, and (6) deterioration
of fish habitat and population levels (Busby 1979).

During the summer of 1987, a channel stability evalua-
tion system (Pfankuch 1987) and plant habitat classifica-
tion system (Johnston 1982) were used to study and eval-
uate the riparian zone along a creek in the Rio Grande

Authors are undergraduate, Department of Wildlife and Range Sciences,
Universit{ of Florida, Gainesville 32611; and associate professor, Department
of Wildlife and Range Sciences, University of Florida, Gainesville 32611.
Braasch was employed by the USDA-Forest Service while data were gathered.

This contribution is Journal Series No. 9711, Florida Agricultural Experi-
ment Station.

COLORADO
'Denver
Rio Gr; NF.

Flg. 1. Location of Rio Grande National Forest, Conejos County,
Colorado.
National Forest in Conejos County, Colorado (Fig. 1).
The Pfankuch channel stability and plant habitat classifi-
cation system are procedures which can be used to both
establish baseline conditions and to monitor riparian
zone and stream responses to range management practi-
ces. These studies: (1) evaluated the capacity of moun-
tain stream channels to resist detachment of bed and
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Fig. 2. View of Jim Creek study stream.

bank materials, (2) provided information about the capac-
ity of streams to adjust to and recovery from potential
changes in water flow and/or increases in sediment pro-
duction, and (3) evaluated the successional stage and
range condition of the riparian plant community. These
studies provided a better understanding of the relation-
ships between livestock grazing and riparian zone protec-
tion/preservation and the enhancement of fish habitats.

Study Area

The study was conducted along Jim Creek located in
the La Jara watershed within the Rio Grande National
Forest in Conejos County, Colorado. Elevation ranged
from 9,900 feet near the Jim Creek cow camp to 11,640
feet in the northwest corner of the allotment. The study
stream is bordered on the west by slopes of 30-50% and
on the east slopes of 20-40% (Fig. 2).

The riparian community along Jim Creek is dominated
by Thurber fescue, timothy, sedges, Kentucky bluegrass,
meadow barley, yarrow, and cutleaf daisy. Overstory and
midstory wood species include gooseberries/currants
and willows. In some stretches of the the drainage, blue
spruce and Douglas fir come down to the stream bank.

The adjacent upland communities support Kentucky
bluegrass, wheatgrass and bluegrasses. Stands of subal-
pine fir, Engelmann spruce, and ponderosa pine, inter-
spersed with cinquefoils, woods rose, Richardson gera-

nium, flannel mullein, and thistles occur throughout.

Mean daily air temperature ranges from 75° F in July
and August to -30° F in January. Precipitation occurs
mainly in the form of winter snowfall. Approximately 35%
of the 30 to 45 inches of annual precipitation results from
rain during July and August.

Both cattle and sheep began grazing on this range
around 1885. It was an important lambing area until after
establishment of the Rio Grande National Forest in 1908.
Grazing records show that the allotment was under
season-long grazing until 1962 when it was placed under
a “seasonal-deferred” rotation grazing plan. Since 1972
the allotment has been managed under a four-pasture,
rest-rotation system with 145 cattle and two horses for a
3.5-month season beginning 20 June and ending 5
October.

The Rio Grande cutthroat trout originally occupied the
upper Rio Grande River and its tributaries, but is now
restricted to a few headwater streams within their original
range. Following the construction of La Jara reservoir in
1910, brook trout from the reservoir hybridized with the
Rio Grande cutthroat causing true breeding populations
to be scarce. Because of this, the Rio Grande cutthroat
was placed on Colorado’s threatened species listin 1960.
In 1977, steps to re-establish the traditional Rio Grande
cutthroatin the study site's watershed were unsuccessful.
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Methods

The riparian zone was characterized at 13 locations
placed intermittently along a 2-mile reach of Jim Creek
using a) the Pfankuch Channel Stability Rating which
considered the physical aspects of the stream channel,
and b) the Plant Habitat Classification which considered
the vegetative aspects along the stream bank. The Pfan-
kuch Channel Stability Rating procedure calls for the
stream channel at each location to be subdivided into
three zones; the upper and lower stream bank, and the
stream bottom (Table 1). Within each of these zones var-
ious attributes listed in Table 1 are evaluated visually and

Table 1. Characteristics included In the Pfankuch Channel Stabllity
Rating Evaluation.

Upper Bank Lower Bank

Stream Bottom

Landform slope Channel capacity Rock angularity

Mass wasting Bank rock content  Brightness

Debris jam potential

Obstructions flow Consolidation

Vegetation bank
protection

Cutting Bottom size

Sediment deposition Clinging aquatic

vegetation

ranked numerically according to ascorecard provided by
the procedure. These numerical rankings are summed
within separate zones and compared to a standardized
condition class scale, ranging from poor to excellent
condition, described in Table 2. Soil damage was included

Table 2. Standardized numeric ratings for determination of stream
channel condition class when using the Pfankuch Channel Sta-
bllity Rating procedure.

Condition Class

Bank/Channel zone Excellent Good Fair Poor
Upper bank <10 11-20 21-30 31

Lower bank <13 14-26 27-39 >40
Stream bottom <15 16-30 31-45 >46
Total <38 39-76 77-114 >115

Table 3. Characteristics included in the Plant Habitat Classification
Evaluation that are numerically scored to estimate condition.

Stratum
Overstory Midstory Understory
Density of tree  Shrub composition  Understory
overstory composition

Damage to tree
overstory

Density of shrubs Ground cover

(crown closure)

Damage to shrub
midstory

Damage to under-
understory plants

Damage to soils

(Table 3). Overstory species composition and structure
define the successional stage of a site but are not used as
actual evaluation criteria. The condition of the other
parameters of the overstory, midstory, and understory
were ranked numerically, summed for each sample site,
and compared to a standardized scoring system for con-
dition class for that successional stage. The overstory
was evaluated according to tree crown closure and
degree of browsing and damage to seedlings and saplings.
Shrub species composition, crown closure, and browsing
damage were evaluated in the understory. The under-
story vegetation was evaluated according to species
composition, ground cover, grazing damage, and soil
exposure. The appropriate numeric condition categories
as established by the Plant Habitat classification proce-
dure for a sawtimber dominant PNC, such as that which
occurred along Jim Creek, are excellent (31-36), good
(22-30), fair (14-21), poor (5-13), and very poor (0-4).

Results and Discussion

Results of the Pfankuch bank/channel stability inven-
tory gave a cumulative fair-plus total rating (= = 80.9) for
the upper bank, lower bank, and stream bottom (Table 4).

Table 4. Pfankuch bank/channel stability ratings measured at 13
locations along the Jim Creek study site, Rio Grande National
Forest, Colorado. Data were collected July-August 1987.

to evaluate that portion of the physical substrate not eval-
uated by the Pfankuch method. In addition, other channel
characteristics (length, sinuosity, gradient, dominant part-
icle size, entrenchment/confinement, and chan-
nel type classification) were evaluated.

The dominant type of plant (lichen, grass/forb, shrub,
and tree) and the successional stage of the Potential
Natural Community (PNC) were determined by visual
inspection at each sample site before evaluating the con-
dition of the riparian plant community. The Plant Habitat
Classification procedure uses a scorecard which pro-
vides a numerical ranking system for evaluating species
composition, structure and density, as well as damage
within the overstory, midstory, and understory of a site

Numeric Rating

Zone Average Min-Max Std. Dev.
Upper Bank 215 19-26 1.9
Lower Bank 29.6 25-35 3.4

Stream Bottom 29.7 27-34 1.7
Total 80.9 72-90 1.7

Variation among the 13 sample sites was not great, and
none of the scores approached poor condition. The Plant
Habitat Classification inventory gave the vegetation arat-
ing of good condition (x = 25.9; range = 24-29; standard
deviation = 1.5). These evaluations were influenced by
both beaver and cattle impacts.

Beaver impacts were located up-and-down-stream from
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their dams. As might be expected beaver activity (channel
obstructions) had a greater effect on the physical aspects
of the stream than on the vegetation. Beaver activity
reduced the ability of the stream to transport sediment in
some areas by reducing the speed of water movement.
Objects within the stream channel, such as large rocks,
embedded logs, limbs, twigs, and bridge piling, changed
the direction of flow and, sometimes, altered the velocity
as well. These obstructions produced adverse effects by
increasing normal stream velocity when the width/depth
ratio was reduced.

Beaver dams produced favorable impacts by decreas-
ing normal stream velocity and causing the formation of
ponds. Dams raised the water level up to 5 feet higher
than base levels of stream in areas without beaver activity.
These newly created riparian communities were larger in
size and, it was not uncommon for a 80-foot riparian zone
to be extended 10-15 feet in width as the water level rose
with dam formation. Beaver dams trap nutrients which
nourish an abundance of aquatic life and terrestrial vege-
tation along with creating pools for fish habitat.

Beavers appeared to have no adverse impacts on the
riparian vegetation. Overall beaver activity increased the
availability of subsurface water which aided in the vegeta-
tive development of the riparian community (Munther
1981).

Sharp Bros

Cattle impacts were noted along some areas of the
stream, generally more so on the physical aspects of the
stream than on the vegetative aspects. Cattle activity was
most notable on the lower bank where bank cutting,
stream deposition, and eventual channelization were evi-
dent. Bank cutting, which is one of the first signs of chan-
nel degradation, appears to be caused by cattle foraging
along the banks. Stream deposition occurred where the
active bank cutting placed deposits of fresh, coarse sands
and gravels on old and even some new bars. Channeliza-
tion was evident in some area through these new depos-
its. No significant adverse impacts of cattle activity on the
vegetative aspects were noted except the presence of
some undesirable, exotic weeds such as thistle and flan-
nel mullein.
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A Proposal for Reallocation of Federal Grazing—Revisited

B. Delworth Gardner

Over a quarter of a century ago, | analyzed the alloca-
tion procedures utilized by the federal agencies which
administer livestock grazing on the public lands (Gardner
1962). Two factors contributing to grazing misallocation
and reduced range productivity were identified: (1) the
“eligibility” requirements that qualify permittees for graz-
ing privileges prevented the utilization of forage by
ranchers who would value it most, and (2) use-tenure
insecurity resulting from cuts in permitted grazing impeded
private investment in range improvements on the public
ranges. In a second paper, | proposed that the grazing
privilege system be reformed such that efficient alloca-
tion of forage and tenure security could be more nearly
achieved (Gardner 1963). Following in this paper is
further discussion of my proposal to create perpetual
grazing rights, why it is still applicable today, and why |
believe that little was done to implement it.

The Allocation of Grazing Permits on the Federal
Lands

Some History

When public control of livestock grazing on the public
lands was initiated many decades ago, agency regula-
tions required that rancher applicants be engaged in the
livestock business and that they own or control land or
water base property. This “commensurability” require-
ment was designed to eliminate the so-called “itinerant”
stockman from consideration for permits. These “nomadic”
livestock producers, often with little or no ranch property
of theirown, moved large herds of grazing animals across
vast areas of the West during the various seasons of the
year when forage was available. Commensurability was
thought to promote the stability of the ranching and
derivative industries that make up the local community.

The other major eligibility requirement was “use-priority”
which gave preference to those applicants who were
using the public land prior to governmental regulation.

At the time when government control of grazing was
being considered, ranchers who had been previously util-
izing the public lands and paying no fees felt economi-
cally threatened. Naturally, they resisted the new regula-
tions. To minimize their political opposition, these ranchers
were given preference by the government for receiving
the available permits via the eligibility requirements. Fees
were set at very low levels, presumably only to cover the
costs of administering the new grazing programs. Agency

The paper has benefited from suggestions by Ray Huffaker, Arden Pope,
John Workman, Dean Lueck and Ed Frandsen. The editor of Rangelands, Gary
Frasier and an anonymous reviewer were immensely helpful in shortening and
recasting the paper. Only the author, however, should be blamed for errors in
fact and logic which remain.

boards of local ranchers were given considerable power
to influence grazing policy decisions. These stratagems
had their desired effects. Political opposition by ranchers
was not sufficiently strong to block the proposed regula-
tion and control.

Modern Day Issues

The system that restricted permit allocation to only
those “qualified” permittees has been incapable of res-
ponding to changes in the livestock business and other
pressures on the public lands and thus is becoming
increasingly inefficient (Gardner 1984). Non-permittee
ranchers desire access to the subsidized grazing. This
can be accomplished only by becoming “eligible,” often
requiring the purchase of the base property or livestock of
an existing permittee.

With the increase in the demand for outdoor recreation
and the emergence of the environmental movement in the
1960’s and 1970’s, other outputs from the federal lands
have become increasingly valuable and new pressures
are being brought to reduce livestock grazing. As a con-
sequence, the total animal-unit-months (AUMs) of per-
mitted livestock grazing were reduced, first on the national
forests in the 1950’s and 1960’s, and later on the public
domain (Gardner 1962). The result has been a waning of
confidence that federal grazing will continue to be avail-
able to permittees at favorable terms.

It is axiomatic that successful entrepreneurs must be
capable of responding quickly to changes in technologi-
cal possibilities, prices, and costs if they are to survivein a
competitive market environment. Yet federal agencies
dictate stocking rates, classes of livestock that can be
grazed, the length of the grazing season and what can and
cannot be doneto increase forage yields. Permittees have
little freedom to choose and utilize different grazing
regimes, various grazing intensities, and earlier or later
grazing than dictated by the regulating agency. Also,
permitted grazing may be cut by agency discretion giving
rise to tenure insecurity described above. Incentives are
weak at best for rancher investment in capital improve-
ments that might increase the productivity of the public
ranges and thus benefit all public land users.

Perpetual Grazing Rights Plan

In 1963 | proposed the creation of perpetual grazing
rights. The government would specify the quantity of
AUMs that could be grazed on a given allotment, the class
of grazing animals (e.g., cattle or sheep), and the season
of use. These rights would be issued to the existing per-
mittees as a substitute for existing permits.

Eligibility requirements would be eliminated and the
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grazing rights could be freely transferred in voluntary
market transactions. Thus, property rights in grazing
would be created that were defined, defendable, and div-
estible. If the federal government decided that range con-
dition warranted an increase in livestock AUMs, it would
simply create new rights and auction them off to the
highest bidder. If it wanted to decrease grazing, it could
buy up the existing rights at market prices. Very impor-
tantly, if other user groups wanted the forage or the graz-
ing allotment without livestock, they could purchase the
rights in the market. The proposal seemed to promote an
efficient allocation of resources and security of tenure
lacking in the existing procedures and yet continued to
give the government final authority to set stocking rates.

| anticipated that the grazing fee issue might be relevant
to the political feasibility of the proposal. If grazing rights
were perpetual and freely transferable among ranchers,
the expected minimum market transfer price of the rights
would be the capitalized differential between the expected
average value of the grazing and the average costs of
taking the forage. One of these costs would be the fee
paid to the government. Thus, the level of the fee and the
value of the right would be inversely related.

At fee levels existing in the early 1960s when the pro-
posal was made, the new rights could have been expected
to be worth more than the permits they replaced because
they were transferable and offered greater economic
security. Thus, unless fees were raised, wealth windfalls
would have been created for the permittees. Since the
alleged “subsidy” to ranchers has always been controver-
sial, it appeared that the political feasibility of the pro-
posal would be enhanced by not directly increasing the
wealth of the permittees. To avoid this problem, | recom-
mended that the fee be fixed at a level which would make
the new rights equal in value to the old permits.

The increased fees would have been attractive to the
taxpayer owners of the public lands and to the govern-
ment agencies desiring larger budgets. Environmental
organizations would have been sated because they have
always wanted the subsidy to ranchers reduced and more
revenues for range improvements. The ranchers would
have tenure security and a vigorous market in which they
could buy and sell the grazing rights. Thus, the proposal
appeared to be attractive to all the relevant parties.

Then why hasn’t the proposal been adopted in the
intervening years? The answer to this question is complex.

In my view, public choice theory provides the most
plausible answer. This theory postulates that given inter-
est groups can manipulate legislative, administrative, and
judicial decisions to their advantage, even though in
aggregate across all interests, the contest for government
favors is likely to be negative-sum. That is, the total gains
captured by the winners of some public action (e.g.,
environmental groups) are less than the total losses suf-
fered by the losers (e.g. rancher permittees). Presumably,
recreational, environmental, and conservation organiza-
tions that wanted reduced livestock grazing on the public

lands believed it was in their interest to retain the existing
permit system and used judicial action and pressure on
the legislative and executive branches to accomplish
their goals. This doesn’t mean that they are satisified with
the status quo, but they certainly did not wantany reforms
that gave definable rights to the livestock permittees.

Evidence that supports this hypothesis is found in two
recent suits: 1) a 1985 suit brought in a federal court to
block “cooperative management agreements” (CMAs)
that were created to implement the “experimental rancher
stewardship” (ESP) programs as authorized by the Public
Rangeland Improvement Act (PRIA), and 2) a 1986 suit
challenging the grazing fee formula also authorized in
PRIA.

The Suit Against Cooperative
Management Agreements

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
of 1976 was very restrictive in the regulations imposed on
ranchers. However, PRIA of 1978 took a halting step for-
ward to loosen these restrictions and give permittees
more flexibility.

Despite evidence to the contrary (Box 1978), FLPMA
simply asserted that the federal rangeland was “continu-
ing to deteriorate” (43U.S.C. art. 1751, Sec. 401(b), 1976)
and instituted comprehensive long-run federal manage-
ment of rangeland for the twin purposes of sustained
yield and multiple use. It authorized the Secretary of Inte-
rior to cancel, suspend, or modify permits as punishment
for rule violations; to offer short-term licenses rather than
ten-year permits when they are in the “interest of sound
land management”, and to limit the guarantee of renewal
to an offer of “first priority” so long as expiring permit
holders were willing to accept any new conditions of the
Secretary (43 U.S.C. art. 1751, Sec. 402 (a), 1976).

PRIA repeated the assertion of deterioration of public
rangeland and supplemented FLPMA’s comprehensive
land management program by authorizing additional
funds for federal rangeland management programs (43
U.S. Code, art. 1901, Sec. 5, 1978). However, PRIA broke
new ground by establishing the Experimental Steward-
ship Program (43 U.S.C. 1906, Sec. 12, 1978). The ESP
authorized the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture
to “. .. explore innovative grazing management policies
and systems which might provide incentives to improve
range condition. ..and such other incentives as they may
deem appropriate.”

Under this authority, the Secretaries implemented the
5D0 Cooperative Management Agreement program. The
CMAs were cooperative agreements between govern-
ment officials and grazing permittees who demonstrate
exemplary rangeland management practices. The agree-
ments established mutually determined “performance
standards” for the graziers. Cooperative permittees, viewed
as the stewards of their grazing allotments, were to be
rewarded with increased tenure security. Since arbitrary
cuts could not be made without review, the permittees
were left relatively free to determine the livestock numbers
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and seasons of use which achieve the standards (BLM
Handbook 1984).

A CMA was issued for a ten-year term but operated on a
five-year “rolling” plan as it was to be jointly reviewed
after five years of implementation. If objectives of the plan
were not being met, the cooperative permittee “. . . is
allowed a reasonable time to make the necessary adjust-
ments to comply with the objectives before the agreement
terminates” (BLM Handbook 1984). The procedure was to
be repeated every five years.

This step towards greater rancher autonomy in manag-
ing their allotments was perceived, at least in some quar-
ters, as a public giveaway to private rancher interests
unwarranted by Congressional intent. In 1985, a suit was
brought before a Federal District Court by five environ-
mental and wildlife organizations and one individual chal-
lenging agency regulations establishing the CMA pro-
gram (NRDC v. Hodel 1985).

The Court struck down the regulations establishing the
CMA program stating that the CMA: (1) created a per-
manent permit issuance system which did not meet the
description of projects the ESP program was intended by
Congress to encourage; and (2) was also unjustified by
past public grazing law, such as the Taylor Grazing Act
and FLPMA (Huffaker and Gardner 1987).

In a recent paper, Huffaker and Gardner (1987) argued
that the Court’s interpretation was unjustifiably narrow
since it frustrated Congressional intent in fashioning the
ESP. The CMAs can be consistent with both the ESP and
past grazing legislation if the statutes are given a slightly
wider reading.

We argued that “the ‘plain meaning’ of the ESP is an
incompletely developed policy meant to discover, under
controlled conditions, whether allowing qualified permit-
tees to actively direct decisionmaking results in improved
range condition. . . Public land managers would be the
true stewards if they could cancel, suspend, or modify the
permits of permittees who made decisions not conform-
ing to the manager’s desires. . . Hence, the experimental
design of the ESP would be frustrated since it is meant to
determine what permittees, not public range managers,
with decisionmaking responsibility will do. . . (t}he CMA
program is administered under controlled conditions.
Agreements are entered into only with qualified permit-
tees. The agreements are cooperatively drafted and
reviewed every five years. . . The Court's charge that the
five-year review period makes a CMA permanent, not-
withstanding the cooperative permittee”’s performance, is
grossly exaggerated” (Huffaker and Gardner 1987).

In fact, we believe that the Court missed the point
behind congressional creation of the CMAs. Itincorrectly
assumed that a reading of the history of livestock grazing
on the public lands teaches that if left uncontrolled,
rancher permittees will overgraze their allotments. The
rationale for this conclusion is found in resource deple-
tion caused by “common property” ownership of the
allotments, the very case made famous by Garrett Har-
din’s (1968) “tragedy of the commons.”

In fact, the uncontrolled open access to resources that
may have resulted in overgrazing in the past is almost
wholly circumvented by the CMAs. Allotments could be
designed for exclusive permittee use. A rancher could
benefit by having flexibility in management practices that
could improve range productivity and thus could improve
his wealth position. Incentives would be created for giv-
ing wealth gains to ranchers through improvements in
range productivity.

Whether or not these incentives would resultin enhanced
range condition was the objective of the experiment. But
ifthe five-year review revealed that the experiment wasn't
producing results completely satisfactory to the agency
officials, the true custodians of the range, the program
could be terminated. What greater guarantees could be
needed to prevent possible rancher abuse? Here was an
opportunity to determine if greater rancher management
discretion might lead to increases in range productivity
that would enhance environmental amenities as well as
livestock output. |, for one, regret that because of the
Court’s decision we may never know.

The Controversy over the Quantity of Grazing
and Grazing Fees

By Executive Order 12548, dated February 14, 1986, the
President directed that the Secretaries of Agriculture and
Interior exercise their authority “. . . to establish fees for
domestic livestock grazing on the public rangelands by
applying the formula in Section 6 (a) of the PRIA, with the
added provision that the fee shall not be less than $1.35
per head month” (USDA, Finding 1987).

In 1986, eight environmental and recreational organiza-
tions and two individuals! brought suit against the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Management. The suit
challenged the authority of the Secretaries of Agriculture
and Interior to use the formula and the procedures fol-
lowed in establishing the 1986 grazing fee. The suit
charged that the fee formula “. . . was adopted without
compliance with mandated procedures. Moreover, the
formula was alleged to violate the substantive statutory
requirement that fair market value be charged for use of
the public’s resources. As aresult, the formula adopted by
the federal defendants will deny funds badly needed to
protect and rehabilitate lands and resources degraded by
past livestock grazing and will seriously hamper the
government’s ability to manage properly the public range-
lands” (Civil No. S-86-0548, 1986). The positions of both
plaintiffs and the government defendants are partially but
not wholly valid.

The plaintiffs’ position is based on two points: (1) graz-
ing is like any other commodity with a negatively sloped
demand curve (Rice affidavit 1985), and (2) setting the fee
below “fair market value” results in overstocking the
ranges by the permittees and deprives the government of

IThe plaintiffs in this suit were the Natural Resources Defense Council, Ameri-
can Fisheries Society, California Trout, Inc., Izaak Walton League of Ameri-
can, National Audubon Society, National Wildlife Federation, Oregon Trout,
The Wilderness Society, Carl L. Weidert |11, and Stanley A. Weidert.
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revenues that are designated by formula to be spent to
improve range productivity.

The government defendants argued that the level of the
fee has no impact on the quantity of allowable grazing.
Speaking for the Forest Service, “The permitted use level
is determined through the Forest planning and allotment
management planning processes and is set in the grazing
permit. This process occurs entirely independently of
grazing fees. Therefore, physical and biological effects of
permitted livestock grazing are determined by factors
other than the grazing fee levels” (USDA, Finding 1987,
Workman 1988).

Both theoretical and empirical considerations are rele-
vant to this dispute. For various reasons, collectively and
perhaps individually, permittees usually do not actually
graze the number of AUMs authorized. The difference
between permitted and actual use is termed nonuse.
Nonuse has been recorded by the Forest Service over the
period 1979 to 1986 and has varied from a low of 11.1% in
1980 to a high of 15% in 1986.

The fact that some nonuse is now occurring at present
fee levels is evidence that for one reason or another some
grazing is not worth what the permittees are being asked
to pay for it. Therefore, raising the fee would almost
surely result in more nonuse. The plaintiffs were techni-
cally correct in asserting that a rise in the fee would
reduce livestock grazing. On the other hand, the fact that
many permittees are utilizing the full allowable use
implies that raising the fee would reduce their permit
values but may not affect the quantity of grazing.

What do the available data indicate about fees and
nonuse? Not much variation in annual nonuse exists. The
government maintains that there is no relationship be-
tween the fee and the quantity of grazing demanded over
the years that the PRIA formula has been in effect, 1979-
1986 (USDA, Finding 1987). The government correctly
argued that other factors appear to correlate more closely
with variation in actual use than do grazing fees. “For
example, the costs that livestock producers pay for pro-
duction of their cattle, and the prices they receive for
those cattle, may influence the level of actual use and
therefore nonuse. A statistical analysis comparing beef
cattle prices in 1979-1986, with the percent of nonuse,
shows astrong negative correlation. That is, as beef cattle
prices increase, percent nonuse tends to decrease. Also,
a statistical analysis for the same period comparing pro-
ducer prices paid (cost of livestock production), with per-
cent of nonuse, shows a strong positive correlation”
(USDA, Finding 1987).

The problem is that both beef prices received and pro-
duction costs incurred are terms in the formula for deter-
mining the grazing fee. As beef cattle prices rise, the
profitability of grazing should increase and nonuse should
fall, all other things equal. As production costs increase,
the profitability of public grazing should decrease and
nonuse should increase. As the value of substitute forage
decreases, nonuse of permitted federal forage should

increase as ranchers shift to the now cheaper private
substitutes.

In summary, it is clear that changes in the fee itself are
not closely associated with changes in nonuse over the
period of the PRIA formula, although individual compo-
nents of the fee do seem to be so associated. However,
much variation exists in the physical and economic situa-
tions of individual ranchers that would cause them to
value the federal forage at different levels, and no one
really knows how many would opt for nonuse in the face
of substantially higher fees.

Summary and Conclusions

| believe that the nature of the allocation problem on
government-owned ranges has changed over the past 25
years. In 1963, | was concerned primarily about the allo-
cation of the allowable grazing among potentially com-
peting ranchers. Clearly, the critical allocation problem
now is between livestock producers and other users of the
public ranges.

Asin 1963, | see no compelling reasons for maintaining
the eligibility requirements for receiving grazing prefer-
ences. There is no question that the allowable quantity of
livestock grazing would be more efficiently allocated if
grazing rights were created along the lines of my original
proposal. Incentives to invest in range improvements
would exist if these improvements were truly economi-
cally feasible. Potential users who now regard the public
lands as unavailable to them could easily acquire access
by buying out the ranchers.

In my opinion, there is also little doubt that the quantity
of grazing that is now allowable to livestock could be
much more efficiently utilized if ranchers were given
more management flexibility as was attempted in the
cooperative management program. However, there is lit-
tle available evidence for this conclusion, except a priori
logic. That stewardship program should be reinstated to
permit us to observe whether or not ranchers would
increase range efficiency and productivity and by how
much.

The level of rancher subsidy and fees will continue to be
a controversial subject. But the ranchers are not the only
ones who benefit more from the public lands than they are
paying. If the environmental organizations and recrea-
tionists want to reduce livestock grazing in order to
increase the amount of forage left for their users or for the
public generally, they might think about taxing them-
selves to buy the ranchers out and/or contribute funds for
range improvement. It is possible that they could do it
more economically under ascheme of transferable rights
to forage than attempting to manipulate political and
legal institutions via rent-seeking expenditures they are
now making.
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Requiescant in Pace

Alexander Johnston, 69, a longtime member of the
Society for Range Management and widely respected
range ecologist died in his sleep on April 12, 1989, in
Lethbridge, Alberta.

Alex was born on January 26, 1920, in Webb, Saskat-
chewan, and took his early schooling there. He gradu-
ated from the University of Saskatchewan with a B.Sc.
in Agriculture in 1941 and the Montana State University
in 1954,

In his early years at the Lethbridge Experimental
Station he assisted with the regrassing of abandoned
farm lands in southeastern Alberta. He was later given
responsibility for initiating a research program at the
Stavely Grassland Substation established in the foot-
hills of southwestern Alberta in 1949. Over the next 30
years he conducted studies on vegetation and live-
stock relationships and determined the carrying capacity
of the Fescue Grassland prairie. The Public Lands
grazing policy in Alberta is closely related to his
research findings. Alex communicated the results of
his research through the publication of 66 scientific
and 124 semi-technical and popular articles and through
rangeland tours, meetings, short courses and the var-
ious news media. He retired from the Agriculture Can-
ada Research Branch on December 30, 1980.

Alex was a Charter and Life Member of the Society
for Range Management and was very active at the Sec-
tion and National levels. He held various offices in the
International Mountain Section and was Newsletter
Editor for 18 years. He was Program Chairman for the
1969 and 1982 Annual Meetings held in Calgary. At the
National level he served on several committees, on
Editorial Boards and on the Board of Directors during
1965-1967. Alex also belonged to and held offices in
several other research and conservation societies or
associations.

During his career Alex earned a number of signifi-
cant awards. Among them are: Canada Centennial
Medal—1967; Citation and Certificate of Merit, Society
for Range Management—1970; Honorary Doctorate
[LL.D.] from the University of Lethbridge—1976; Fel-
low of the Agricultural Institute of Canada—1976; and
Fellow of the Society for Range Management—1977.

Alex undertook foreign assignments in West Pakis-
tan in 1961-1962 as Range Improvement Advisor; in
Kenyain 1978 to evaluate Kenya's Rangelands Ecolog-
ical Monitoring Unit; and again in Pakistan in 1979 to
identify and advise on agricultural problems. He also
fulfilled assignments to Newfoundland and Yukon for
the Canadian government.

In retirement Alex devoted full time to the study of
local and regional history, an interest which began in
the early 1960’s. He was instrumental in establishing
the Galt Museum in 1964 through the Lethbridge His-
torical Society. He researched and authored or coau-
thored over 12 local history books, the most notable
being Lethbridge—A Centennial History in 1985. He
was to attend a press conference to unveil his latest
book entitled Lethbridge; Its Coal Industry and to
autograph copies on the day of his death.

Walter H. Sundell, 71, of Boise, died suddenly Monday,
January 9, 1989, at home of natural causes.

Mr. Sundell was born April 23, 1917, in Miles City,
Montana. He was educated in Kingsburg, California,
Miles City, and graduated from the University of Mon-
tana in 1941 with a degree in forestry. He worked as a
forest ranger in various Montana National Forests,
residing in Helena, Ennis, Ashland, and White Sulphur
Springs. In 1962 he was promoted with the Forest Ser-
vice in Range Management, in Orem, Utah. In 1963, Mr.
Sundell moved to Boise, filling the position of Staff
Officer in charge of Wildlife, Watershed, Range Man-
agement, and Soils in the Boise National Forest. He
retired after 33 years with the Forest Service and was
honored in 1975. Following his retirement, he worked
as a title researcher and in other capacities in the gas
and oil lease business.

Walter served as president of the Idaho Section,
Society for Range Management. He was a great lover of
the outdoors, expressing his love of nature in his oil
and watercolor paintings and exquisitely carved duck
decoys. He spent hours giving of himself with the Boy
Scouts of America. He was devoted to his family and
grandchildren. Walter was a skilled horseman, an
enthusiastic walker, and avid golfer.
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Central Plains Experimental Range: 50 Years of Research

Marvin Shoop, Susan Kanode, and Mary Calvert

The dust bowl days—just think-
ing about them brings up pictures
of dust-filled skies, devastated farm-
land and bare rangeland.

The mid-1930s found most farmers
and ranchers on the western Great
Plains in bad to desperate economic
straits. The Government home-
steads were too small to be profit-
able. Plowing destroyed the short-
grass prairie and remaining range-
lands were damaged by drought,
overgrazing and soil blown from
plowed fields.

The western shortgrass prairie
was not suitable for dryland farm-
ing. There was a definite need to
improve management practices of
these fragile grasslands. The Cen-
tral Plains Experimental Range was
established to meet this need.

In 1933 the Federal Government
passed the National Industrial Re-
covery Act followed by the Emer-
gency Relief Appropriations Act in
1935, and the Bankhead-Jones Farm
Tenant Act in 1937. The Resettle-
ment Administration was created to
manage these programs. One of the
more devastated areas in northern
Colorado was designated as the
Weld County Land Utilization Pro-
ject. Under this project, the govern-
mentbought land and assisted pro-
perty owners in relocating.

Administration of the Weld County
Land Utilization Project passed from
the Resettlement Administration to
the Soil Conservation Service in
1938 then to the U.S. Forest Service
in 1954. The project was renamed
the Pawnee National Grassland on
April 1, 1961.

In May 1937 the Agriculture Secre-

Marvin Shoop is research scientist, Dept. of
Range Science, Colorado State University, and
former range scientist, USDA-ARS, GPSR, Fort
Collins, Colo. Susan Kanode is a free-lance pub-
lic relations specialist and a neighbor of CPER,
54501 WCR 53 Ault, Colo., 80610. Mary Gore
Calvert is range technician, USDA-ARS, GPSR.
Calvert's and Shoop's address is 1701 Center
Ave., Fort Collins, Colo. 80526.

The authors thank the many people who con-
tributed information and editorial help for this
paper.

CPER headquarters in about 1939 (top) and in 1989 (bottom). The shrub is fourwing
saltbush, common on sandy range and flood plain sites.

tary approved a Forest Service request
for an experimental range in Weld
County. The northwestern corner of
the Land Utilization project area was
chosen for the Central Plains Experi-
mental Range. The original project
contained 8,440 acres of Federal land
but was soon expanded to 9,440 acres.
The Experimental Range’s main mis-
sion was, and is, to solve range man-
agement problems of the shortgrass
prairie.

From the Experimental Range’s be-
ginning the Crow Valley Livestock
Cooperative, Inc. (Crow Valley) has

supplied grazing study cattle under
Forest Service and Agriculture Re-
search Service agreements. Crow Val-
ley, organized in 1936, holds grazing
permits on the Pawnee National Grass-
land’s western portion. They have
been supporters of research prog-
rams throughout Central Plains Experi-
mental Range’s history.

Some natural events stand out in the
Experimental Range’s history. A flood
on Little Owl Creek in June 1965
swept away 38 heifers belonging to
Crow Valley ranchers. The flood dep-
osited hail drifts taller than the horses
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Pricklypear harvesting in about 1939 (top) and in 1980’s (bottom).

the staff rode to survey damage. The
blizzard of 1949 practically buried the
buildings and prevented all travel.
Droughtsin 1939 and 1954 were severe
butthe worst was in 1964 when essen-
tially no forage was produced on up-
land sites.

Both visitors and inhabitants have
been awed and inspired by the short-
grass prairie’s beauty in early summer
when grass is green and sprinkled
with wildflowers. They also have been

awed, but notinspired, by the prairie’s
starkness during cold winter months.

1937-53

Dr. David Costello, associate forest
ecologist, directed the Experimental
Range research from its start through
1953. Hubert D. Burke, junior range
examiner, was the first scientist in
charge and he selected the site and
established the facilities.

Burke had a budget of only $1,400
to establish the facilities. The Reset-
tlement Administration, Soil Con-
servation Service and other organi-
zations provided assistance and some
materials. Several National Forests
provided 23 railroad carloads of
posts and poles for fences and cor-
rals. The Work Project Administra-
tion provided construction. Most of
the barbed wire for 58 miles of
fence was obtained from old home-
stead fences as far as 25 miles
away. Workmen salvaged lumber
from old homestead buildings for
an office, warehouse-shop, barn,
cattle shed, and scales. Eleven wells
and windmills, two sets of corrals, a
dipping vat, and a gasoline house
were also built. Travel was difficult
during this time and some staff
hired a cook and lived on the Exper-
imental Range. Burke was re-assigned
to an Oklahoma project in July
1938.

The Forest Service initiated the
first formal research, a grazing in-
tensity study, in May 1939. The first
year was basically devoted to devel-
oping research procedures. Other
early studies included the effect of
rabbits on vegetation, and the life
histories of blue grama and plains
prickly pear.

In April 1939, George Turner suc-
ceeded Burke as scientistin charge
until he entered the military in July
1942. W.M. (Wally) Johnson was in
charge of the Experimental Range
during the remaining war years.
G.E. (Zeke) Klipple started to work
full time at the Experimental Range
in 1945 and in September 1946
became scientist in charge.

Costello, Turner, Klipple and others
wrote over 40 publications from
Experimental Range research. Most
publications during World War I
were about increasing rangeland
production to help the war effort.

Frank R. Williams, a cowboy for
the Hardy Ranch before it became
part of the Experimental Range,
was the first person hired by the
Forest Service to tend the Experi-
mental Range’s cattle.
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1954-88

The Agricultural Act of 1953 brought
about a major change. The Act
reorganized the USDA and trans-
ferred Klipple and the Experimental
Range’s administration from the For-
est Service to the Agricultural Re-
search Service.

On Aug. 25, 1961, the Forest Ser-
vice transferred 14,599 acres to the
Agricultural Research Service. This
included the previous lands of the
Experimental Range and about 4,000
adjacent acres from the Pawnee
National Grassland. Additional lands
were added at other times.

Robert (Bob) Bement was scien-
tist in charge from December 1955
until retirement in early 1973. He
used Experimental Range grazing
intensity data to develop curves
relating quantity of ungrazed vege-
tation to individual animal gains
and gain per acre. Proper stocking
rates have been determined using
this technique from Iceland to Africa.

Other research scientists that have
conducted extensive studies on the
Experimental Range include: Wil-
liam J. (Bill) McGinnies, worked
from 1956 to 1987 on reseeding and
range improvements. Dr. D.N. (Don)
Hyder transferred from Burns, Ore.,
in 1961. Hyder was Forage and
Range Management Research Unit
leader from its creation in 1973 until
retirement in 1976. He was widely
recognized for achievements in plant
developmentand plant-grazing inter-
action. Dr. Walter Houston re-
searched range improvements from
1968 until his retirementin 1977.Dr.
Charley Townsend began research
on selecting and breeding legumes
for rangeland in 1969. He is still a
dedicated member of the Unit.

Forage and Range Unit achieve-
ments during 1961-77 showed that
a group of scientists working to-
gether can accomplish more per
scientist than one or two scientists
working alone. Experimental Range
funding had been meager. Indoor
plumbing was not available there
until 1963.

During 1954-72 cooperation with
Colorado State University scien-

Robert Bement recording forage inventory with paper and pencil during 1950's (top) and
Robert Engel recording with hand-held computer and bar coding during 1989 (bottom).

tists increased. Some of those include
Don Hervey, A.C. Everson, R.D. Bar-
mington, E.E. Remmenga, Charles Ter-
williger Jr., J.J. Norris, Terry
Vaughn, and K.L. Knox. Later Univer-
sity cooperators included Gary Rupp,
Robert Mortimer, Les Ball, Timm Stan-
ton, Clint Wasser and Ken Doxtader.
In 1968, the Central Plains Experi-
mental Range staff began working

with Colorado State University's
Natural Resource Ecology Laboratory
on studies funded by the National
Science Foundation. Programs includ-
e the Grassland Biome project of the
International Biological Program (1968-
1974) and the Long Term Ecological
Research program (1982-
present). Much Grassland Biome re-
search conducted mainly on the Exper-
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David Costello (left) and G.E. Klipple weighing cattle with mechanical scales and hand-
recorded weights during 1940’s (top) and Robert Engel weighing with electronic scale and
computer during 1989 (bottom). Equipment at left of Engel is beam and self-stamping poise of
standby mechanical scale.

imental Range was commonly refer-
red to having been on the “Pawnee
Site”.

The Long Term Ecological Re-
search project is one of 16 sites in 14
states and territories. Each site was
established to study natural and agri-
cultural systems processes on time

scales from decades to centuries. At
the Experimental Range, this research
focuses on: (1) interrelations among
geomorphology, landscapes, soils and
vegetation structure; (2) weather and
atmospheric deposition; (3) erosion
and sedimentation; (4) soil water dyn-
amics; (5) patterns and controls of

primary production; (6) elemental
cycling and organic matter; (7) secon-
dary production and population dyn-
amics of selected consumers; and
(8) small and large-scale disturbance
ecology. Simulation modeling is an
important tool for each research
topic common to all 16 sites.

The physiology and morphology
of blue grama grass seedlings were
investigated by Dr. A.M. (Al) Wilson
from 1972 until his death in 1984.
Wilson transferred from Pullman,
Wash. Dr. Marvin Shoop came to
Fort Collins from the Agriculture
Research Service range program at
Woodward, Okla., to become sci-
entistin charge of the Experimental
Range after Bement's retirement in
1973. Shoop’s interests have been
range improvements and grazing
management. Dr. W.A. (Bill) Lay-
cock replaced Dr. Hyder in 1976 as
Forage and Range Unit leader until
1985.1n 1980, Dr. R.A. (Rudy) Bow-
man converted from full-time re-
search with the Soil, Plant, Water
Research Unit to half-time work on
range soils. Dr. Jon Hanson trans-
ferred from Cheyenne, Wyo., to Fort
Collins in 1983 to work on compu-
ter simulation of range systems. Dr.
Albert Grable was research leader
ofthe Unit from 1985 to 1988. Under
Grable, the Forage and Range and
the Agri-Ecosystems Research Units
were combined, forming the Great
Plains Systems Research Unit.

Robert Engel, technician and fore-
man, has been associated with the
Experimental Range longer than
any other person. He started work
there in 1953. His wife Atheline has
worked at the Experimental Range
part-time since 1960. Another long-
term technician was F.E. (Spud)
Horton. He worked at the Experi-
mental Range from 1955-79.

Accomplishments

An early achievement was under-
standing plant life on native prairie
and abandoned plowed lands. Know-
ledge of experimental techniques
formeasuring vegetational response
to treatments was gained, including
interpreting vegetational responses
after excluding livestock grazing.
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A 10-year comparison of an early-
and late-season grazing system with
summer-long grazing showed signif-
icant losses in herbage production
from the early- and late- season pas-
tures with short-term heavy stock-
ing. Early-season grazing also
caused mechanical damage to vege-
tation and soil. Summer-long pas-
tures maintained production, had lit-
tle plant damage, and were as profit-
able as early-grazed pastures.

Summer-long grazing on short-
grass range at a 60% forage use
(heavy grazing) reduced herbage pro-
duction by 35% compared with a util-
ization level of only 40% (moderate
grazing). Heifers on heavily grazed
pastures gained 19% (43 pounds)
less than those on moderately grazed
pastures. Moderate grazing was more
proffitable than either heavy or light
grazing (20% forage use). After 23
years of grazing, frequency percen-
tage of species did not differ greatly
among the three grazing intensities
on shortgrass range.

A primary finding of long-term
studies was that amounts of herbage
available on a pasture can be used as
a guide for managing shortgrass
range. Maximum profits from yea-
rling cattle and grass are obtained
when 300 pounds of air-dry herbage
per acre remain ungrazed. This non-
grazed herbage level provided opti-
mum livestock production and ade-
quate foliage for rapid herbage
growth with favorable conditions.
Vegetation and soil were also con-
served. Research showed the amount
of available herbage can be easily
estimated using visual indicators.

Studies determined combined and
individual effects of time of rainfall,
time of heavy grazing, and nitrogen
fertilization on range plant species
abundance and production, and beef
production. With repeated heavy graz-
ing, most species responded more to
weather than grazing.

Researchers found that atrazine
controls all annual species on the
shortgrass prairie, reduces abun-
dance of cool-season grasses when
applied at medium rates, and in-
creases protein contentand drought

resistance of warm-season grasses.
Most significant, from 1979-88 atra-
zine appljed at one pound peracrein
alternate falls increased beef pro-
duction 53% above no treatment and
was highly profitable.

Grazing trials showed that fertili-
zation of shortgrass range with 20
pounds of nitrogen per acre each fall
increased beef production 66% from
1979-88, but reduced profits due to
high cost. Nitrogen fertilization in-
creased drought mortality of blue
grama on fine sandy loam soil, and
probably should not be applied to
any soil unless atrazine is also app-
lied to increase drought resistance.

Nitrogen fertilizer applied at 20
pounds per acre each fall for nine
years controlled red threeawn, im-
proved botanical composition, and
increased herbage yield on sandy,
abandoned cropland. However, costs
were not recovered until six years
after fertilization ceased.

Scientist determined requirements
and equipment needed for frequency
sampling to be a fast, reliable means
of measuring abundance of plant
species on shortgrass range.

Research showed that snowfen-
ces can be used to increase spring
soil moisture and produce cool--
season grass for earlier spring for-
age or a hay crop. Big sagebrush,
spreading rabbitbrush, rubber rab-
bitbrush, and silver buffaloberry,
have proven adapted to growing for
living snowfences. Their snow harvest-
ing efficiencies are being tested.

Contrary to the one-time common
belief, heavy grazing of shortgrass
prairiedoes notinfluence plains prick-
lypear cactus abundance. Early stu-
dies determined pricklypear ecology
and developed mechanical control
techniques. Digestibility of singed
pricklypear was found to at least
equal that of high-quality alfalfa.
The pads produced good cattle gains
when a protein supplement was fed.
An efficient pricklypear harvester and
a prototype of a despiner were also
developed.

Spaying range heifers by the new
K-R Technique proved highly satis-
factory. Spayed heifers implanted

with zeranol (Ralgro) gained 14%
more than those without zeranol.
Pasturing implanted spays and steers
together did not reduce gain of either
gender as compared with gains of
those in pastures with only their own
gender.

The most important accomplish-
mentin reseeding of shortgrass range
was finding why establishing blue
gramaseedlings is difficult. Morpho-
logical and physiological fea-
tures prevent establishing crown (ad-
ventitious) roots in dry soil. Root
elongation can be assured if surface
soil is wet for two to four days when
seedlings are two to six weeks
old, a rare occurrence on the short-
grass prairie. Comparing blue grama
seeding failures with crested wheat-
grass seeding successes helped de-
fine objectives for breeding a super-
ior blue grama.

Research to evaluate and improve
legumes for shortgrass range
showed that yellow-flowered alfalfa
was most promising for areas with 12
inches or more of precipitation. Prair-
ie milkvetch was the only native
legume showing potential for range-
land improvement. It is extremely
difficult to establish, especially on
heavier soils because it has excep-
tionally small seeds and very poor
seedling vigor.

Several studies have been conduct-
ed on replacing salt grass in saline-
alkaline meadows with more product-
ive and palatable grasses. Russian
wildrye and crested wheatgrass were
found better adapted than tall wheat-
grass, smooth brome or other tested
grasses. Research established that B
horizon material on the soil surface
was the primary obstacle to estab-
lishing new grass because it pre-
vented soil water uptake. Chisel
plowing followed by vertical-axis til-
ling did not increase surface salinity
and alkalinity as much as moldboard
plowing.

CPER Facts

*Administration-Owner: U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, Agricultural
Research Service. Location:
Northwestern Weld County, Colorado,
western edge of Central Great Plains;
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13 miles northeast of Nunn, CO.
Address: USDA-ARS GPSR, 1701
Center Ave., Fort Collins, CO 80526.
Phone: (303) 484-8777. Scien-
tists: 1 full time, 3 intermittent. Sup-
port Staff: Technicians: 5 full-time,
several intermittent. Clerical: 2 full-
time and 2 intermittent. Acreage:
15,500 (800 provided by CVLCI);
about 3,200 are revegetated crop-
land. Pastures: 80. Exclosures: 31,
mostly 2 acres each.

*Annual Precipitation: 12.8”,
range 4” to 23", 81% April-Sept.
Mean Temperature: 26 deg. F in
Jan., 70 deg. F in July. Frost-Free
Period: 133 days. Wind Velocity: 6.4
mph annually. Elevation: 5,250 to
5,550 feet ASL. Topography: Most-
ly rolling plains. Soils: Mostly sandy
loam (Aridic Argiustolls and Ustollic
Haplargids). Range Sites: Primarily
loamy and sandy plains.

*Vegetation: Blue Grama is dom-
inant grass. Other important grasses
and sedges are buffalo grass, red
threeawn, western wheatgrass, inland
saltgrass, needleandthread and
needleleaf sedge. Important forbs
are scarlet globemallow, slimflower
scurfpea, and Russian thistle. Im-
portantshrubs are fourwing saltbush
and woody buckwheat. Plains prick-
lypear is abundant. Herbage Yield-
s: Average about 625 Ibs. per acre,
oven dried. Carrying Capacity: 4
acres per animal unit month.

*Cattle Data: About 5,000 animal
unit months of grazing. Cattle owned
by Crow Valley members. Yearling
heifers on moderately grazed native
range gain about 240 Ibs. per head
May-Oct. and about 40 Ibs. per head
Nov.-Apr. On winter native range,
long-yearling heifers need about 100
Ibs. of 41% protein supplement and
occasional storm hay.

*Regional Problems: Low pre-
cipitation with81% occurring in sum-
mer; frequent droughts; high evapo-
ration and transpiration; short
growing season; only well adapted
grass is blue grama and it is poorly
adapted for reseeding; many acres
of abandoned cropland are thinly
covered with low-quality forage plants;
soils are highly erosive when not

protected by vegetation; low soil fer-
tility; lack of forage during early-
growing-seasons and drought periods;
and ranches are too small.

Future Research

Current research project priorities
include: (1) using atrazine on range-
landtoincrease production and deter-
mining how atrazine works to in-
crease grass growth; (2) establish-
ing the effect of thinning blue grama
stands on herbage and beef produc-
tion, vegetational cover changes, and
water and nutrients; (3) harvesting
snow to produce hay and early spring
pasture; (4) improving the germplasm
of yellow-flowered alfalfa for the west-
ernshortgrass prairie; and (5) determ-
ining the ecology and physiology of
various ecotypes of blue grama.

A study is planned to determine
how soil depth and texture in the sur-
face horizon, organic carbon, and
enzyme activities affect blue grama
growth. Scientists plan to develop a
system to interface remotely collect-
ed data (e.g., by satellites) with mathe-
matical models and decision-support
systems (computerized models) to
make remotely collected data more
usable for managing natural resour-
ces.

Other research under considera-
tion includes: (1) developing a sys-
tem to reliably monitor the health of
rangelands; and (2) developing basic
knowledge and practices to more
effectively utilize the limited precipi-
tation of the shortgrass plains to
improve herbage production.

The Central Plains Experimental
Range was established because of
need—to develop conservation and
production practices. As times and
technologies change, so do needs.
Major accomplishments have been
made to improve conservation and
production. For rangelands to be
managed as valuable and treasured
resources with a benefit to land
users, continued research isimpera-
tive. The knowledge base and tools
of research have improved greatly in
the last 50 years. This knowledge,
continued public support, past
experience, present programs and
future goals could and should put

the Central Plains Experimental
Range in the forefront of developing
new knowledge for shortgrass range-
lands.

In observance of the Central Plains
Experimental Range's 50 years of
range research, two field days are
being planned, July 14 and 15. Top-
ics on the 14th will be oriented to
ranchers, range managers and pro-
fessional conservationists. The pro-
gram July 15 is designed for the
general public. Persons interested in
attending should phone 1-800-669-
3240 or write for further information.
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grass ranges on the Central Great Plains.
USDA Technical Bulletin No. 1216.
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Cooperation: Range—Economics

Darwin B. Nielsen

Range scientists and economists often seem to have
difficulty communicating with each other about the man-
agement of rangelands. | will first review some of the
relationships | have observed over the past 25 years
between economics and range. One of my biases has
already surfaced: | do not like to use the terms “range
scientists” and economists because in some people's
minds this implies that “economists” are not scientists.

How each group perceives the other determines the
nature of a cooperative program. There once seemed to
be a good deal of dis-
trust between the disci-
plines. These fears have
somewhat dissipated to-
day. Early cooperation
might have had the fol-
lowing scenario: arange
scientist has worked on
the problem of range im-
provements for the past
25 years. After collect-
ing all the field notes,
publications, and sum-
mary data sheets togeth-
erand dumping them on
an economist’s desk, the
question is asked: “Do
range improvements pay”
or“Putsomedollars and
cents to this.” Initially, the economist may wonder
whether the range scientist means “sense” or “cents.” In
most cases this kind of cooperation was seldom produc-
tive. If the economist could decipher the data, the infor-
mation was probably published without mentioning the
range scientist who provided the data.

Several years ago, an agency decided to foster greater
cooperation between their economists and other natural
resource managers. The idea was to bring all of their
people with some economic training together and put
them through an intensive course in the economics of
natural resource management. They could then return to
the local management units with the ability to make an
economic evaluation of various projects already done or
in progress by the range staff. Since each management
office did not have an economist, the trained people were
expected to travel to an area and evaluate the projects.
Consider the position of the range manager (range con-
servationist) who has worked to get funding for a project,
obtained permittee cooperation, and initiated several
range improvements. The total time to accomplish the
project may have taken several years. Now here comes an

“outside” economist, who may have never previously
visited the area and announces that everyone must
“cooperate” in an economic analysis of the project. The
economist completes the evaluation in a few hours or
days and finds that the expected benefit/cost ratio of the
project is less than one, a very low internal rate of return,
and a negative present value when the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB) recommended discount rate is
used. In effect, itis concluded that the range manager has
worked for several years and has wasted “our” money. No

accomplished is to send

range managers to an

intensive two- or three-

day short-course in eco-

nomics. Supposedly, the

range manager could

then conduct economic

very well have been impossible to get two economists to

agree on the proper way to solve the problem. The range

manager comes away feeling that those “damn econo-

mists” have made the job much more difficult than it
needs to be.

Working across disciplines at a university is usually

very challenging. Departments tend to be empire builders

wonder the word got out
that “economists” were
in the same category as
the “auditors” and should
be shunned.
Another approach that
has been used to get the
> required economic ana-
,D / lyses of range projects
/ ;
QI
)‘\ v\
e -:—'Y‘* evaluations of the pro-
~ jects during the winter
and might even try to
publish the results in a journal. The range manager prob-
ably received a scalding review of the paper from an
economist, on how economics were used or misused.
What is the problem? The range manager attempted to
solve a very difficult economics problem on the basis of
limited training and experience in economics. It might
and protect their “turf.” Cooperation is encouraged if it
brings money into a department or college, but is dis-
couraged if it means putting money into another depart-
ment or college. Problems can develop within a depart-
ment among areas of specialization or when people
perceive that others are encroaching on their special
interests. An example might be a research project that
compared the economic feasibility of feeding steers ver-
sus heifers. Animal scientists would think that the econ-
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omists were on their turf when they measured the feed
inputs and weighed the cattle once a week. Do you need a
PhD in Animal Husbandry to weigh feed and cattle? A
study of coyote predation on sheep led to an examination
of coyote predation on deer; this displeased those in the
wildlife department, especially when a newspaper article
mistakenly said the economist was a member of the wild-
life department staff.

For successful cooperative projects such as between
economics and range, there are some things that should
be done to increase the probability of success. First, the
economist should have some input into the initial plan-
ning stages of the project. This may mean some tradeoffs
in the number of replications used to establish a pointon
arelationship or curve versus fewer replications per point
and an attempt to estimate more points on the curve. The
usual result is that the range scientist never gets enough
replications and the economist never gets enough points.
If the economist does not like to get “down to earth” and
be involved in the on-the-ground research, the range
people may not see him again until the fieldwork is com-
plete. The economist takes the data which took several
years of research effort to develop and in a couple of
months has an economic analysis of the project. The
range scientist wonders “what the he--" the economist
does. He caused trouble at the beginning of the project,
never participated in the range field work, then took the
data for a few days and wants to be the senior authoron a
publication. On the other hand, the economist wonders
about these range people: they cannot get anything done
in less than three to five years, and the results are never
applicable, without serious reservations, to ranges in the
next county.

There are the cases where the administrators decide
there will be cooperation between the disciplines and, in
their infinite wisdom, assign people to work together.
Sometimes it even works. Usually it does not. One reason
it does not work is because the people involved do not like
each other. This attitude is caused by a lack of interest in
orrespect for the other profession. Some range people do
not want to work with an economist because they think
economics is not relevant to the problems they are study-
ing. There are areas of basic research where this thinking
is true. On the other hand, economics has something to
contribute when range research projects concern man-
agement decision making. For example, a decision may
deal with alternative uses of the rangeland and/or meet-
ing given management objectives at least-cost; in such
cases, economic factors are important.

Some economists think the whole area of range man-
agement is unworthy or not economically important
enough for them to spend their valuable time on. Usually
they are not too bashful about letting their feeling be
known. A few scientists are so protective of the data they
have collected that there is no hope for a cooperative
study. Datain files can be much more valuable in cooper-
ative studies than the limited exposure when published in

one discipline. To get the most for the research dollars,
the data should be used to the best advantage.

Single authorship has been mentioned as a potential
problem for cooperative research. Another problem that
can arise is who should be the senior author. These prob-
lems should be settled before the research is done.
Decide if the results can be independently published. For
example, articles that deal primarily with the biological
side of the problem will be senior-authored by the range
scientists and articles that are primarily economic in
nature will be senior-authored by the economist.

There is a basic difference in the time perspective of
range people and economists. Time costs money to an
economist, while many range people are less concerned
with how long it takes to bring about change in the use of
the resource. For example, consider the nonuse require-
ment after a rangeland improvement treatment such as
spraying or seeding. The immediate years after an invest-
ment is made have a potentially higher value since they
are not discounted as heavy as the following years. The
present value of a dollar benefit the immediate year after
improvement is much higher than the dollar in year 20. If
the nonuse is absolutely required to get the expected
income stream, there should be no argument. However, if
an extra nonuse year is added to give the plants some
added rest but this does not significantly increase the
expected production orincome stream over the life of the
improvement, then there would be reason to argue that
that year's nonuse is too expensive and should not be
required.

Some of the Environmental Impact Statements written
in the past have serious problems in their time perspective
relative to the benefits from range improvements. For
example, one did not show any positive benefits for the
first thirteen years after the investment in the improve-
ment. At today’s interest rates, no range improvement is
economically sound that does not show a benefit until
year 14.

Economists are accused of being mercenary because
many insist on expressing everything in “dollar” terms. If
abenefit cannot be valued in money terms, it does not get
counted. Costs that are not market valued do not get
counted. Perhaps there are some economists who would
not count anything that was not market valued. However,
nonmonetary or unmeasurable values should be consi-
dered in evaluating the worth of a project. What worries
many economists is the “wild” unsubstantiated values
that frequently are placed on aesthetics and other non-
market goods and services. If some constraints are not
imposed on these values, any project can be justified or
rejected depending on the philosophy and conscience of
the analyst.

Public land managers incur the ire of the economists
when they make statements like: “We are not interested in
the products produced on these lands, we are only inter-
ested in the land itself.” Wheri land management becomes
an end or goal unto itself logical pitfalls and inconsisten-
cies are possible. Is there anything wrong with preserving
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the productive capacity of public rangelands for present
and future generations? Obviously, there is nothing
wrong with this goal unless a mistake is made about how
the present and the future is weighed. Managing for this
broad goal can lead to problems if consideration is not
given to the outputs produced on the land. For example,
assume that alternative mixes of outputs produced on the
land leave the basic land resource in the same biological
condition, yet one of these mixes has a considerably
higher value than the others. Thus, the land manager
should be concerned about the products on the land,
since society would be better off if he chooses the mix
with the greatest output.

Traditional range improvements for increased livestock
use can be used as an example of the importance of
cooperation. In the past, about the only land treatments
that did not appear to be economical on rangelands were
fertilization and pinyon-juniper control. Today, seeding
or spray projects on rangeland with real productive
potential must be well-planned to be economically feasi-

ble. The opportunity exists to do a better job of measuring
the benefits from range improvements with cooperation
among range, economics, wildlife, and animal science. A
reasonably good system of accounting for the increase in
quantity of forage produced has been developed but we
have not given enough effort to measuring the effects of
an improvement in the quality of forage.

A broader view of the uses of rangelands requires
cooperation among disciplines if rangeland resources
are going to make their optimum contribution to human
welfare. A much wider variety of demands is being
imposed on public rangelands. Often these demands
result in potential benefits that are difficult to measure.
The attitude or philosophy that these demands are mutu-
ally exclusive (one use can only comein orincrease at the
expense of another) seems to be coming more prevalent.
A cooperative attitude among disciplines involved in
resource management will resultin more decisions being
made by professionals and fewer decisions by court
order.

Does your range library have these?

35-Year Index, Journal of Range Management, edited by Elbert H. Reid.

$10.00

Plants That Poison, by E.M Schmutz and L.B. Hamilton. $9.95
Trail Boss Cowboy Cookbook, $13.00

Range Research: Basic Problems and Techniques, edited by C. Wayne
Cook and James Stubbendieck. $28.00

Rangeland Plant Physiology, edited by Ronald E. Sosebee. $14.50
Special Management Needs of Alpine Ecosystems, edited by Douglas A.

Johnson. $4.50

Rangeland Hydrology, by F.A. Branson, G.F. Gifford, K.G. Renard, and

R.F. Hadley. $15.00

All prices quoted are postpaid. Also available are back issues of Journal of Range
Management and Rangelands and some proceedings and symposia. Place orders
and ask for a complete list of publications available from Society for Range
Management, 1839 York St., Denver, Colorado 80206. (303) 355-7070.
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There are more buzzards than carcasses.
Robert Mueller

The slow pace of appointments to political jobs (and
some that aren’t supposed to be political) was matched
only by the lack of enthusiasm in some quarters for cer-
tain of the proposed nominees, as May rolled around with
many key jobs unfilled. While the delay may not seta new
record, things moved as slowly as we've seen in 20 years.

One top appointment that was made early and greeted
with wide approval was that of Jack Parnell to be Deputy
Secretary of Agriculture. Parnell follows the popular
Peter Meyers, who now works for the Pork Producer
Council in Washington. Parnell, a successful rancher,
restaurant owner, auctioneer and banker in California,
has an impressive background in state government, too.
He served two hitches in the California Department of
Food and Agriculture, the last one as its Director. Earlier,
he was Director of the California Department of Fish and
Game. In both jobs, he built a reputation for squarely
facing tough issues and making sound decisions. He's
said to work hard to bring opposing interests together to
understand both sides of issues.

James Cason was named as the intended nominee for
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Special Services,
where he would oversee the Soil Conservation Service
andthe Forest Service. Cason, a Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of the Interior for Lands and Minerals, was earlier
special assistant to the Director of the Bureau of Land
Management; he worked in the private sector in Oregon,
and was campaign manager for Lynn Engdahl in his
unsuccessful bid for Congress in 1979-80. The proposal
to nominate Cason came as a surprise to many, and it
drew fire from a number of conservation organizations
who cited his reputed role in controversial oil, gas and
minerals actions, and in the threatened species classifica-
tion of the northern spotted owl.

The President also announced his intention to nomi-
nate Charles E. Hess to be Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture for Science and Education, replacing Orville Bentley.
Hess has been Dean of Agricultural and Environmental
Sciences at the University of California, Davis, and held
scientific and academic posts at several institutions. He is
a past president of the American Society for Horticultural
Science, and holds degrees from Rutgers and Cornell,
where he earned a Ph.D. in 1957.

David O’Neal is the intended nominee for Assistant
Secretary of the Interior for Lands and Minerals. He has
been Assistant Secretary of Labor for Mine Safety and
Health, and served as Associate Director of BLM in 1986-
87. A pharmacist, he has been a county sheriff and Lieut-
enant Governor of lllinois.

. . . . Ray Housley
Washington Representative

Delos Cy Jamison, proposed nominee for Director of
the Bureau of Land Management, has been on the minor-
ity staff of the House Interior Committee. He has worked
at the Department of the Interior, and was a public affairs
specialist for the BLM in Billings, MT, earlier in his career.
Jamison, 39, headed the Montana Republican Conven-
tion delegation. Jamison and O’Neal, who will require
Senate confirmation, were expected to encounter less
opposition than Cason.

Meanwhile, the National Commission on Public Ser-
vice, headed by Paul A. Volcker, published its 64-page
report calling for major changes in the federal personnel
system. Recommendations called for reducing political
appointees from 3,000 to 2,000, because tripling their
numbers between 1965 and now (a period when pro-
grams and other federal employment were relatively sta-
ble) has not made government more effective. The Com-
mission also called for development of qualification
statements for all jobs—and making appointments based
on those merits.

Dennis Child, ARS, and Don Nelson, FS, are the latest
SRM members to become Congressional Fellows. Child
is working for Sen. Bumpers (D., AR) and Nelson is on the
Staff of Sen. Baucus (D. MT).

The natural resources share of the federal budget
declined 50% in ten years, according to a study by Neil
Sampson of the American Forestry Association. The Nat-
ural Resources Council of America released the study
report March 20. Neil’s graphic report reveals that natural
resources got 3% of the federal budget in 1978, but only
1.5% in 1989. The Bush Budget would further reduce that
to 1.1% in Fiscal Year 1990.

Support for BLM and FS range budgets came from
Congressman Bruce Vento (D., MN), Chairman of the
House Interior Subcommittee on National Parks and Pub-
lic Lands when he testified before the Appropriations
committee April 25. He presented a strong argument in
his illustrated testimony and in an earlier letter for
increasing the range budget of both agencies to $40 mil-
lion, as recommended by SRM.

Chairman Vento held a hearing on a bill to reauthorize
BLM April 11. The hearing turned into a review of several
bills to increase grazing fees. While many who keep track
of the fee controversy are predicting some modest increase
well below the “fair market” level), it seems clear the
Administration will not initiate nor happily support an
increase.

Wyche Fowler (D., GA) hopes that his blill, The Farm
Conservation and Water Protection Act of 1989, will
become the major conservation title in the 1990 Farm Bill.
Originally introduced late in last year’s session, the bill
was primarily focused on encouraging LISA-Low-input,
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Sustainable Agriculture. Its provisions on water quality
and certain other areas were difficult to follow and
implement. After considerable consultation and staff
work, the bill is ready for another round of consideration,
along with a proposal by Sen. Lugar (R., PA), whose staff
has been working on alternative approaches.

Current Literature

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

Annual Rangeland Fertilization: Effects on Vegetation and Animal
Production at the San Joaquin Experimental Range; by William E.
Frost and Don A. Duncan; 1989; Calif. Agric. Tech. Inst. CATI/
880503; 15 p. (San Joaquin Expt. Range, 24075 Highway 41,
Coarsegold, Cal. 93614) A synthesis of fertilization trials covering
aperiod of nearly 50 years on annual grasslands, where “probably
the most consistent and profitable response to range fertilization
practices of any range type” has been shown.

Beef Cattle Report, 1989; by Univ. Neb., Agric. Res. Div.; 1988; Neb.
Agric. Res. Div. Misc. Pub. 54; 68 p. (Neb. Agric. Expt. Sta., Univ.
Neb., Lincoln, Neb. 68583). Includes reports on fertilizing subirri-
gated meadows, grazing cornstalks, milk production rate effects
on forage intake, and overwintering effects on yearling gains on
summer pasture.

Control of Wasatch Milkvetch (Astragalus miser var. oblongifolius)
and Assoclated Speclies on Mountain Rangeland; by M.C. Williams
and M.H. Ralphs; 1989; Weed Tech. 3(1):110-113. (USDA, ARS,
Poisonous Plant Res. Lab., 1150 E. 1400 N., Logan, Utah 84321)
Triclopyr at 2 |b. a.e./a. gave 100% control of Wasatch milkvetch,
mountain big sagebrush, and mulesears.

Effects of Supplementation on the Ingestive Behaviour of Grazing
Steers; by C.T. Dougherty, T.D.A. Forbes, P.O. Cornelius, L.M.
Lauriault, etal.; 1988; Grass and Forage Sci. 43(4):353-361. (Dept.
Agron., Univ. Ky., Lexington, KY. 40546-0091) Concluded their
data supported the “currentconcepts that herbage intake of graz-
ing animals is determined by hunger-satiety status, by the forage
harvesting capacity of the mouth and tongue, and the properties
of the sward.”

Establishment of Annual Clover for Increased Cattle Production on
Annual Rangeland in the Central Sierra Foothills; by William E.
Frost, Neil K. McDougald, W. James Clawson, and Don A. Duncan;
1989; Calif. Agric. Tech. Inst. CATI/880603; 11 p. (San Joaquin
Expt. Range, 24075 Highway 41, Coarsegold, CA 93614) “Seeding
of annual legumes, accompanied by proper grazing management,
produced an increase in carrying capacity and livestock produc-
tion over the five-year trial for a one-time, relatively low cost.”

Estimating Weather and Forage Relationships; by Kent Olson, Mel
George, and Al Murphy; 1989; Univ. Calif. Range Sci. Rep.22; 15 p.
(Dept. Agron. and Range Sci., Univ. Calif., Davis, Calif. 95616)
Discusses and analyzes the relationships between weather and
forage production, and uses data from the Sierra Foothill Range
Field Station in developing subjective forage projections for use in
stocking rate decisions.

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

Cong. Glenn English (D., OK) had a comment on the
Farm Bill when he spoke at the North American Wildlife
and Natural Resources Conference in March. “I don't
believe in giving the Secretary of Agriculture much dis-
cretion.” English is a subcommittee chairman on the
House Agriculture Committee.

Food Aversion Learning: Conditioning Lambs to Avoid a Palatable
Shrub (Cercocarpus montanus); by E.A. Burritt and F.D. Pro-
venza; 1989; J. Anim. Sci. 67(3):650-653. (Dept. Range Sci., Utah
State Univ., Logan, Utah 84322). Determined that lambs could be
conditioned to avoid a palatable shrub by inducing aversion
through administation of drugs causing gastrointestinal iliness.

Forage Ingestion: Effects of Sward Characteristics and Body Size;
by Montague W. Demment and Gregory B. Greenwood; 1988; J.
Anim. Sci. 66(9):2380-2392. (Dept. Agron. and Range Sci., Univ.
Calif., Davis, Cal. 95616). Concluded from their model that (1) the
small ruminant derives an increasing proportion of its energy from
the cell contents and (2) animal selection for production has
produced plastic ingestive and processing behavior and has
increased body size in ruminant species.

Forage Lignins and Their Effects on Fiber Digestibility; by H.G.
Jung; 1989; Agron. J. 81(1):33-38. (Dept. Anim. Sci., Univ. Minn.,
St. Paul., Minn. 55108) Outlines the current knowledge of forage
lignin chemistry and how lignin interacts with rumen fermentation
of forage cell walls; a paper from a symposium on forage digesti-
bility and intake.

Grazing History, Defoliation, and Competition: Effects on Short-
grass Production and Nitrogen Accumulation; by Victor J. Jara-
millo and James K. Detling; 1988; Ecology 69(5):1599-1608. (Dept.
Range Sci., Colo. State Univ., Fort Collins, Colo. 80523) Con-
cluded that intensive defoliation on prairie dog colonies resulted
in genetically based morphological and physiological differentia-
tion in blue grama to reduce grazing severity.

Histological and Physical Factors Affecting Digestiblility of Forages;
by D.E. Akin.; 1989; Agron. J. 81(1):17-25. (USDA, ARS, Agric.
Res. Center, P.O. Box 5677, Athens, Ga. 30613) Identifies and
locates structural barriers within various forages that prevent fer-
mentation and degradation (i.e. utilization) of the potential nut-
rients; a paper from a symposium on forage digestibility and
intake.

Home Ranges of Elk in an Arid Environment; by Scott M. McCor-
quodale, Kenneth J. Raedeke, and Richard D. Taber; 1989;
Northwest Sci. 63(1):29-34. (Wildlife Resource Mgt., Yakima
Indian Nation, P.O. Box 151, Toppenish, Wash. 98948) Concluded
that high forage quantity prevailed over quality in the prairie-like
habitat of the shrub-steppe biome in Washington in providing
habitat for supporting viable elk populations but that a relatively
large, disturbance-free area of continguous habitat was required.

Index to Information on Insects Assoclated with Western Wildland
Shrubs; by B. Austin Haws, Alan H. Roe, and David L. Nelson;
1988; USDA, For Serv., Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-248; 296 p. (Inter-
mountain Res. Sta., 324 25th St., Ogden, Utah 84401) A computer-
generated compilation of bibliographic and collection information
about insects associated with wildland shrubs in the western Uni-
ted States.

Influence of Cow Weight Change on Cow Reproductive Perfor-
mance and Calf Performance; by R.W. Godfrey, F.M. Rouquette,
Jr., and R.D. Randel; 1988; J. Prod. Agric. 1(3):221-224. (Agric.
Res. Ext. Center, Texas A&M Univ., Overton, Texas 75684) Based
on grazing studies on bermudagrass pasture, cows stressed to the
point of significantly reducing weaning weights and pregnancy
rates were uneconomic and required additional time and nutrients
to make recovery of body condition prior to calving.
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Kinetics of In Vitro Cell-Wall Disappearance and In Vivo Digestion;
by D.S. Fisher, J.C. Burns, and K.R. Pond; 1989; Agron. J.
81(1):25-33. (USDA, ARS, Dept. Crop Sci, N. Car. State Univ.,
Raleigh, N. Car. 27695-7620) Used modeling to help interpret
cell-wall disappearance/digestion in the ruminant as affected by
the interrelationships of variable rate of passage, particle size, and
extent and rate of particle size reduction; a paper from a sympo-
sium on forage digestibility and intake.

Management Choices: Native, Interseeded Native, or Tame Pas-
tures; by F. Rudolph Vigil, Steven Fransen, and Don G. Huber;
1985; S. Dak. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. 685; 26 p. (Agric. Expt. Sta., S.
Dak. State Univ., Brookings, S. Dak. 57007) A report of cattle
performance and economic returns under complementary pas-
ture plans at the Pasture Research Center in North Dakota.

Noxious Brush and Weed Control; Range and Wildlife Management;
Research Highlights—1988; by Loren M. Smith and Carlton M.
Britton; 1988; Texas Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas (Vol. 19); 44 p.
(Dept. Range & Wildl. Mgt., Texas Tech Univ., Lubbock, Texas
79409) An annual summary of the results of research directed to
controlling noxious plants in Texas and to management practices
subsequent to control treatments.

Nutritive Quality of Foliar Disease Resistant and Susceptible Strains
of Intermediate Wheatgrass; by J.F. Karn, J.M. Krupinsky,and J.D.
Berdahl; 1989; Crop Sci. 29(2):436-439. (USDA, ARS, Northern
Great Plains Res. Lab., P.O. Box 459, Mandan, N. Dak., 58554) This
study demonstrated that nutritive quality of intermediate wheat-
grass isdiminished by leaf spot diseases, and that leaf spot resist-
ant plants maintain a higher nutritive quality in the presence of
disease.

Performance of Some Native and Introduced Grasses in a Semiarid
Region of Western Canada; by T. Lawrence and C.D. Ratzlaff;
1989; Can. J. Plant Sci. 69(1):251-254. (Research Station, Agric.
Can., Swift Current, Sask. S9H 3X2) Concluded that native grasses
in the arid prairie region of Canada were too short-lived and
low-yielding compared to introduced species to warrant genetic
development efforts by grass breeders.

New for 1989!

Revegetation by Land Imprinter and Rangeland Drill; by Warren P.
Clary; 1989; USDA, For. Serv. Res. Paper INT-397; 6 p. (Inter-
mountain Res. Sta., 324 25th St., Ogden, Utah 84401) Compared
the land imprinter and rangeland drill in revegetating a wildfire
burn site in the Wyoming big sagebrush vegetation type.

Soll and Plant Water Relations in a Crested Wheatgrass Pasture:
Response to Spring Grazing by Cattle; by J.M. Wraith, D.A. John-
son, R.J. Hanks, and D.V. Sisson; 1987; Oecologia 73(4):573-578.
(Dept. Range Sci., Utah State Univ., Logan, Utah 84322-5230)
Grazing versus nongrazing did not materially increase soil mois-
ture levels except at lower depths, the latter possibly enhancing
the competitive ability of deep-rooted shrubs such as big sage-
brush.

Structural Polysaccharides in Forages and Their Degradability; by
R.D. Hatfield; 1989; Agron. J. 81(1):39-46. (USDA, ARS, Dept. of
Agron., Univ. Wisc., Madison, Wisc. 53706) Based on a synthesis
of the literature, it was concluded that the extent and rate of
degradation of forage cell walls is governed primarily by the matrix
interactions rather than the individual contribution of the various
polysaccharides; a paper from a symposium on forage digestibil-
ity and intake.

Supplement to SB 659: Adjusting and Forecasting Herbage Yields to
the Intermountain Big Sagebrush Region of the Steppe Province;
by Forrest Sneva; 1989; Ore. Agric. Expt. Sta. Bul. 673; not paged.
(Agric. Expt. Sta., Ore. State Univ., Corvallis, Ore. 97331) Updates
and broadens the original 1983 publication by providing addi-
tional weather data for the region.

Taxonomy, Life History, and Ecology of a Mountain-mahogany
Defoliator, Stamnodes animata (Pearsall), in Nevada; by Malcolm
M. Furniss, Douglas C. Ferguson, Kenneth W. Voget, J. Wayne
Burkhardt et al.; 1988; USDI, Fish & Wild. Res. 3; 16 p. Reports a
detailed study of a looper that seriously impacted extensive areas
of curlleaf mountain mahogany in Nevada.

2,4-D and Mowing Effects on Seed-head Flies Used for Spotted
Knapweed Control; by Jim M. Story, Keith W. Boggs, William R.
Good, and Robert M. Nowierski; 1988, Mon. AgRes. 5(3):8-11.
(Agric. Expt. Sta., Mon. State Univ., Bozeman, Mon 59717) With
proper timing and application levels, 2,4-D but not mowing was
compatible with biological control with the two fly species.

Covers all aspects of range management, including
current and past research—

Range Management:

Principles and Practices

Jerry L. Holechek, Rex D. Pieper, and
Carlton H. Hel'bel, all of New Mexico State University

This basic text provides full coverage of
range management: history, policy on fed-
eral lands, plant ecology, grazing and
wildlife management, range nutrition, prob-
lems in developing countries and range
improvement

Practical in approach and
targeted to the needs of
today’s range managers

* Uses current and past publications

and scientific reports as a foundation
for concepts presented

Presents economic and environmen-
tal consequences of range manage-
ment practices

Discusses grazing methods and sup-
plemental feeding of range livestock
Shows how to set stocking rates
Includes 135 figures and 90 tables to
illustrate various concepts

Prentice Hall

Book Distribution Center
Rt. 59 at Brookhill Drive
West Niack, NY 10995-9901
(201) 767-5937

Price $48/hard
Name

Address
Post/Zip Code
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President’s Plan of Work for 1989

Emphasis for 1989

Increase awareness of citizens that proper range management
benefits all of society.

1. Maintain our leadership position as the primary organization
speaking for the proper care and management of rangelands
wherever they occur.

2. Improve communication among Sections to result in more SRM
education on the ground which will stimulate membership
expansion and retention.

3. Continue to develop a program of range management excel-
lence for which SRM can be proud.

4. Build/rebuild stronger working relationships with other resource-
based organizations.

5. Continue Society Task Groups and encourage outreach of their
efforts.

Many of the objectives listed have either been completed or had
substantial progress made on them at the Billings meeting. This
attests to the high level of activity by SRM committees.

Committee Objectives

Washlngton, D.C. Liaison Committee
Continue to evaluate role of Washington, D.C. liaisons in fulfill-
ing long-term and short-term goals of SRM and recommended
changes to the Board as appropriate.

2. Increase visibility and influence of SRM as the professional
organization that speaks for proper rangeland management in
Washington, D.C. by:

a. Developing and maintaining close liaison with Washington
staff of professional societies and citizen conservation
organizations through Renewable Natural Resources Found-
ation, Natural Resources Council of America, and informal
contacts.

b. Representing the Society’'s positions on professionalism

and other issues to heads of federal agencies.

c. Provide information on SRM positions on issues to members
of Congress and staff through invited formal testimony and written
statements and through personal contact.

3. Assist Finance Committee in developing new funding sources
for Society programs and projects. (Lead is Finance).

4. Inform officers, committee chairs, and members of developing
issues and activities in the Capital through regular columns in
Rangelands and correspondence.

5. Assist National Capital Section to arrange meetings with, or in,
foreign embassies of countries where rangeland is important.

Affililation Committee

1. More actively work both within the context of Grazing Lands
Forum, Natural Resources Council of America, and Renewable
Natural Resources Foundation and beyond, when necessary, to
develop and activate workable mechanisms for cooperation in
subject areas of mutual interest. Push for SRM leadership in this
effort.

2. Prepare recommended correspondence or contacts with affil-
iate organizations for President or Executive Vice-President.

3. Advise affiliate organizations of SRM meetings, policies, and
positions.

4. Be alert to opportunities for deserving SRM members to be
nominated for awards in other societies and organizations.
Cooperate with Awards Committee for implementation of this
task.

5. Insure that all committee members are active; if necessary, sug-
gest replacement representatives.

Awards Committee

1. Vigorously seek nominations for all SRM awards and make
recommendations to the Board at the summer meeting for
approval.

2. Develop appropriate news releases on SRM award winners in
concert with I&E Committee. Amend committee handbook to
contain these procedures.

3. Consider proposals for new SRM awards and make recommen-
dations to the Board after assessing adequacy of existing struc-
ture and procedure to accomplish objectives.

4. Work with Affiliations Committee and Executive Vice-President
on an as needed basis regarding outside of SRM awards using
completed nominations for SRM awards as a base.

5. Maintain a file of recent past and current SRM awards nomina-
tions and runners-up to use for outside awards programs of
other organizations and societies.

Budget Committee

1. Oversee use of 1989 budget to best achieve SRM objectives.
2. Develop proposed budget for 1990.

Commercial Affairs Committee

1. Complete committee handbook.

2. Continue to work with VREW to clarify their role and purpose in
the context of modern range management.

3. Evaluate trade show price structure for commercial SRM mem-
bers in consultation with the Finance Committee and report any
recommendations to the Board at the summer 1989 meeting.

4. Assistinrecruitment of new commercial members while working
to retain present members.

Elections Committee
1. Count ballots for the 1989 election and verify winners.

Employment Affairs Committee

1. Continue to review role of Employment Affairs Committee from
recent plans of work and recommend needed changes.

2. Continue and improve employer/employee information ex-
change (employment room/job bulletin board) at SRM meetings.

3. Continue to investigate computerized employment services
programs for range-related jobs. Develop proposals for poten-
tial grants from the communication industry to support such
services for non-profit organizations such as SRM.

4. Continue to summarize where range management graduates
have been employed in the last 5C7 years. Cooperate with the
Range Science Education Council and Professional Affairs
Committee (Lead is Employment Affairs).

5. Continue to review accreditation standards in terms of past,
present, and future employment opportunities. Assist Range
Curricula Accreditation Panel and Professional Affairs Commit-
tees with this task.
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Develop new approach to assess non-traditional and interna-
tional employment opportunities. Work with employment office
at university campuses to access currentinformation and survey
job trends in natural resources. Work with Student Affairs and
International Affairs committees (Lead is Employment Affairs).

Excellence in Range Management Committee

1

2.

Develop ways and means to effectively promote the mission and
goals identified at the Billings annual meeting.

Conduct the Excellence in Range Management survey and lead/-
facilitate discussions with the Board of Directors at the 1989
summer meeting.

Conduct the Excellence in Range Management survey at the
1990 annual meeting.

Sponsor the Quest for Excellence Symposium at the 1990
annual meeting. Use the results of the survey to kick off the sym-
posium.

Finance Committee

1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

Evaluate SRM money-making projects as appropriate.
Evaluate levels of compensation for the EVP position.

Develop a uniform procedure for committees to follow when
requesting SRM funding to carry out activities.

Recommend policy and procedure for an Annual Meeting
Revolving Fund.

Evaluate use and desirability of an SRM credit card.

Work with EVP to evaluate SRM staff benefits and recommend
appropriate steps toward implementation of changes.

History-Archives-Library Committee

1.

Monitor, maintain and improve archives at Coe Library. Specifi-
cally, determine how up to date they are and if not current, make
requests of appropriate officers for material to be submitted.

Information and Education Committee

1.

2.
3.

®~No

Support Public Affairs Committee with a dissemination strategy
for their information summary on range condition.

Spearhead Newsletter Award for 1990.

Sponsor Poster Session at 1990 Annual Meeting as preparatory
to a 1991 workshop in Washington, D.C.

Assist Denver office in publicizing information on newly elected
officers in local, regional, and national publications.

Assist Awards Committee in publication of information on recip-
ients of awards at the Billings meeting in local and regional
publications.

Finalize draft Section Handbook for I&E committees.

Prepare Speaker’'s Brochure.

Research potential for “Garment Pocket Information Insert” on
Rangelands and SRM.

Study the desirability, feasibility and additional work load
necessary to incorporate video taping of any or all of SRM
annual meeting. If at all feasible, propose a trial project.

International Affairs Committee

X
2.

3.

4.

Continue publication of the International Range Newsletter.
Organize 1990 International Rangeland Development Sympo-
sium with invited presentations.

Develop network representatives to serve as focal points/liai-
sons for promotion of international range management programs.
Establish procedures/guidelines for use by colleagues in other
countries to foster the organization of sections/societies for the
proper recognition and management of range resources.

Leadership Development Committee

1.

Initiate remake of the video on Organization Structure of the
Society. Update information and video technology to improve
this information transfer vehicle.

Initiate and organize a “Speaker Training Staff” of three to five

members. Prepare to conduct (Busby model) training sessions

to members of the Society for the 1990 annual meeting. Coordi-
nate with Professional Affairs.

Initiate and organize two sessions (20-30 minutes each) to pres-

ent to the Advisory Council (Reno) that will improve audience’s

ability to conduct meaningful meetings.

a. Search available sources for information and instructional
aids about setting agendas and managing small groups for
productive meetings; and establish an appropriate “mes-
sage” to deliver to the Advisory Council (report at Kam-
loops) and develop a program for presentation at Reno.

b. Identify student members capable and willing to perform a
“mock-up” demonstration of Parlimentary procedures (report
at Kamloops). Develop a program for the Advisory Council
at Reno based on the mid-year report.

Prepare long range strategic plan for continual leadership

development programs to be presented to SRM members, for

development of a committee handbook.

Membership Committee

2.

3.

Increase membership to 5050 by close of 1989.

Have 1/2 of the Sections using a telephone tree by the close of
1989.

Reduce drop out rate by having Sections actively followup in
Jan. and Feb. of 1990 with personal contacts with persons not
renewing for 1990.

Assist National Capital Section in April 1989 phonathon.
Increase membership retention of new members by a followup
contact by the Denver Office 6 months after the member joints—
provide feedback to Section leaders on effectiveness of their
Section programs based on these contacts.

Spearhead October-December 1989 membership drive.

Have 1/2 of the Sections publishing a directory of their members
by the close of 1989.

Work with Denver to initiate a system to send recruiters a post-
card when a person sends in a membership application.

Work with Denver to publish the names of recruiters in the SRM
notes or Rangelands.

Nominating Committee

1.

Identify, screen and present nominations for SRM offices using
one-year trial procedure adopted by Board of Directors at 1988
summer meeting.

Evaluate trial procedure and recommend action for the Board at
the 1989 summer meeting.

Continue to develop and implement a plan for obtaining more
Section input on nominations.

Evaluate effectiveness of current methodology in identifying
local news media for timely news releases of newly elected
officers. (Cooperate with |&E).

Planning Committee

1

Bring the long range plan adopted in 1984 up to date through
in-depth evaluation and reports by the various committees and
recommend changes to the Board by 1990 winter meeting.
Complete the committee/task group monitoring procedure, test
it, and report progress regarding its usefulness to the Board by
1990 winter meeting.

Evaluate SRM organization structure and function (John Brock
article) and make recommendations by the 1990 annual meeting.
Evaluate opportunities and processes to increase the produc-
tive, open discussion of issues that are of importance to the
Society and profession.

Identify and work with Sections, committees, the Advisory
Council, and the Board to improve the transfer and continuity of
roles.

Assist the Society in dealing with mission and image issues.
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7.

Continue initial discussion of 50th Anniversary Celebration of
the establishment of SRM.

Professional Atffairs Committee

1.

Continue evaluation of SRM in our role as the professional range
management society, especially with regard to ourimage, name,
and other activities or actions.

2. Develop and conduct a workshop at the 1990 annual winter
meeting on internal professionalism.

3. Sponsor breakfasts or related activities for female range man-
agement professionals and provide a forum for continued dia-
logue on professionalism.

4. Work with the Mexico Section regarding plans for the 1990
summer meeting workshop in Monterrey, Mexico.

5. Continue working with RSEC and Employment Affairs Commit-
tee to develop up-to-date employment summaries of recent
range management graduates.

6. Review SRM Code of Ethics.

7. Review current appropriateness of Certified Range Consultant
Standards in cooperation with the Certification Panel (Profes-
sional Affairs is lead).

Public Affairs Committee

1. Become intimately conversant with the current committee
handbook and clearly utilize guidelines.

2. Develop, review and/or revise statements of SRM policies, reso-
lutions and positions as needed for approval by the Board.

3. Develop and recommend action to the Board on proposed and
current public policies as appropriate.

4. Study the feasibility, practicability, and need for expanded SRM
policy positions on U.S. federal range management policy. Work
closely with Washington, D.C. representatives.

5. Recommend a strategy to address land management policy

development issues and concerns as initially requested by the
Nevada Section.

Publications Committee

1.

Serve as the focal group in SRM to evaluate and assess whether
or not all publications excepting the Journal of Range Manage-
ment and Rangelands should be published.

Continue work on improving Journal indexing and the proce-
dures relating to symposia proceedings and annual meeting
abstracts.

Develop and assess more proactive marketing methods for cur-
rent and future SRM publications.

Clarify the publication development process through consulta-
tions with authors, committees and the Denver office staff.
Cooperate with Technology Transfer on possible publications
on topical subjects selected from existing Rangelands and
Journal of Range Management articles with appropriate intro-
ductions.

Rangeland Reference Area Committee

1.

2.

3.

4.

Finalize and implement criteria for evaluating rangeland refer-
ence area exclosures.

Prepare report on the evaluation of alternatives for housing and
maintaining information on rangeland reference areas.
Continue efforts to catalog and describe rangeland reference
areas by section.

Maintain committee visibility through publication and talks.

Research Affairs Committee

1.
2.

3.

Develop a strategic plan for research funding.

Develop plans for a research funding workshop for the 1991
annual meeting.

Work to retain range research funding authorizations in the 1990
Farm Bill.

Conduct an overall survey on research done on rangelands
including scientists of all ages whether or not members of SRM.

Work to better understand U.S. range research programs.
Evaluate the perspective that future range research is strongly, if
not dominantly influenced, even directed, by the JRM editorial
policy. Conduct dialogue with the JRM editorial board. Deter-
mine whether or not the results of the evaluation are scientifi-
cally and professionally desirable and report any recommenda-
tions to the Board at the 1990 annual meeting.

Assess the impact of the image of range management on range
research.

Student Affairs Committee

1.
2.

Continue the present student affairs activities.

Develop a Range Youth Education workshop for the Reno 1990

annual meeting. Include:

a. Evaluation of current SRM youth activities and appropriate
recommendations.

b. Establishment of additional, broad-based, long term goals
with strategies and tactics of achieving them.

c. Consider the list of 1988 objectives as discussion items.

Develop criteria for administering the Masonic Scholarship

Report at the 1989 summer meeting.

Supervise development of a manual for a Boy Scout rangeland

management merit badge should the Boy Scouts of America

respond favorably to our request for a merit badge.

Evaluate incentives to student chapter displays at the SRM

annual meeting. If additional funding is needed, seek through

appropriate sources.

Technology Transfer Committee

=

Continue to identify appropriate opportunities and mechanisms
for SRM to exercise leadership in technology transfer. Specifi-
cally work with Professional Affairs Committee to determine
whether or not federal and state agencies will officially recog-
nize and accept professional development opportunities offered
at SRM meetings.

Evaluate video taping technology and how it can be made more
effective in SRM's technology transfer role.

Examine the SRM long range plan and develop and explore ways
for the committee to function within it.

Complete committee handbook.

Evaluate the role and desirable interaction between the commit-
tee and VREW.

Evaluate, assess and recommend a publication format SRM
could develop from Rangelands and Journal of Range Manage-
ment articles on specific subjects of current interest. Cooperate
with Publications Committee.

Councills - Boards - Panels - Task Groups

Advisory Councll

1.

2.
3.

Work closely with Board regarding Section and member perspec-
tives.

Coordinate Section activities with SRM Plan of Work.

Provide leadership, cooperation and motivation toward accomp-
lishing SRM objectives.

Councll of Past Presidents

1.

Work with Planning Committee to more clearly define the role of
the Council of Past Presidents in SRM. (Lead is Planning
Committee).

Work with Board of Governors of the Endowment Fund in pro-
motion of the fund and fund raising activities. (Lead is Endow-
ment Fund Board of Governors).

Assist History-Archives-Library Committee in developing con-
sensus on the future of the archives and the SRM Depository
Library. (Lead is History-Archives-Library Committee).
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4. Study ways the Society could more effectively utilize its members’
talents in furthering the SRM mission. This relates specifically to
retired members who could voluntarily contribute significant
blocks of time but cannot cover expenses. Suggest examples of
kinds of projects and funding possibilities.

Endowment Board of Governors

1. Continue to seek new sources of funds for the Endowment Fund.

2. Recommend to Board of Directors specific appropriate uses for
Endowment Fund interest to be considered after the fund
reaches $100,000. Develop a procedure on evaluation of requests.

3. Evaluate and suggest to the Board of Directors various forms of
recognition for individual or group contributions to SRM.

Journal of Range Management Board

1. Review, edit,and recommend acceptance or rejection of articles
submitted to JRAM.

2. Work with Production Editor to maintain diversity of JRM arti-
cles to best serve the broad scientific foundation of SRM.

3. Evaluate idea of annually printing MS and PhD theses and dis-
sertation titles, names and institutions similar to that done in
Agronomy News. Recommend procedure for accomplishment.

4. Develop and conduct a workshop on scientific writing/technical
editing for the 1990 Reno annual meeting. Include discussion of
editorial policy. Workshop should not be in conflict with techni-
cal concurrent sessions.

5. Cooperate with Research Affairs regarding the perspective that
future range research is strongly, if not dominantly influenced,
even directed by the JAM editorial policy. Determine whether or
not the results of the evaluation are scientifically and profes-
sionally desirable and report any recommendations to the Board
at the 1990 annual meeting. (Lead is Research Affairs).

6. Evaluate publication of interpretive summaries of Journal of
Range Management articles in Journal of Range Management
(consult with Rangelands Editor Gary Frasier).

Rangolands Editorial Board
Review, edit and recommend acceptance or rejection of articles
submitted to Rangelands.

2. Maintain diversity of articles for Rangelands to best serve the
broad interests of SRM members.

3. Evaluate alternative strategies and tactics aimed at making
Rangelands a more “popularized” magazine with the potential
reality of a much larger readership.

Range Consultant Certification Panel

1. Evaluate and approve applicants for certification by SRM.

2. Assist the EVP in maintaining and distributing list of certified
consultants.

3. Assess desirability of continuing education program for GRMC
and, if desirable, identify components of said program and how
to implement one.

4. Inlight of the relatively few Certified Range Consultants, review
the need for the program in SRM.

Specifically:
a. Compare SRM's certification program with that of similar
societies including initial fee, yearly fees, requirements, etc.
b. Determine if: (1) the designation of “Certified Range Con-
b. Determineif: (1) sultant”is of any benefit in obtain-
ing employment and
employers make any distinction in hiring.
c. |If there is no benefit or if employers make no distinction,
determine the cause, e.g. lack of publicity about the pro-
gram by SRM, lack of marketing by individual consultants,
too many “non-certified” consultants available, etc.
d. Attempt to determine why so few members of SRM have
become certified. Are our fees too high, are there no tangible
benefits, or what?

5. Cooperate with Professional Affairs in review of certification
standards.

Range Curricula Accreditation Panel

1. Continue to review role of Accreditation Panel as outlined in
long-range plan and procedures outlined in handbook and
recommend needed changes.

2. Continue to evaluate current accreditation standards as they

may relate to changing needs within the profession and for the

future employment market. Coordinate with Professional Affairs

and Employment Affairs.

Evaluate candidate schools for accreditation.

Maintain and distribute a list of accredited schools.

Encourage establishment of range management curricula in

universities inside and outside the United States as applicable.

Annual Meeting Handbook Task Group

1. Review, revise and update the annual meeting handbook. Draft
submitted at the 1989 summer meeting and final by the 1990
annual meeting.

o s

Conservation Reserve Program Task Group

1. Serveasafocal point for CRP activities within SRM and maintain
liaison with CRP activities of other organizations.

2. Help educate operators with CRP land to understand range
management principles in managing that land, both during and
after the CRP. This embodies a leadership role with other fed-
eral, state and local organizations to highlight wildlife, water
quality, soil erosion control and other benefits.

3. Work with USDA and other federal, state and local agencies and
organizations to identify needed legislation, policy and proce-
dures to maintain permanent vegetative cover of CRP lands
beyond 10 years.

4. Organize and conduct asymposium on the objectives 2and 3 to
be held during the 1991 annual meeting in Washington, D.C.

Coordinated Resource Management Task Group

The 5-Year Objectives

1. The CRM concept will be in common use in all agencies.

2. Range schools will integrate the CRM concept into their cur-

ricula.

3. SRM membership will be aware of the CRM concept.

1989 Objectives

1. Develop and conduct a CRM symposium at the 1990 winter
meeting.

2. Develop a CRM guide booklet in cooperation with NACD and
SWCS.

3. Introduce the CRM concept with the National Cattlemen’s
Association.

4. Serve as the SRM focal group in supporting the State Advocacy
Team concept in concert with NACD and SWCS. Add more
teams (currently 18 states) as opportunities arise.

Range Cover Type Task Group
1. Complete initial drafts by 1989 summer meeting; review, revise,
and edit by 1990 annual meeting.

Remote Sensing Task Group

1. Conduct a remote sensing work session at the 1990 annual
meeting.

2. Organize a symposium on Rangeland Remote Sensing for the
1991 annual meeting.

3. Serve as the SRM focal group on all rangeland remote sensing
activity and communication.

Small Tract Range/Pasture Task Group

1. Targeting horses specifically, develop an educational program
and program materials to make horse owners cognizant and
appreciative of the benefits of good management.
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Summer Meeting Handbook Task Group

1. Prepare draft handbook by 1989 summer meeting and final ver-

sion by 1990 annual meeting.

Unlty in Concepts and Terminology Task Group

Continue professional dialogue on terminology, ecological
concepts, and use interpretations of ecological data relating to
range classification, inventory and monitoring.

Continue to seek agency commonality and unit in technology
and methodlogy relating to rangeland condition and trend.
Based on progress in first two items, update and publish a
follow-up report on “Assessment of Rangeland Condition and
Trend in the United States—1989" 2 years after the publication
of that report.

Review and publish an updated version of glossary terms related
to range classification, inventory and monitoring at the same
time as the assignment listed above.

Stay in close communication with SRM members on the National
Academy of Science committee concerning status and progress.

Year

1990

1992
1993
1994

Year

1990
1991

Society for Range Management
Annual Meeting Dates

Dates Location Facllities
February 12-16  Reno-Sparks, NV John Ascuaga’s
Nugget
January 19-24 Washington, D.C.  Crystal City
Marriott
February 8-13 Spokane, WA Sheraton
February 13-18  New Mexico Doubletree Inn
Not Established Denver, CO Not Established

Summer Meeting Dates

Dates Location Facllities
July 14-18 Kamloops, B.C. Canadian Coast
Inn
July 29-Aug 1 Monterrey, Mexico Not Established

Not Established North Platte, NE Not Established

Watenhed/RlparIan Task Group

2.

3.

4.

Develop a list of people with expertise in the subject.

Develop an appropriate SRM publication on riparian/watershed
management.

Put on the Watershed/Riparian symposium at the Reno 1990
annual meeting.

Develop the means and contacts to serve in review capacity for
documents such as state water quality plans.

Wildlife/Wildlife Habitat Task Groups

i

Organize and conduct a symposium at the 1990 annual meeting
on the topic “Can Livestock be Used as a Tool to Improve
Wildlife Habitats?"

2. Develop plans and strategies to write a book on Rangeland
/Wildlife.

1989 Section Meeting Schedule
Section Summer Meeting Annual Meeting
Arizona 8/25-26 (*Tentative) 1/19-20 (*Tentative

Tentative: Eastern AZ  Casa Grande, AZ
California 6/27-29 11/2-4
Barstow San Luis Obispo
Colorado 8/10-11 11/30-12/2 (Tentative)
Craig, CO Red Lion Hotel
Colorado Springs
Idaho 6/22-23 12/7-8
Yellowstone Nat. Park  Pocatello, ID
Nebraska 6/17 10/12-13
Whitman, NE Grand Island, NE
North Central 8/19 9/8-9
Shooting Star Memorial Stevens Point, WI
Northern Great 6/19 2/12-16
Plains Bismark, ND Reno, NV
7/5-6 9/22-23
Prairie Potholes Chap. North Dakota Chap.
Battleford Prov. Park-  Minot, ND
No Battleford, Sask.
Pacific 7/14-18 10/25-27
Northwest  Kamloops, British Lincoln City, OR
Columbia
South Dakota 6/13 10/12-13
Marcus Comm. Hall Gill's Sun Inn,
Marcus, SD Rapid City, SD
Southern 12/1-2
Winrock Int'l., Morrilton,
AR
Utah 6/1-2 12/7-8
Henry Mts. Pocatello, ID
Wyoming 6/28-30 12/7-8
Diamond Guest Ranch, Douglas, WY

Chugwater, WY

6/11-17
Youth Range Camp,
Tensleep, WY
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Mini-directory, 1989

Officers

President: Thomas E. Bedell, Department of Rangeland Resources,
Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 97331, Office: (503)754-
3341, Home: (503)929-5598

First Vice-President: C. Rex Cleary, 470-225 Lambert Lane, Stan-
dish, CA 96128, Office: (916)257-5381, Home: (916)254-6207

Second Vice-President: J.Stanley Tixier, 2589 N. 200 E., Ogden, UT
84404, Office: (801)625-5605, Home: (801)782-2001

Past President: William A. Laycock, 3415 Alta Vista Drive, Laramie,
WY 82070, Office: (307)766-5263, Home: (307)742-2240

Executive Vice President: Peter V. Jackson, |ll, Society for Range
Management, 1839 York Street, Denver, CO 80206, Office: (303)
355-7070, Home: (406)685-3347

Directors

Term 1987-1989

Marilyn J. Samuel, 1333 Cashew Road, Santa Rosa, CA 95403,
Home: (707)528-9124

Kenneth D. Sanders, Univ. of Idaho Extension Service, 1330 Filer
Ave. East, Twin Falls, ID 83301, Office: (208)734-3600, Home:
(208)733-1551

Term 1988-1990

Kendall L. Johnson, Dept. of Range Resources, University of Idaho,
Moscow, ID 83843, Office: (208)885-6536, Home: (208)882-8689

Ed Nelson, Box 206, Stavely, Alberta, CANADA TOL 1Z0, Home:
(403)549-2103

Term 1989-1991

Charles E. Jordan, P.O. Box 1530, Rapid City, SD 57709, Home:
(605)343-7799

Phillip L. Sims, S. Plains Range Research Station, 2000 18th Street,
Woodward, OK 73801, Office: (405)256-7449, Home: (405)256-7320

Washington D.C. Liaison

R.M. (Ray) Housley, 6512 Orland Street, Falls Church, VA 22043,
Home: (703)536-8139

George Lea, 1616 Westmoreland St., McLean, VA 22101, Office:
(703)893-1500, Home: (703)356-1449

Advisory Council

Chairman: John E. Mitchell, USDA-Forest Service, 3825 E. Mul-
berry, Fort Collins, CO 80524, Office: (303)224-1862, Home:
(303)484-4442

Chairman-Elect: Glen Secrist, Div. Rangeland Research (221),
BLM-18th & C Streets NW, Washington, DC 20240, Office:
(202)653-9195, Home: (703)490-4943

Board Representative: Tom Bedell

Accreditation Committee

Chairman: Harold Goetz, Dept. of Range Science, Colorado State
Univ., Ft. Collins, CO 80525, Office: (303)491-6620, Home: (303)
223-8732

Term Expires 1989: Harold Goetz, Charles M. Jarecki, Thomas N.
Shiflet

Term Expires 1990: John P. Workman, Henry A. Wright

Term Expires 1991: K. Lynn Bennett, Lee E. Eddleman

Board Representative: Kendall Johnson

Affiliations Committee

Chairman: Kay H. Asay, Crops Research Lab. Utah State Univ.-
UMC 63, Logan, UT 84322, Office: (801)750-3069, Home: (801)
753-4200

American Association for the Advancement of Science: Gary R.
Evans

American Forage and Grass Council: Bruce E. Anderson

Agronomy Society of America, Crop Science Society of America:

Robert F. Barnes
American Sheep Industry Association: Paul Rodgers
American Society of Animal Science: Martin Vavra

The term of office of all elected officers and directors begins in February of
each year during the Society’s annual meeting.

Ecological Society of America: William A. Laycock

National Association of Conservation Districts: Robert C. Baum

National Cattlemen’s Association: John Merrill

National Research Council-American Renewable Natural Resour-
ces Foundation: R.M. Housley

International Rangelands Conservation: R. Dennis Child

Society of American Foresters: Michael L. Mcinnis

Soil & Water Conservation Society: Edward A. Peterson

Soil Science Society of America: Gerald E. Schuman

Wildlife Society:

Weed Science Society of America: Raymond A. Evans

Western Stockgrowers Association: Clay E. Chattaway

Board Representatives: Kendall Johnson and Peter V. Jackson

Annual Meeting Planning Committees
Co-Chairmen 1990: James A. Linebaugh, John McLain
Co-Chairmen 1991: Gerald Henke, Douglas V. Sellars
Co-Chairmen 1992: Chad A. Bacon, Grant A. Harris

Awards Committee

Chairman: Dale Rollins, Texas Agr. Ext. Serv., 7887 N. Highway 87,
San Angelo, TX 76901, Office: (915)653-4576, Home: (915)653-3644

Term Expires 1989: R. Keith Miller, Dick C. Rhea, Dale Rollins

Term Expires 1990: H.Grant Godbolt, John E. Mitchell, Albert Ward

Term Expires 1991: A. Joel Frandsen, Marvin R. Kaschke, Neil
Rimbey

Board Representative: Ed Nelson

Budget Committee
Chairman: C. Rex Cleary, 1st Vice-President
SRM Officers: Thomas E. Bedell, Peter V. Jackson, Stan Tixier

Commercial Affairs Committee

Chairman: Lawrence P. Lilley, Daehnfeldt Inc., Box 947, Albany, OR
97321, Home: (503)928-4389

Members: Art J. Armbrust, Jr., Sharp Brothers Seed; C.T. Fields,
Dow Chemical, USA; Gail E. Sharp, Sharp Brothers Seed; James
R. Truax, Truax Company

Board Representative: Chuck Jordan

Councill of Past Presidents

Chairman: William A. Laycock, 3415 Alta Vista Drive, Laramie, WY
82070, Office: (307)766-5623, Home: (307)742-2240

Executive Committee: F.E. (Fee) Busby, Jack R. Miller, William A.
Laycock

Members: All Past Presidents serve as members

Board Representative: Stan Tixier

Elections Committee:

Chairman: Lorenz F. Bredemeier, 6507 S. Pike Drive, Perry Park,
Larkspur, CO 80118, Home: (303)681-3330

Members: Ed C. Dennis, Royal G. Holl, Debra S. Sherman, Donald
G. Smith, J. Craig Whittekiend

Board Representative: Peter V. Jackson

Employment Affairs Committee

Chairman: Harold T. Wiedemann, Box 1658, Vernon, TX 76384,
Office: (817)552-9941, Home: (817)553-4214

Term Expires 1989: James L. Bishop, David A. Fischbach, Harold T.
Wiedemann

Term Expires 1990: Charles Butterfield, Kris R. Eshelman, Douglas
Johnson

Term Expires 1991: Scott W. Bell, Susan K. Gray, John E. Tunberg

Board Representative: Chuck Jordan

Endowment Fund Board of Governors

Chairman: John R. Hunter, 4510 20th Street, Lubbock, TX 79407,
Office: (806)742-2841, Home: (806)799-7468

Term Expires 1989: F.E. (Fee) Busby, Nelda D. Linger, John Merrill,
A.H. “Fred” Walker

Term Expires 1990: S. Wesley Hyatt, Jack R. Miller, Joseph L.
Schuster, Gerald W. Thomas

Term Expires 1991: John R. Hunter, William A. Laycock, Ed A.
McKinnon, Gail E. Sharp, Mildred Sharp

Board Representative: Rex Cleary
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Excellence in Range Management Committee

Chairman: Gregg A. Simonds, Box 38, Woodruff, UT 84086, Office:
(801)793-4288, Home: (801)793-4163

Term Expires 1989: Wright Dickinson, James M. Riggs, Gregg A.
Simonds

Term Expires 1990: Chad A. Bacon, Mark E. Moseley, Glenn E.
Shewmaker

Term Expires 1991: D. Wayne Elmore, Randall (Ray) Hall, Dick
Whetsell

Board Representative: Ken Sanders

Finance Committee

Chairman: James B. Newman, 7926 Harwood Place, Springfield, VA
22152, Office: (202)447-2587, Home: (703)569-2919

Term Expires 1989: John N. Baker, C. Wayne Hanselka, Hal L.
Sears, Joseph L. Schuster

Term Expires 1990: ArtJ. Armbrust, Jr., S. Wesley Hyatt, Charles E.
McGlothlin

Term Expires 1991: Bruce M. Daughton, John L. McLain, James B.
Newman

Term Expires 1992: Gerald Henke

Board Representatives: Tom Bedell, Stan Tixier, and Peter V.
Jackson

History-Archives-Library Committee

Chairman: Michael A. Smith, Department of Range Management,
PO Box 3354, University Station, University of Wyoming, Laramie,
WY 82071, Office: (307)766-2337, Home: (307)742-7768

Members: Alan A. Beetle, Lorenz F. Bredemeier, Sam H. Coleman,
Charles S. Fisher, Herbert G. Fisser, F. Robert Gartner, Harold F.
Heady, Arthur D. Smith, Clint H. Wasser, Neil E. West

Board Representative: Ed Nelson

Information and Education Committee

Chairman: Robert Hamner, USDA-Forest Service, 324 25th Street,
Ogden, UT 84401, Office: (801)625-5347

Term Expires 1989: Robert Hamner, Darrol L. Harrison, Henry A.
Pearson

Term Expires 1990: David M. Bradford, R. “Richie” Gonzalez, L.
Chris Vosler

Term Expires 1991: Cynthia Buckert, Shelley Douthett, Glenn A.
Nader

Members: Section Information and Education chairmen/women
and newsletter editors serve as ex-officio members of the Parent
Committee

Board Representative: Marilyn Samuel

International Affairs Committee

Chairman: A.J. Dye, 20027 Brownsville Road, Knoxville, MD 21758,
Office: (202)447-5623, Home: (301)432-2459

Term Expires 1989: A.J. Dye, Petrus Frans du Toit, Joseph L.
Schuster

Term Expires 1990: Donald L. Huss, T.Jorge Medina, Kay W. Wilkes

Term Expires 1991: Pat L. Aguilar, Charles W. Gay, Dennis P.
Sheehy

Board Representative: Phil Sims

International Affairs Regional Liaisons Committee
Asia: Dennis P. Sheehy

Africa: James T. O'Rourke

Mid-East: Frank H. Khattat

Latin America: Donald L. Huss

Circumpolar: J. David Swanson

Journal of Range Management Board

Chairman: Patricia G. Smith, Society for Range Management, 1839
York Street, Denver, CO 80206, Office: (303)355-7070

Members: Don C. Adams, Will H. Blackburn, Carlton Britton,
Timothy E. Fulbright, Richard H. Hart, Rodney K. Heitschmidt,
Pete W. Jacoby, Jr., Howard L. Morton, Bruce A. Roundy, David M.
Swift, Paul T. Tueller, Steven Whisenant

Board Representative: Phil Sims

Leadership Development Committee

Chairman: Paul F. McCawley, USDA-ES-NRRD, Room 3871 South
Building Washington, DC 20250, Office: (703)235-8142, Home:
(703)281-7986

Term Expires 1989: John C. Buckhouse, Paul F. McCawley, Michael
H. Ralphs

Term Expires 1990: Jim C. Free, C.W. (Bill) Luscher, Mary B.
Raymer

Term Expires 1991: Don R. Kirby, Greg R.M. Tegart, Keith Wadman

Board Representative: Marilyn Samuel

Membership Committee

Chairman:Donald W. Nelson, Jr., 10403 Silk Oak Drive, Vienna, VA
22180, Office: (703)235-8142, Home: (703)281-7986

Term Expires 1989: Annette E. Joseph, Donald W. Nelson Jr., Dick
Whetsell

Term Expires 1990: R.W. (Dick) Antonio, Linda Campbell-
Kissock, David P. Tidwell

Term Expires 1991: David J. Kathman, Joseph Kraayenbrink, J.
Kent Taylor

Members: Section Membership Committee chairmen/women
serve as ex-officio members of the parent committees.

Board Representative: Marilyn Samuel

Nominating Committee

Chairman: R. Dennis Child, 206 Trail Court, Sterling, VA 22170,
Office: (301)344-3059, Home: (703)444-0346

Term Expires 1989: R. Dennis Child, Donald T. Pendleton, Donald
G. Smith

Term Expires 1990: Glenn M. De Voe, Melvin R. George, Raymond
D. Mapston

Term Expires 1991: Glen E. Hetzel, Paul D. Ohlenbusch, Gail C.
Tunberg

Board Representative: Ed Nelson

Planning Committee

Chairman: F.E. “Fee” Busby, 1907 Millwood, Conway, AR 72032,
Office: (501)727-5435, Home: (501)329-0901

Term Expires 1989: F.E. “Fee” Busby, Ed A. McKinnon

Term Expires 1990: John H. Brock, W. James Clawson

Term Expires 1991: James T. Nichols, Martin Vavra

Board Representative: Stan Tixier

Professional Affairs Committee

Chairman: Michael C. Stroud, P.O. Box 5005, S. San Francisco, CA
94083, Office: (415)877-7608, Home: (415)728-5609

Term Expires 1989: Harlan C. DeGarmo, Michael C. Stroud, Sherm
K. Swanson

Term Expires 1990: Martin H. Gonzalez, Lynn Huntsinger, H.F.
(Hank) Mayland

Term Expires 1991: Christopher Call, Ronald L. Johnson, Judy E.
Nelson

Board Representative: Ken Sanders

Public Affairs Committee

Chairman: Carolyn Hull Sieg, Forest & Range Exp. Sta., School of
Mines Campus, Rapid City, SD 57701, Office: (605)394-1960,
Home: (605)347-4137

Term Expires 1989: James F. Mann, Daniel L. Merkel, Carolyn Hull
Sieg

Term Expires 1990: Dennis R. Phillippi, Thomas C. Roberts, Delmar
D. Vail

Term Expires 1991: Kim H. McReynolds, Patrick E. Reece, Wayne L.
Vander Vorste

Board Representative: Kendall Johnson

Publications Committee

Chairman: John L. (Jack) Artz, 2581 Westville Trail, Cool, CA 95614,
Home: (916)823-9483

Term Expires 1989: John L. (Jack) Artz, Bill E. Dahl, E. Lamar Smith,
Jr.

Term Expires 1990: D. Lynn Drawe, James R. Johnson, J. Ross
Wight

Term Expires 1991: RobertP. Gibbens, Wayne C. Leininger, Richard
F. Miller

Board Representative: Phil Sims
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Range Consultant Certification Panel

Chairman: Charles N. Saulisberry, 909 Norrie Drive, Carson City,
NV 89701

Term Expires 1989: Rodney D. Baumberger, Charles Saulisberry

Term Expires 1990: James Linebaugh, Jon M. Skovlin, Joseph A.
Wirak

Term Expires 1991: Neil C. Frischknecht, Dillard H. Gates

Board Representative: Kendall Johnson

Rangelands Board

Chairman: GaryW. Frasier, 780 West Cool Drive, Tucson, AZ 85704,
Office: (602)629-6381, Home: (602)297-3809

Members: Katie R. Bump, Jennifer J. Pluhar, M. Karl Wood, Robert
A. Wroe, D. Terrence Booth, Larry R. Miller, Charles M. Quimby,
James M. Riggs, Robert R. Kindschy, Sherri Mauti, Susan M.
Oldfather, Lewis L. Yarlett

Board Representative: Phil Sims

Rangeland Reference Areas Committee

Chairwoman: BarbaraH. Allen, Department Forestry and Resource
Management, 145 Mulford Hall, University of California, Berkeley,
CA 94720, Office: (415)642-7125

Members: David G. Brewer, David Diaz, R. Greg Hendricks, Robert
K. Moseley, Andrew M. Kratz, James Stubbendieck, R.H. “Cub”
Wolfe, Terry L. McDill, Lynn J. Wessman, Blaine H.M. Mooers,
David J. Ode, Fred Smeins, Nick Van Pelt, Herbert G. Fisser, Berta
A. Youtie

Chairman-Elect (1991): Charles G. Johnson

Board Representative: Chuck Jordan

Research Affairs Committee

Chairman: William C. Krueger, Department of Rangeland Re-
sources, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 97331, Office:
(503)754-3341

Term Expires Term Expires 1989: Luis Carlos Fierro, William C.
Krueger, John Malechek, Alvin L. Young

Term Expires 1990: David A. Bryant, Douglas A. Johnson, James O.
Klemmedson

Term Expires 1991: Robert L. Gillen, Linda H. Hardesty, C.B. “Bud”
Rumberg

Board Representative: Ken Sanders

Student Affairs Committee

Chairwoman: Jennifer Pluhar, P.O. Box 1274, Dumas, TX 79029,
Office: (806)532-0220, Home: (806)935-2261

Term Expires 1989: E.T. “Tom" Bartlett, Steve Bunting, M. Karl
Wood

Term Expires 1990: G. Brock Benson, Brent C. Lathrop, Lucio E.
Rodriguez, John A. Tanaka

Term Expires 1991: Paul V. Loeffler, Jennifer J. Pluhar, Elena A.
Shaw

Board Representative: Chuck Jordan

Standing Sub-committee Members
Plant Identification: Steve Hatch

Plant Identification: Jennifer J. Pluhar

Range Management Exams: John A. Tanaka
Graduate Student Exams: R. Jim Ansley

High School Youth Forum: Sam L. Short
University Student Conclave: Robert W. Knight

Technology Transfer

Chairman: Daniel L. Merkel, P.O. Box 27087, Denver, CO 80227,
Office: (303)293-1584

Term Expires 1989: Roger L. Baker, Marshall R. Haferkamp, John R.
Lacey, Daniel L. Merkel, John Merrill

Term Expires 1990: John L. (Jack) Artz, W. Allen McGinty, Henry A.
Pearson, Larry M. White

Term Expires 1991: Gary K. Brackley, Bruce Dawson, Neil K.
McDougald, Tony J. Svejcar

Board Representative: Ken Sanders

Annual Meeting Handbook Task Group

Chairman: C. Wayne Hanselka, Route 2, Box 589, Texas A&M Uni-
versity, Corpus Christi, TX 78410, Office: (512)265-9203

Members: Charles E. McGlothlin, James Linebaugh, John L. McLain

Conservation Reserve Program Task Group

Chairman: Harold Goetz, Department of Range Science, Ft. Collins,
CO 80525, Office: (303)491-6620, Home: (303)223-8732

Members: ArtJ. Armbrust, Jr., Kenneth F. Higgins, John R. Hunter,
RhettH. Johnson, John. R. Lacey, Brian A. Miller, John E. Mitchell,
Mark E. Moseley, Dick Whetsell

Board Representative: Stan Tixier and Peter V. Jackson

Coordinated Resource Management Task Group

Chairman: Brent C. Lathrop, Twin National Resources District, P.O.
Box 1347, North Platte, NE 69103, Office: (308)532-0220, Home:
(308)534-0152

Members: E. William Anderson, John L. (Jack) Artz, Robert C.
Baum, A.H. “Alf’ Bawtree, Deen E. Boe, James A. Cornwell, Jess
F. Crockford, Mitch L. Flanagan, Henry “Dee” Galt, Harold W.
Jensen, James R. Johnson, James Linebaugh, James B. Newman,
Dennis R. Phillippi, Sherman K. Swanson, David P. Tidwell, Robert
E. Williams

Board Representative: Rex Cleary

Range Cover Type Task Group

Chairwoman: BarbaraH. Allen, Department of Forestry & Resource
Management, 145 Mulford Hall-University of California, Berkeley,
CA 94720, Office: (415)642-7125

Members: Harlan C. DeGarmo, John R. Hunter, Alistair McLean,
Kenneth D. Sanders, Glen Secrist, Edward F. Schlatterer, Paul T.
Tueller

Board Representative: Marilyn Samuel

Remote Sensing Task Group

Chairman: Paul T. Tueller, Department of Range, Wildlife & Fore-
stry, University of Nevada-Reno, 1000 Valley Road, Reno, NV
89512, Office: (702)784-4053, Home: (702)322-4847

Members: James H. Everitt, Richard E. Francis, Robert H. Haas,
James K. (Tex) Lewis, Duane McCartney

Board Representative: Chuck Jordan

Summer Meeting Task Group

Chairman: K.O. (Ken) Fulgham, P.O. Box 383, Arcata, CA 95521,
Office: (707)826-4147, Home: (707)822-5600

Members: Charles Birkemeyer, E.L. (Gus) McCutchen

Board Representative: Ed Nelson

Task Group on Small Tract Range and Pasture Man-
agement with Emphasis on Horses

Chairman: John C. Buckhouse, Department of Rangeland Re-
sources, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 97331, Office:
(503)754-3341, Home: (503)753-2300

Members: H.Russell Boe, AngelaS. Bolinger, A. Lynn Burton, Anne
Dennis, Melvin R. George, Lynn Huntsinger, William A. Laycock,
Wayne C. Leininger, Gary G. Markegard, Judith R. Vergun, Wil-
liam P. Wester, Jeff White

Board Representative: Tom Bedell

Watershed/Riparian Task Group

Chairman: G. Fred Gifford, Range, Wildlife & Forestry, University of
Nevada, 1000 Valley Rd, Reno, NV 89512, (702)784-4000, Home:
(702)826-7932

Members: Will H. Blackburn, James P. Dobrowolski, Gary W. Fras-
ier, Karl A. Gebhardt, Clayton L. Hanson, Robert W. Knight, Clay-
ton B. Marlow, Bill Platts, Quentin D. Skinner, Sherman K. Swan-
son, M. Karl Wood

Board Representative: Kendall Johnson

Wildlife/Wildlife Habitat Task Group

Chairman: Kieth E. Severson, Forest Sciences Lab., Arizona State
University, Tempe, AZ 85287, Office: (602)261-4365

Members: H.Dale Avant, Len H. Carpenter, Fred S. Guthery, C. Earl|
McKinney, Jeff Powell, Dale Rollins, George Scotter, Ron E. Thill,
Phil J. Urness

Board Representative: Marilyn Samuel
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Unity in Concepts and Terms

Chairman: E.Lamar Smith, Jr., Division of Range Management, 325
BioSciences East, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721,
Office: (602)621-3803, Home: (602)747-8141

Members: Everett Bainter, R. Dennis Child, David L. Franzen, Patri-
cia S. Johnson, Richard B. Loper, George B. Ruyle, Fred Smeins,
Ray Smith, Leonard A. Volland, Dick Whetsell, John Will Will-
oughby

Board Representative: Phil Sims

Affiliated Organizations

Range Science Education Council (RSEC)

Chairman: Timothy E. Fulbright, College of Agriculture, Texas A&l,
P.O. Box 156, Station 1, Kingsville, TX 78363, Office: (512)595-
3711, Home: (512)592-3895

Vegetation Rehabilitation and Equipment Workshop
(VREW)

Chairman: Gerald Henke, 7027 Venus Court, Haymarket, VA 22069,

SECTIONS
Arizona Section

President: Phil R. Ogden, 325 Bio. Sciences E., University of Ariz-
ona, Tucson, AZ 85721, Office: (602)621-7277, Home: (602)296-7856

President-Elect: Bill Piper, Box 647, Patagonia, AZ 85624, Office:
(602)629-6271, Home: (602)394-2919

Past President: Larry S. Allen, 2401 W. Dante Way, Tucson, AZ
85741, Office: (602)629-6418, Home: (602)742-2057

Secretary/Treasurer: E. Lamar Smith, 325 Bio. Sciences E., Univer-
sity of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721, Office: (602)621-3803, Home:
(602)747-8141

Membership Committes: John Brock, School of Agricultural and Envi-
ronmental Resources, Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ 85287-
3306, Office: (602)965-3585, Home: (602)838-9248

Newsletter Editor: Gary W. Frasier, 780 West Cool Dr., Tucson, AZ
85704, Office: (602)629-6381, Home: (602)297-3809

California Section

President: James W. Bartolome, Department of Forestry and Re-
source Management, 145 Mulford Hall, University of California,
Berkeley, CA 94720, Office: (415)642-7945, Home: (415)526-0717

President-Elect: J. Michael Conner, P.O.Box 28, Browns Valley, CA
93918, Office: (916)639-2501, Home: (916)432-3236

Past President: W. James Clawson, Agronomy & Range Science
Ext., 127 Hunt Hall, University of California, Davis, CA 95616,
Office: (916)752-3455, Home: (916)756-0656

Secretary/Treasurer: K.O.(Ken) Fulgham, P.O. Box 383, Arcata, CA
95521, Office: (707)826-4142, Home: (707)822-5600

Membership: William E. Frost, P.O. Box 102, O'Neals, CA 93645,
Office: (209)868-3349, Home: (209)645-4329

Newsletter Editor: W. James Clawson, Agronomy & Range Science
Ext., 127 Hunt Hall, University of California, Davis, CA 95616,
Office: (916)752-3455, Home: (916)756-0656

Colorado Section

President: Noel Wellborn, Park Center, 1911 Main, Suite 248,
Durango, CO 81301, Office: (303)259-3287, Home: (303)247-8480

Past President: Joe Trlica, Department of Range Science, Colorado
State University, Ft. Collins, CO 80523, Office: (303)491-5655,
Home: (303)482-6192

Past President: John E. Mitchell, USDA Forest Service, 3825 E.
Mulberry, Ft. Collins, CO 80524, Office: (303)224-1862, Home:
(303)484-4442

Secretary/Treasurer: Dean Winward, Agriculture Department, 730A,
Ft. Lewis College, Durango, CO 81301, Office: (303)247-7192,
Home: (303)259-3713

Membership Chairman: Dick Antonio, City of Boulder, Open Space,
Boulder, CO 80303, Office: (303)494-2194, Home: (303)823-6449

Newsletter Editor: Terry Foppe, Department of Range Science,
Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, CO 80523, Office: (303)491-
5577, Home: (303)482-6608

Florida Section

President: Sarah Childs, 550 Buck Island Ranch Rd, Lake Placid, FL
33852, Office: (813)465-7626

President-Elect: Steve Mozley, 517 A 8th Avenue West, Palmetto, FL
34221, Office: (813)729-6804, Home: (813)753-8012

Past President: George W. Tanner, 118 Newins-Ziegler Hall, Uni-
versity of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611, Office: (904)392-5420,
Home: (904)373-6665

Secretary/Treasurer: Cliff Lewis, 118 Newins-Ziegler Hall Univer-
sity of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611, Office: (904)392-4826,
Home: (904)377-8752

Membership Chairman: Steve Mozley, 2410 A 48th Ave. W., Braden-
ton, FL 32407, Office: (813)729-6804

Newsletter Editor: Rob Kalmbacher, Ona AREC, Rt. 1,Box 62, Ona,
FL 33865, Office: (813)735-1314

Idaho Section

President: Brian A. Miller, P.O. Box 602, Gooding, ID 83330, Office:
(208)934-8481, Home: (208)934-4216

President-Elect: Nancy Shaw, 316 E. Myrtle, Boise, |D 83702, Office:
(208)334-1457, Home: (208)467-7004

Past President: Mike Pellant, 3335 Buckboard Way, Boise, |ID 83704,
Office: (208)334-9687, Home: (208)376-1166

Secretary: Tom Gnojek, 315 N. Grant, Pocatello, ID 83204, Office:
(208)236-6860, Home: (208)232-2703

Treasurer: Jim Mowbray, P.O. Box 53, Murphy, ID 83650, Office:
(208)495-2240, (208)334-1363, Home: (208)495-2690

Membership Chairman: Randy Trujillo, 3948 Development Ave.,
Boise, ID 83705, Office: (208)334-9228, Home: (208)344-3623

Newsletter Editor: Mary Clark, 5493 Warm Springs Ave., Boise, 1D
83712, Office (208)343-2527, Home: (208)342-4977

International Mountain Section

President: Weldon Thomson, Delbonita Star Route, Cutbank, MT
59427, Office: (403)752-4551, Home: (403)752-3821

President-Elect: Meg B. Smith, Box 7, Glen, MT 59732, Home:
(406)782-5130

Past President: John Padden, U.S. Forest Service, Federal Building,
Helena, MT 59601, Office: (406)449-5091, Home: (406)443-1772

Secretary/Treasurer: Nonnie Hughes, 2109 Fairway Dr., Bozeman,
MT 59715, Office: (406)585-1580, Home: (406)586-7504

Membership Chairman (Montana): Lois J. Olson, 1424 Peosta, Hel-
ena, MT 59601

Membership Chairman (CANADA): Charles Ewing, SN Ranch, P.O.
Box 430, Claresholm, Alberta, CANADA TOL 0TO, Home: (403)
625-2157

Newsletter Editor: Grant H. McNabb, Box 264, Cochrane, Alberta,
CANADA TOL OW0

Kansas-Oklahoma Section

President: Jess Crockford, SCS, 760 S. Broadway, Salina, KS 67401,
Office: (913)823-4550, Home: (913)825-6729

First Vice-President: Robert Gillen, Department of Agronomy, Okla-
homa State University, Stillwater, OK 74078, Office: (405)624-
6410, Home: (405)377-1294

Second Vice President: Jeffry L. Hart, Route 4, Box 61, Osage City,
KS 66523, Office (913)528-4715

Secretary: Mike Meurisse, Rt. 1, Box 446, St. George, KS 66535,
Office: (913)776-5182, Homie: (913)494-8470

Treasurer: Laurie Bogle, 1800 W. Oklahoma Blvd. #6, Alva, OK
73713, Office: (405)237-3138, Home: (405)237-0766

Membership Chairman: Robert Gillen, Department of Agronomy,
Oklahoma State University, Stillwater, OK 74078, Office: (405)624-
6410, Home: (405)377-1294

Newsletter Editor: Walter H. Fick, Agronomy Department, Throck-
morton, Hall, Kansas State Univ., Manhattan, KS 66506, Office:
(913)532-7223, Home: (913)776-0879
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National Capital Section

President: Glen Secrist, 2562 Treehouse Dr., Woodbridge, VA
22192, Office: (202)653-9195, Home: (703)490-4943

President-Elect: Donald W. Nelson, Jr., 10403 Silk Oak Drive,
Vienna, VA 22180, Office: (703)235-8142, Home: (703)281-7986

Past President: Deen Boe, 12714 Pinecrest Road, Herndon, VA
22071, Office: (703)235-8140, Home: (703)476-4162

Secretary/Treasurer: Willie Peterson, 7704 Marshall Heights Court,
Falls Church, VA 22043, Office: (202)653-9195, Home: (703)356-
0238

Membership Chairman: E. Brent Handley, 2530 D. Walter Reed Dr.,
Arlington, VA 22206, Office: (703)235-2410, Home: (703)931-9261

Newsletter Editor: Joan M. Comanor, 5409 Yorkshire, St., Spring-
field, VA 22151, Office: (703)235-1489, Home: (703)425-9351

Nebraska Section

President: Sid Salzman, P.O. Box 93, Ainsworth, NE 69210, Home:
(402)387-2819

President-Elect: Jack Maddux, Box 196, Wauneta, NE 69045, Home:
(308)394-5348

Past President: Susan S. Oldfather, R.R. 4, Box 226, Kearney, NE
68847, Office: (308)785-2360, Home: (308)237-2896

Secretary/Treasurer: Daryl A. Cisney, 305 West H, Ogallala, NE
69153, Office: (308)284-6304

Membership Chairman: Ron Hendricks, Federal Building, Room
345, 100 Centennial MallN., Lincoln, NE 68508, Office: (402)471-5303

Newsletter Editor: Mary Raymer, Box 279, Imperial, NE 69033,
Office: (308)882-4263

Nevada Section

President: R.H. “Cub” Wolfe 1ll, 1361 Sanden Lane, Minden, NV
89423, Office: (702)885-6150, Home: (702)267-2346

President-Elect: Jay Davison, 569 Court Street, Elko, NV 89801,
Office: (702)738-7291, Home: (702)738-8562

Past President: Mont E. Lewis, Jr., P.O. Box 278, Wells, NV 89835,
Office: (702)752-3357, Home: (702)752-3190

Secretary: Ronald W. Kay, Box 1756, Winnemucca, NV 89445,
Office: (702)623-3676, Home: (702)623-5138

Treasurer: Buhel Heckathorn, 2698 Marvin Dr., Carson City, NV
89701, Home: (702)883-3468

Membership Chairman: Lester A. McKenzie, 531 Bond Drive, Elko,
NV 89801, Office: (702)738-8997

Newsletter Editor: Sheila Anderson, 1833 Alpine, Carson City, NV
89701, Office: (702)883-1600, Home: (702)882-1075

New Mexico Section

President: Roy Carson, c/o Cibola N.F., 10308 Candelaria N.E.,
Albuquerque, NM 87112, Office: (505)275-5207, Home: (505)869-
3 1 4 3

President-Elect: Eddie Alford, Box 728, Tres Piedras, NM 87577,
Office: (505)758-8678

Past President: Chris Allison, Box 3AE-New Mexico State Univer-
sity, Las Cruces, NM 88003, Office: (505)646-1944, Home: (505)
526-6173

Secretary/Treasurer:Bob Partido, 517 Gold Ave., SW-RM 7315,
Albuquerque, NM 87102, Office: (505)842-3229

Membership Chairman: Ken Bishop, Box 558, Taos, NM 87571,
Office: (505)758-6220

Newsletter Editor: Darrol Harrison, 517 Gold Ave, SW-RM 7453,
Albuquerque, NM 87102, Office: (505)842-3224

North Central Section

President: H.R. (Russell) Boe, 1614 Morningside Ave., Duluth, MN
55803, Home: (218)525-7384

President-Elect: Teresa L. McDill, 622 Grand Avenue, St. Paul, MN
55105, Office: (612)297-4981, Home: (612)297-1722

Past President: Gerald Rustad, 1809 Southern Drive, Virginia, MN
55792, Office: (218)229-3371, Home: (218)749-2507

Secretary: Lillian V. Woods, 2911 Maine Prairie Rd. #304, St. Cloud,
MN 56301, Office: (612)251-7800, Home: (612)253-6198

Treasurer: Charles Taylor, 435 S. Spring Street, Evansville, IN
47714, Home: (812)477-6777

Membership Chairman: James Truax, 3717 Vera Cruz Ave., Min-
neapolis, MN 55422, Phone: (612)537-6639

Newsletter Editor: H.R. (Russell) Boe, 1614 Morningside Ave.,
Duluth, MN 55803, Home: (218)525-7384

Northern Great Plains Section

President: Chuck Lura, NDSU-Bottineau, Bottineau, ND 58318,
Office: (701)228-2277, Home: (701)228-2459

President-Elect: Orville Myrvang, 5615 7th Avenue N., Regina, Sas-
katchewan, CANADA S4R 0K7

Past President: John Fahigren, BLM, RR 1 - 4775, Glasgow, MT
59223, Office: (406)228-4316, Home: (406)228-3539

Secretary/Treasurer: Marshall Haferkamp, Rt. 1, Box 2021, Miles
City, MT 59301, Office: (406)232-4970

Membership Chairman: John Fahligren, BLM, RR 1-4775 Glasgow,
MT 59223, Office: (406)228-4316, Home: (406)228-3539

Newsletter Editor: William T. Barker, Animal & Range Science
Department, North Dakota State University, Fargo, ND 58105,
Office: (701)237-7222

Pacific Northwest Section

President: Hugh Barrett, 16th Floor-Federal Building, 1220 SW 3rd
Ave., Portland, OR 97204, Office: (503)221-2991, Home: (206)
574-0132

First Vice President: John Buckhouse, Department Rangeland Re-
sources, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 97331-6704,
Office: (503)754-3341

Past President: Greg Tegart, BCMAF, 4607 23rd Street, Vernon,
British Columbia, CANADA V1T 4K7, Office: (604)549-5580

Secretary: Martha Chaney, Evergreen Plaza, RM 502, 711 Capitol
Way, Olympia, WA 98501, Phone: (206)753-9454

Treasurer: Bill Anderson, HC 74-12533, Hwy 20 W., Hines, OR
97738, Office: (503)573-5241

Membership Chairwoman: Susan Holtzman, 2008 Y Avenue, La
Grande, OR 97850, Office: (503)963-7186

Newsletter Editor: Richard F. Miller, Rt 1-4.51, Hwy 205, East. OR
Agricultural Research Center, Burns, OR 97720, Office: (503)
573-2064

South Dakota Section

President: Leon “Mike” Stirling, 5827 Creek Drive, Black Hawk, SD
57718, Office: (605)343-1643, Home: (605)787-4417

President-Elect: Tom Heintz, Box 390, Lemmon, SD 57638, Office:
(605)374-3360, Home: (605)374-5343

Past President: Al Schlundt, 8027 Bay Lakes Court, Orlando, FL
32819

Secretary/Treasurer: Martin Beutler, 801 San Francisco St., Rapid
City, SD 57701, Office: (605)394-2236, Home: (605)341-6003

Membership Chairman: Steve Libby, 510 Belair, Custer, SD 57730,
Office: (605)673-5320, Home: (605)745-6882

Newsletter Editor: Jim Ridler, 405 E. Commercial, Gettysburg, SD
57442, Office: (605)765-2670, Home: (605)765-9634

Southern Section

President: Dee Vanderburg, 649 Homestead Drive, Moberly, MO
65270, Office: (816)263-5702, Home: (816)263-2143

President-Elect: Wayne Vassar, Sharp Bros. Seed Co., Box 665,
Clinton, MO 64735, Office: (816)885-8521, (816)885-8111, Home:
(816)885-3921

Past President: AllanNation, 206 Ford Ave., Hattiesburg, MS 39402,
Office: (601)981-4805, Home: (601)264-0458

Secretary/Treasurer: Don W. Gohmert, USDA-SCS, 3737 Govern-
ment Street, Alexandria, LA 71302, Home: (318)640-6986

Newsletter Editor: Thomas N. Shiflet, 4859 S. Crescent Avenue,
Springfield, MO 65804, Home: (417)886-6211

Texas Section

President: Kenneth D. Sparks, HCR 77 - Box 442, Uvalde, TX 78801,
Office: (512)278-2014, Home: (512)278-6587

President-Elect: Steve Hartmann, P.O. Box 553, Midland, TX 79702,
Office: (915)684-5886, Home: (915)694-2980

Past President: Harold B. Schmidt, 446 Walnut #1, Fredericksburg,
TX 78624, Phone: (512)997-8449

Secretary: Billy C. Griffin, P.O. Box 1662, Bandera, TX 78003,
Office: (512)796-3334, (512)796-3513

Membership Chairwoman: Patti Fulton, P.O. Box 762, Albany, TX
76430, Albany, TX 76430, Office: (817)629-1480, Home: (915)
762-2744
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Newsletter Editor: Roger Q. (Jake) Landers, 7887 N. Highway 87,
San Angelo, TX 76901, Home: (915)653-4576

Utah Section

President: Dr. Paul McCawley, USDA-ES-NRRD, Room 3871 South
Building, Washington, DC 20250

President-Elect: Joel Frandsen, c/o U.S. Forest Service, 599 W.
Price River Dr., Price, UT 84501, Office: (801)637-2817, Home
(801)637-4015

Past President: Thomas C. Roberts, 3807 Manhatten Drive, West
Valley, UT 84120, Office: (801)524-5348, Home: (801)967-2664

Secretary/Treasurer: Dr. Bruce L. Welch, Shrub Science Lab., 735
N. 500 E. Provo, UT 84601, Office: (801)377-5717, Home: (801)
374-2945

Membership Chairman: J. Kent Taylor, 877 W. 625 S., Richfield, UT
84701

Newsletter Editor: Neil Frischknecht, 1345 Cherry Lane, Provo, UT
84604, Home: (801)373-7694

Wyoming Section

President: Gary Blincow, 2106 Yellowstone, Worland, WY 82401,
Office: (307)347-9871, Home: (307)347-3124

President-Elect: Dan Rodgers, Department of Range Management,
University Station, Box 3354, Laramie, WY 82071, Office: (307)766-
5258, Home: (307)745-7573

Past President: Charles Birkemeyer, Box 527, Jackson, WY 83001,
Office: (307)733-2752, Home: (307)733-3179

Secretary/Treasurer: Mary Ritz, Box 1527, Worland, Wy 82401,
Office: (307)347-9871, Home: (307)347-8614

Membership Chairman: Terry Everard, P.O. Box 902, Sundance,
WY 82729, Office: (307)283-2740, Home: (307)283-2815

Newsletter Editor: Dick Hart, 8408 Hildreth Rd, Cheyenne, WY
82009, Office: (307)772-2433

Joint Meeting of the Board of Directors
and the Advisory Council

Advisory Council Recommendations to the Board of
Directors

Recommendation 1. The Advisory Council believes there
is a need to better explain what rangelands are and the
value of stewardship of these lands to the general pub-
lic. The Advisory Council therefore recommends the
Board of Directors consider assigning the Information
and Education Committee the task of developing and
distributing media spots to accomplish this goal. In
addition, the Advisory Council feels that cooperative
arrangements with other groups or organizations,
sharing the same point of view, be explored to increase
the effectiveness of this effort and reduce the cost of
developing these media spots.

These media spots may also help enhance SRM's
image.

Accepted, with the | & E Committee charged to develop

an action plan to accomplish the goals of the recommen-

dation and report to the Board at the 1989 Summer

Meeting.

Recommendation 2. The Advisory Council recommends
the Nebraska Section be accepted as the host of the
1991 Summer Meeting, the site being the Sand Hills of
Nebraska (North Platte).

Accepted.

Recommendation 3. The Advisory Council recommends
the Colorado Section be accepted as the host for the
1994 Annual Meeting.

Accepted.

Recommendation 4. The Advisory Council recommends
the Board of Directors accept the Membership Com-
mittee recommendation whereby current regular SRM
members would receive a $5.00 reduction in member-

ship fees for each new regular member they solicit, up
to $45.00. Current student members would receive the
$5.00 discount for any type of member solicited.

Accepted with clarification that student solicitations will
not be counted in the regular member reduction and
students will receive the $5.00 discount for new solicita-
tions up to the amount of a student membership.

Recommendation 5. The Advisory Council recommends
the Board of Directors accept the Membership Com-
mittee recommendation to change the Emeritus mem-
bership category criteria to (1) retired, (2) 15 years of
previous membership, (3) minimum age of 55, and (4)
membership fee of $25.00 with Emeritus members
receiving all SRM correspondence except the Journal
of Range Management.

Accepted, with clarification (1) all candidates must qual-
ify under all three categories listed, (2) fee will be 5/9 of
the regular membership fee, and (3) the recommendation
will be placed on the election ballot as a proposed change
in Bylaws.

Recommendation 6. The Advisory Council supports the
intent of Resolutions one and two, formulated by the
Conservation Reserve Program Task Group and recom-
mends the Board delegate the review and finalization
of the Resolutions to the Public Affairs and/or other
appropriate committees.

Accepted with action deferred until the report of the Pub-
lic Affairs Committee. (See Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram Task Group Resolution #2 [addressing wetlands] as
accepted by the Board contained in this issue. Resolution
#1 [addressing crop acreage bases] will be reviewed by
the Public Affairs Committee with a recommendation
expected at the 1989 Summer Meeting.)
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Minutes Highlights

Meeting of the SRM Board of Directors
February, 1989, Billings, Montana

The 1990 Annual Meeting schedule will vary from past
years. The meeting will begin with the range tour being
conducted on Monday, February 12. The schedule will
follow with the Plenary Session on Tuesday morning, the
General Membership Business Meeting on Wednesday
afternoon, and the meeting will be brought to a close with
a stand alone symposium on “Celebrating Range Man-
agement Successes” on Friday morning, the 16th.

1989 Summer Meeting dates are July 14-18 in Kam-
loops, British Columbia, Canada. The pre-registration fee
of $85.00 US (on-site registration—$95.00 US) will in-
clude the Workshop, social hour, barbeque and two day
tour.

The 1991 Annual Meeting in Washington, DC, will be
held at the Crystal City Marriott on January 19-24 and will
emphasize the use of the political and social processes
needed for moving into the next century.

Two international meetings of interestto SRM members
in 1989 are the Global Natural Resources Monitoring and
Assessment—Preparing for the 21st Century Conference
which will be held in Venice, Italy, September 24-30, and
the XVI International Grasslands Congress, which will be
held in Nice, France, October 4-11.

A proposal from the International Affairs Committee
was accepted to foster range management in other coun-
tries by continuing to develop procedures for liaison
activities with established range societies or with groups/
individuals working to form societies or Sections. Five
regions of the world outlined in the proposal for designa-
tion of SRM liaison representatives are Asia, Mid-East,

Africa, Latin America, and Circumpolar.

' The Complimentary Rangelands Incentive Program
will be evaluated after the completion of the 1988-1989
year to determine if the program should be continued.

An updated version of Rangeland Entomology was
accepted for publication with a suitable title or subtitle to
be determined. The Publications Committee will continue
working on Annual Meeting Abstract publication details.

The Board of Directors accepted the mission state-
ment, intermittent goal, and objectives for the Excellence
in Range Management Committee. The mission state-
ment will be: to promote recognition and understanding
of the values of healthy range ecosystems. The intermit-
tent goal is: To promote cooperation between govern-
ment, ranchers and other environmental groups.

The Conservation Reserve Program Task Group will
continue its work to develop guidelines for more effective
communications with SRM Sections, as well as develop-
ing a response to the Soil Conservation Service.

A review of the University of Wyoming’'s request for
consideration of accreditation will be conducted by the

Accreditation Panel during the year.

A Plan of Work by the Research Affairs Committee was
accepted to include: trying to consolidate understanding
of research programs in the Forest Service and Agricul-
ture Research Service Five Year Plans; improve data for
completing an improved survey on research; continue
developing effective ways to analyze range research
image in the U.S.; and, continue working on research
funding and policy for SRM.

The Rangelands Reference Area Committee will be
requesting SRM Sections to assist in developing an inven-
tory and evaluation of all rangeland reference area
exclosures.

The 1988 Membership Phone-A-Thon conducted by
the National Capital Section results were positive and the
Board approved the recommendation of the Membership
Committee to conduct the project again in 1989. The
Committee voted down the concept of “Associate” mem-
berships and the SRM Bylaws do not currently provide for
this type of membership. The 1989 membership goal is
set at 5,050.

A recommendation of the Awards Committee to de-
crease the age requirement from 38-40 years of age to 35
years of age for the Outstanding Young Range Profes-
sional category was accepted.

The Task Group on Small Tract Range and Pasture
Management with Emphasis on Horses requested the
Board accept a minimum existence of the Task Group for
three years with the following goals outlined: Year 1 -
Emphasize management of acreage (5 acres or less)
which is being used to support horses; Year 2—Emphasize
the need of small acreages of 40+ acres which is being
used for livestock other than horses; and, Year 3—
Emphasize small acreage not being used for livestock at
all. The Task Group will begin by developing manage-
ment information on horses to be circulated to 4H, rodeo
organizations, fairs, and horse associations in the imme-
diate future.

The Professional Affairs, Student Affairs, Range Science
Education Council, Employment Affairs and Excellence
in Range Management Committees will continue working
on the implementation procedures for getting informa-
tion distributed to as many people as possible regarding
the Range Apprenticeship Program. The Public Affairs
Committee will review a proposed position statement on
the Program.

The Professional Affairs Committee recommended the
“Trail Boss” logo be retained as it represents a wonderful
history, tradition, and diversity of meaning. It was sug-
gested a caption or slogan could be added to the logo to
capture the many values and multiple use concepts of
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SRM. The Committee also suggested the name of the
Society should be kept as it is with SRM working to
change its internal affairs rather than its external affairs
such as a name change. The “international” status of the
Society should be de-emphasized without neglecting
SRM'’simpact as a “mentor” for other world societies. The
Board approved of this recommendation.

The National Range Conference Coordinating Task
Group was disbanded as it completed a final report. The
report will be sent to the USDA Range Issues Working
Group and any tasks that are ongoing will be assigned to
representative committees within SRM for continuation.

Public Affairs Committee completed the “Assessment
of Range Condition and Trend of the United States in
1989" report which will be published as a Society report.
This report will be considered a companion report to the
revised “Glossary of Terms” and both will be considered
first generation reports. The Information and Education
Committee and Washington DC Representative will con-
tinue developing an effective strategy and reporting plan
for this document to be brought to the Board at the 1989
Summer Meeting.

A Mason Scholarship will be administered by the Stu-
dent Affairs Committee who will establish guidelines and
criteria for the program by the 1989 Summer Meeting.
Also, the concept of a Boy Scout Merit Badge for range
management being presented to the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica was accepted.

The Board of Directors accepted distribution of corres-
pondence on the following issues at the recommendation
of the Public Affairs Committee: Resource Planning Act
Range Assessment; Texas Half-Shrub Resolution and
Noxious Weed Legislation; Fire Policy Management Pol-
icy Statement; California Desert Protection Act; and,
Natural Resources for 21st Century.

A recommendation was accepted that $500 of the inter-
est funds from the Endowment Fund will be awarded
annually (as a merit award) to certain members of the
High School Youth Forum and the Student Conclave as
requested by the Student Affairs Committee when the
Endowment Fund reaches a level of $100,000.

The Board of Directors established specific policy on
terms of membership for the Finance Committee and
Endowment Fund Board of Governors.

The attendance at the 1989 Annual Meeting was recorded
at 1,512,

Copies of the complete set of Society for Range Man-
agement Board of Directors Meeting Minutes can be
obtained at a minimal fee by contacting the SRM office at
1839 York Street, Denver, CO 80206 or call (303)355-
7070.

Policy Statement

Fire Management

Uncontrolled fire and civilization are generally not
compatible; yet when properly used, fire creates little risk
to life or property and can be an environmentally safe
management tool. The Society for Range Management
recognizes two kinds of fires: prescribed fires and wild-
fires. Prescribed fires may be ignited or naturally caused
and permitted to burn within specified conditions to
achieve established management objectives. Fires out-
side of prescription are wildfires and appropriate sup-
pression actions should be taken, ranging from prompt
control to confinement.

Research and practical experience have shown that pres-
cribed burning can and should be used to manage many
ecosystems. Some desirable effects of prescribed burn-
ing are the reduction of the potential for catastrophic
wildfires, enhancement of wildlife habitat, forage improve-
ment, ecological diversity, and enhancement of water
quality and quantity. To exclude fire, either as a natural
force or a management tool, means that we accept a
highly unnatural ecological environment.

Accepted by the SRM Board of Directors on February 23,
1989.

REVISED POSITION STATEMENTS BY THE SOCIETY
FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT
Accepted by the Board of Directors on February 23, 1989.

RECREATIONAL USE OF RANGELANDS

The Society for Range Management recognizes range-
land as a significant source of recreational opportunities.
In addition, the economic returns generated by such
activities have tangible and intangible beneficial effects
on local economies.

The Society for Range Management supports the con-
cept that development of recreational opportunities on
rangeland should be considered provided that such useis
compatible with other rangeland resource values.

INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT

The Society for Range Management recognizes that
management of rangeland ecosystems is necessary to
achieve specific plant or animal pest objectives. This may
include such measures as mechanical, chemical and bio-
logical treatment, including prescribed burning, or com-
binations of these.

The Society supports the concept that integrated pest
management should be used as necessary and feasible. It
also emphasizes the need for sound management follow-
ing treatment to assure that the long-range objectives are
met.
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In response to Moritorium on Removal of Reference Area
Exclosures

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING
RANGELAND REFERENCE AREA EXCLOSURES

Maintain an exclosure if:

1. Theexclosureis part of a network of rangeland refer-
ence areas and/or would create a void in the reference
areasystem network if it was destroyed. Adequate representa-
tion of the protected ecosystem(s) in the reference area
system should be assessed.

2. The exclosure still serves its original purpose, con-
tinuing to contribute to our knowledge of the protected
ecosystem(s). The original objectives for establishment
and maintenance are still viable and clearly discernable.

3. Ecosystem sampling records are available. Conver-
sely, if records have been lost, but the exclosure has been
maintained over time, then continue to maintain the
exclosure. Establish new sampling. This is especially
importantitisthe only representative of a particular range-
land ecosystem. Conduct careful ecological evaluation of
the exclosure, and contact people knowledgeable about
what occurred at the time of original establishment to
reconstruct the history of the site as much as possibie.

4. The integrity of the barrier has been maintained
through the years or has not been destroyed long enough
to render the exclosure useless as a comparison with
adjacent ecosystems.

5. ltisof sufficient size to meet original or current objec-
tives for management, education or research.

6. Theexclosure is on alocation where it is possible to
maintain a barrier. Conversely, if fence maintenance is
difficult because of inaccessibility, frequent snow dam-
age, etc. AND another reference area is available else-
where on the same site, then removal may be justified.
Criteria 1, 2 and 3 would take precedence however.

Accepted by the SRM Board of Directors on February 23,
1989

Moving?

Let us know as soon as possible to keep
your publications coming. Send your new
address to us at:

Society for Range Management
1839 York Street
Denver, CO 80206
or call:
(303) 355-7070

1989 Annual Meeting
Advisory Council Abbreviated Minutes
Rough Draft

The Advisory Council convened February 19-20, 1989,
in Billings, Montana.

In review, all seven Advisory Council Recommenda-
tions presented to the Board of Directors for considera-
tion at the 1988 Summer Meeting were accepted. The
Public Affairs Committee continues to monitor activities
regarding the Texas Half-Shrub Resolution and the pro-
posed Annual Meeting Revolving Fund is under review by
the Finance Committee.

Items of specific interest to Sections were:

The need for updated Section Officer and Newsletter
Editor information was emphasized. Sections are being
asked to provide the Denver office with the names and
addresses of new officers and newsletter editors as soon
as possible following their Annual Meetings in order to
meet the necessary Minidirectory publication deadline,
as well as facilitating use of this information by other
Sections in a timely fashion.

Section Youth Activities and Student Affairs Commit-
tee Chairmen are invited to attend and participate in a
day-long planning session being held Sunday, February
11, 1990 at the Annual Meeting in Reno. Hosted by the
parent Student Affairs Committee, the purpose of the
session is to define and prioritize ways to put SRM in a
leadership role in youth education.

It was the feeling of the Advisory Council that the suc-
cess of the Rangelands Subscription Incentive Program
may rest in the areas of personal contact and follow-up
with recipients at the Section level. As such, those Sec-
tions participating in the program are being asked to
make these efforts priorities with this year’s recipients. It
was also suggested, Sections contact last year's recip-
ients in an attempt to ascertain reasons they did not sub-
scribe and possible ideas for making the program more
effective.

The Advisory Council discussed the tax exempt status
of the individual Sections of SRM. Due to the variation
among Sections, it was agreed that each Section will need
to determine what action is needed to obtain the following
items:

Articles of Incorporation

State and Federal Tax ID Numbers

IRS Letter of Determination (recognizing the Sec-
tion’s tax exempt status)

It may be necessary to consult an accountant and/or
refer to IRS Publication #557.

The Council also discussed changing the Society’s
name and logo. It was the general consensus that neither
should be changed at this time.

Mr. Glen Secrist, of the National Capital Section, was
elected Chairman-Elect of the Advisory Council.

Six recommendations were passed for presentation to
the Board of Directors. (See Joint Meeting Minutes.)
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Readers Write:

SRM’s Image, Name, Logo

It is the perception by some that SRM has an image
problem. A proposed solution which has been voiced is to
change the name of the Society for Range Management
and do away with the Trail Boss logo. | strongly disagree
with both of these proposals. If we have an image problem
let's work on improving our image. Changing our name
and logo will do nothing toward an improved image.

The objectives of the Society for Range Management,
as printed in every Rangelands and Journal of Range
Management, are valid and succinctly spell out why the
Society was organized. The study and promotion of
proper management of our rangelands and all its resour-
ces, still remains our goal. Our task is to make this known
to all concerned. If we were to change our name to the
“Society for Natural Resource Management” (As sug-
gested by John Bohning, “Viewpoint: SRM’s Image, Feb-
ruary, 1989, Rangelands), we would still have to define
what this means. Changing the name would not change a
thing, in fact it would confuse the matter.

A Society is an association of individuals fora common
goal. Our goal is the promotion of sound range manage-
ment. So itonly stands to reason that we should be called
the Society for Range Management. Adding to the name,
as suggested in the “President’s Notes” October 1989,
Rangelands, has some merit. Adding North American to
our title would not change the basic tenet that we are a
Society for Range Management.

The Trail Boss was responsible to see that all ran effi-
ciently and orderly. This seems an appropriate logo for
the Society whose goal is the efficient, orderly manage-
ment of our rangelands. Let's spend our efforts on improv-
ing ourimage, noton changing our name and logo, which
in my opinion, is counterproductive.—John N. Baker,
Golden, CO.

John Bohning’s Viewpoint on the SRM image alluded
strongly to the need for change in our society. He may not
have gone far enough, however. The reality is thatamong
juniormembers of the SRM, and potential student members,
there has been discussion of looking elsewhere for a
responsive natural resources organization, or forming an
alternative. Does this shock members? | certainly hope
so. It should shock them as much as another disturbing
fact: a number of range science departments in universi-
ties are either being merged into other departments orare
under consideration to do so.

Why the discontent among young members? Firstly,
many junior or potential members feel that the profession
isonly nominally open to women and minorities, and that
little real energy has been expended to broaden the pro-
fession. Women involved in the profession complain of
being addressed paternalistically by other professionals,
or having to move outside the profession to find more
promising career opportunities.

Secondly, unlike other resource management and en-
gineering professions, our profession appears to be most

accessible to a specific American cultural group. No one
should deny the contribution that has been made by the
“2nd son” of the rancher to range management, and their
special insight into range problems. Many of us grew up
on family ranches, or worked on them in some capacity.
Personally, | have benefited greatly from my own pre-
university experiences as a ranch hand. However, mod-
ern scientific and technological treatment of grazing-
lands concerns itself with more than the art of raising
cattle on western rangelands; our theories about plant-
animal interactions, land degradation, land rehabilitation,
and ruminant nutrition come from a wide variety of scien-
tific sources. A strong profession can only be sustained
by recruiting students from a diversity of academic and
cultural backgrounds, and by training our own prospec-
tive professionals to contribute to the greater context of
global natural resources management and engineering.

As a profession that is often concerned with humans
and societal use of resources, we have generally failed to
accommodate input from the social scierices. USAID-
sponsored foreign projects regularly require studies of
cultural strategies of pastoralism before intervention, yet
case studies of American ranching families that describe
the cultural, economic and social support systems are
rare. Regional American pastoralism (the family ranch)
should be studied intensively in an interdisciplinary con-
text, represented rationally to academia and the Ameri-
can public, and aided in its struggle to survive.

In summary, our new priorities should be to: (1) attract
innovative individuals into the profession from all back-
grounds and provide them with incentives to remain; (2)
engender the American public with a concern for the
preservation of the family ranch and rangeland use; (3)
preserve grazinglands and defend pastoral cultures world-
wide. To meet this challenge, SRM must change and it
must change quickly.—Richard Cincotta, Los Angeles,
CA

Recently there has been much discussion (some of it
already quite heated) about changing the Sogiety’'s Logo.
Reasons given range from sexism to racism fo portrayal
of alowimage, with the main reasons seemingly centered
around the point that the logo conveys a narrow minded,
single use approach to resource management.

| would like to speak out strongly against changing the
logo. Here’'s some of my reasons:

I'm an active registered member of the Association of
BC Professional Foresters. Their logo is so nondescript |
cannoteven pictureitin my mind let alone explain what it
stands for. | cannot say that for the SRM logo: to me it
conveys an image and an identity of concern and caring
for the range resource.

The objectives of the Society as stated on the front page
of the Journal of Range Management are range oriented
and so they should be. The primary objective of a range
manager is to ensure that ranges are properly managed.
An important part of the range manager's role is to
represent range interests at resource user meetings, in
the development of resource management plans, envi-
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ronmental impact statements, and to provide expért advice
concerning range matters.

These functions do not preclude or even waive the
responsibility of the range manager to consider other
resource values. There are other professionals, i.e., fore-
sters, hydrologists, park managers, wildlife biologists,
planners, sociologists, pedologists, etc., who have areas
of expertise; their professional responsibilities are to
ensure that their resource specialties are likewise prop-
erly considered and protected.

The Range Manager’s professional role is and should
be centered around range management. A logo that con-
veys a different message would, in my opinion, do a dis-
service to the profession and integrity of the Professional
Range Manager.

I have always been a bit of a romantic—have always
wanted my own cattle ranch, and have always loved the
outdoors. The SRM logo captures a lot of these senti-
ments for me.

My daughter recently bought a book entitled “Cow-
boy”. The Preface to the book conveys the feeling and
romanticism much better than | can. Two short quotes are
included below:

“Itis a book about how America gave birth to the
Cowboy, then observed him with astonishment,
about how we have continually remade the cowboy,
molding him to suit our needs, about why the com-
plex figure of that horseback boy somehow endures
on the frontier of interstellar space.”

“And perhaps it is even a book on whose pages
you'll catch a glimpse of yourself as well, as a
glimpse of some silk-shirted cowboy or cowgirl you
once dreamed you might become.

The SRM logo offers me and in fact everyone the oppor-
tunity of that glimpse. Let's not lose it.—Fred Marshall,
Midway, B.C.

Editor's Note: During the 1989 Annual Meeting of the
Board of Directors, several SRM Committees discussed
the possibility of changing the name of the Society. In
particular, the Professional Affairs Committee recom-
mended two specific items:

“The “Trail Boss” should be retained as the Society's
logo, as it represents much more than what it appears and
can mean many things to many people. It represents a
wonderful history and tradition. It was suggested that the
addition of a caption or slogan to the logo, attempting to
capture the thoughts of the “Trail Boss” on rangelands
and its many values, would help convey the multiple use
concept of SRM.

The Society should work on emphasizing internal
changes, rather than effect external changes such as a
name change. The Committee feels SRM should keep its
name as it is, de-emphasizing our “international” status
without neglecting the fact that SRM is a “mentor” for
other world societies.”

The Board of Directors approved the report of the Pro-
fessional Affairs Committee.

Executive
Vice-President’s
Report

You have never lived until you have taken awalking tour
of Washington, D.C., with our representative Ray Housley.
During a recent visit to the nation’s capital we spent four
of the most productive days | have ever spent in behalf of
our Society.

The schedule that was developed for us by Ray left few
spare minutes to relax and none for sight-seeing. In fact
on several occasions we simply had to strike out on foot to
make the next appointment due to the overrun of the
discussion during the previous meeting.

Now I don’t mind walking—in fact, | enjoy it very much.
But when you are with a long-legged totally dedicated
person who is hell bent to be always on time, you have the
distinct impression that your legs have been worn down
at least two inches and | can't spare that much.

Some very important facts came to light on our trip that
| want to share with everyone.

First, our program of celebrating success stories is at
the very least a smash hit. Leave it to me to not recognize a
sure winner. | thought it was a very nice idea and needed
support, but never in my wildest dreams did | think it
would receive such enthusiastic interest. Everywhere we
went—from the true environmentalist to the hard-core
conservation producer—they wanted to know more about
it, how to become involved, and where could they obtain
articles and video tapes to show their audiences. The
bottom line is that everyone loves a winner, and we have
lots of them. In my opinion we have barely scratched the
surface on this one and the sky is the limit. It just may be
the answer we have been looking for to counter all the bad
publicity that keeps coming out on the condition of our
renewable natural resources.

Perhaps the second most important point of this trip
was the growing recognition of the importance of the
rangelands of the U.S. and the world. Not once did | hear
the tired old jokes about a cook stove. Today the leader-
ship in Washington, D.C., have at least started to recog-
nize our gentle giant the rangelands and are giving them
duerespect. | feel we have come along way and now is the
time to really hit the ball. | doubt that a better chance will
ever come along in the foreseeable future.

This enthusiasm for the rangelands is not only expressed
in Washington, D.C., but in many other locations. For
example, | attended a very up-beat conference of U.S.
Forest Service range people in New Mexico. Here every-
one seemed to have a real bounce in their step and the
future looked bright to them. Frankly, there is nothing
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more discouraging than to be around people who are
counting years, days and, yes, even the hours until they
can retire. When you think about it, how in the world could
any one produce in that atmosphere let alone enjoy their
work? | for one am very glad that we are seeing change
taking place and good professional pride coming to the
forefront. Every single one of us will benefit from top to
bottom.

Of late we are hearing a lot about LISA or Low Input
Sustainable Agriculture. Recently | attended a confer-
ence representing SRM on the subject in Omaha, Neb-
raska. There was a good crowd and the discussion was
lively. But what was lacking was the role of livestock. | feel
that SRM should step forward and fill that large gap in a
very good program. Sure, | fully understand the impor-
tance of good conservation farming methods, but the
potential for the use of animal agriculture is unlimited,
particularly in the realm of lean, low fat meat. The general
public wants it, the rangelands can produce it, and eve-
ryone will benefit. I'd like to hear from our SRM members
on their views of range fed beef, venison, lamb, and elk.
Darn it, it's a natural and we don’t seem to want to give it
the priority it deserves.

Good news—the Glossary has finally gone to press and
will soon be available for distribution. In addition, the
price is right. We are able to sell them for $5 each. So you
old charter members of the tighter than wallpaper club
break loose and buy one. I’'m going to. It's well worth the
price. You need a copy in your professional work and the
society needs your continuing financial support. Just
remember only about 75% of our operating funds come
from dues. The balance has to be generated from such
arenas as book sales and contracts, so supporting these
efforts gives benefit in more than one way.

| have just been given the figures on our membership
and it looks very promising. We are ahead of last year by
3% and with good effort from everyone we could easily be
on the way toward a healthy increase. But | am perplexed
by one thing: the renewals are down a little and numbers
are up. It appears to me that we are slipping a little on
follow up with slow renewals and concentrating on new
members. We certainly need to keep up the good work but
also take after renewals with the same enthusiasm.

I'm sure you are all aware that the National Capital
Section will be doing the Phonathon again. This will cer-
tainly help with renewals, but we all need to give those
people a lot of follow up support to make this great effort
as successful as last year.

Believe it or not, time is fast approaching for the SRM
summer meeting in Kamloops, British Columbia. I've
been there and it is one of the more beautiful areas in
North America. It will take a little extra planning to get
there, so please read the related material on the meeting
in your April Rangelands. It really won't be hard to get
there but you need to be aware of the details of travel
arrangements. The Denver office as always will be most
happy to help as much as we are capable, so feel free to
call with questions.

Final point, we had a super productive meeting in Bil-

lings. Let’s keep up the momentum this summer. We have
everything to gain and nothing to lose. Besides that, it will
be a fun time in a beautiful setting—See you there.—Peter
V. Jackson, Executive Vice-President, SRM.

President’s
Notes

Elsewhere in this issue you will find the 1989 emphasis
objectives followed by objectives for the 38 SRM standing
committees, task groups, boards, panels, and councils. |
encourage you to read through the objectives so that you
may have a comprehensive idea of the scope as well as
the depth of activities in which the Society is involved. As
you do that, | believe you will agree with me that SRM is,
indeed, a broad-based action organization with a place
foranyone interested in the resource and the profession. |
am continually amazed at the intensity of activity shown
by involved members. It is truly thrilling to realize the
commitment people have to SRM.

Both Pete Jackson and | were part of an extremely
well-organized visit to Washington, D.C., in the last week
of April. Ray Housley, one of the two Washington, D.C.,
liaison representatives, organized the activities. Thank
you, Ray, for a stimulating and, | believe, fruitful week.
The purpose of our visit was to make contact with abroad
array of professional and private organizations, and our
own professional colleagues in the many agencies, and
certainly not least of all, some Congressional representa-
tives, and several people appointed by the Bush Adminis-
tration to high positions of responsibility. As you who
reside in or around Washington, D.C., know, the atmos-
phere is charged with the issues of the day and how these
issues are or will be addressed. We have a very definite
role to play on several levels.

First, as representatives of the profession, we can serve
as a source of information and facts about the range
resource. No one else does that. My impression was that
Congressional staffers and appointees looked on us with
respect because we can provide them with solid data. We
present written and oral testimony on issues of impor-
tance such as funding for the range programs of various
agencies, both operational and research. We have deve-
loped an excellent document showing research needs,
the first one of which is in the range watershed area. As
you know, water quality and quantity are of high national
concern in the United States.

The National Capitol Section met for breakfast and
Pete and | had the opportunity to share perspectives. Fee
Busby also was in the Capitol and was the main breakfast
speaker. Fee, as always, delivered much food for thought
on thetopic of image. Who we think we are will be what we
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are. We must base that on the solid foundation of
resource facts and what we know about them. The
National Capitol Section has an active outreach program
and | commend them on the level of their activity.

Earlier in April | was asked to participate on a panel at
the Forest Service’s National Range Workshop in Albu-
querque. The overall focus on “change on the range”
brought out many perspectives. The Forest Service, as
does other agencies, faces the challenge of addressing
several uses of the same basic resource. Successful
accomplishment on rangelands will occur when all vege-
tation is in good ecological health. We need to be recog-
nized for managing vegetation which provides for the
benefits from rangelands. Managing vegetation calls for
managing uses, one of the primary ones being grazing by
domestic stock. The challenge lies not just in managing
the grazing and the various other uses, butin having one’s
constituencies aware and appreciative of the worth of
your management.

The new Task Group on Unity in Concepts and Terms
met in late April in Tucson. Lamar Smith was asked by the
group to provide leadership and coordination. The group
got off to a good start on their five objectives, which you
will find in the plan of work. There was consensus on what
should be done and how they should go about doing it.
Other committees are active on their charges, too. | talk
with committee chairmen on a periodic basis; the annual
and summer meetings are not the only times work gets
accomplished. Much work takes place throughout the
year. Believe me!

Several of you have expressed perspectives on the role
of SRM in sponsoring conferences, workshops, short
courses, and various other kinds of activities. We do not
have a clear policy on this except that we try not to have
monetary involvement unless the outcomes seem to be of
high benefit. The Board will discuss this subject at the
Kamloops summer meeting. Gary Donart is developing a
draft policy so hopefully we can be more clear in the
future.

Speaking of the summer meeting, | hope you are
strongly considering coming to it. My own Pacific North-
west Section is host. Speaking from experience, our Brit-
ish Columbia colleagues put on tremendous meetings
and tours! You will learn at lot and have a great time. The
tour is two full days—Monday and Tuesday, July 17 and
18. A workshop will be held Sunday afternoon, July 16.
For you who will be in Advisory Council and committee
meetings, you will get to stay even longer since those
activities start Saturday morning, July 15. | can guarantee
a great activity—you don’t even need to read my lips.—
Tom Bedell, President, SRM

Frasier’s Philosophy

Five years ago | took over the reins of Rangelands. Time
has passed very quickly. | may be prejudiced, but Range-
lands is the one item concerned with natural resource man-
agement that every SRM member glances at, looks at, or
reads at least 6 times a year. This is a powerful tool for any
organization. We must insure that this tool is used for insur-

ing the proper management of our rangeland resources and
not used for the self-serving purpose of any individual or
group.

It has been my policy that everyone has a right to their
thoughts and opinions. While | do not agree with all ideas, |
do support the premise that everyone has the right for
expressing their thoughts and beliefs. Within the guidelines
of acceptable journalism standards and subject to review by
the Rangelands Editorial Board, we will continue to publish
ideas and information, pro and con, concerning various
aspects of natural resource management. We must be for-
ward thinking and not just a continuation or promotion of
past ideas.

| have been leaving the last issue of Rangelands lying on
my work desk and have noticed that almost all of my visitors
find some reason to pick it up and look through at least the
table of contents. We will continue to make Rangelands a
publication that attracts that type of attention. Again, with
my prejudices, Rangelands represents the image of the
Society for Range Management. To many people not involved
in Section or Society committee activities, it is their main tie
to the Society. If we lose them as readers of Rangelands, then
we have lost them from the Society. | do notintend to let this
happen. | am very proud to be the Editor of Rangelands and
will do my best to uphold the level of publication which
everyone has come to expect.

Thought for the Day:
For every action, there is an equal and opposite criticism.
Harrison’s Postulate
Murphy’s Law, Book Two

RENO in 1990
The Quest for Excellence

The 1990 Reno Meeting Planning Committee has invited the
Standing Committee on Range Excellence to convene a
Symposium on:

EXCELLENCE IN THE MANAGEMENT OF RANGE
ECOSYSTEMS
(a continuation of previous symposia on Celebrating Range
Management Success)

The Marine Corps always advertise that they are looking for a FEW
GOOD People. Well, this committee is looking for A FEW GOOD
PRESENTATIONS.

IF YOU HAVE A STORY YOU WOULD LIKE TO TELL that:
—Demonstrates the value of healthy range ecosystems,
—Demonstrates the multiple values and uses of range resources,
—Demonstrates good range ecosystem management, and
—Demonstrates the celebration of good Range Management

(telling the public our story);

that can be presented in a 20 minute, high quality VIDEO, you are

invited to make your proposal.

Initial proposals can be in the form of a brief narrative of the Range
Success story; ie., what has been demonstrated and celebrated.
From the initial proposals, the committee will select 4 to 6 for presen-
tation and advise proponent to proceed with completion of the
video.

Proposals should be made to: Randall R. Hall, 1990 Range Excel-
lence Symposium Co-chairman, USDA Forest Service, 324 25th
Street, Ogden, Utah 84401, (phone 801-625-5595), by June 15, 1989.
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Results from the 1989 Graduate Student Papers Competition

Eighteen students participated in the Graduate Student Papers Competition during the 42nd Annual Meeting of the
SRM at Billings last February. Six students competed in the Ph.D. category and twelve competed at the M.S. level. Each
presentation was evaluated by a panel of three judges who were selected at random from a pool of fifteen judges. The
final score for each student was determined by a summation of the three scoresheets (total points possible: 195).
Competition was very keen and all students and their advisors are to be congratulated for their fine efforts. Refer to
announcements in the Call for Papers and future notices in Rangelands for information on the 1990 contest at Reno.

Ph.D. Category

Brian Mihlbachler

Anne Spangler

M.S. Category

1st Place (168 points)—Brian S. Mihlbachler—Texas A&M University. Brian was raised in
Englewood, Colorado. He obtained his B.S. in Biology at Fort Lewis College, Durango, CO,
and his M.S. in Range Management at the University of Wyoming.

Title of Paper: “Resistance and Resilience Stability within a Southern Mixed-Grass Prairie,

Edwards Plateau, Texas” by Brian S. Mihlbachler, Fred E. Smeins, G.W. Thomas, and
Charles A. Taylor.

2nd Place (167 points)—Anne M. Spangler—Texas A&M University. Anne was raised in
Manhattan, Kansas. She received her B.S. and her M.S. in Range Management at Washing-
ton State University.

Title of Paper: “Extending the Results of Grazing Research With Simulation” by Anne B.
Spangler and M.M. Kothmann

1st Place (175 points)—Gary L. Holmstead—Texas A&M University. Gary was raised
in Littleton, Colorado. He received a B.S. in Range and Wildlife Resources from

Brigham Young University. Gary’s score was the highest of any participant’s in the
contest this year.

Title of Paper: “Comparative Water-Use, Water Relations: Performance of Three C4

Bunchgrasses in the South Texas Plains” by G.L. Holmstead, R.W. Knight, and M.A.
Hussey.

2nd Place (171 points)—Jake F. Weltzin—Texas A&M University. Jake was raised in

Anchorage, Alaska. He received a B.S. in Range and Forest Management from Colo-
rado State University.

Title of Paper: “Overstory-Understory Interaction in a Kenyan Savanna Ecosystem” by
Jake F. Weltzin and Mike Coughenour.

Honorable Mention

Jennifer Atchley, Montana State University (M.S. - 168 points)
Richard Black, Texas A&M University (Ph.D. - 161 points)
R.C. Rowan, Utah State University, (M.S. - 156 points)

Jake Weltzin
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Antonio Narro Repeats Plant
Contest Win

Ninety-six students representing nineteen colleges and
universities participated in the 1989 Range Plant Identifi-
cation Contest at the Annual Meeting in Billings. Con-
testants identified 100 plant mounts for a total possible
score of 1,000 per individual or 3,000 per team.

Posting a win again this year was the Universidad
Autonoma Agraria “Antonio Narro” scoring a total of
2,836 points. South Dakota State University placed second
with 2,639 points. The third place team, Montana State
University, scored 2,539 total points. Texas Tech Univer-
sity captured fourth place with 2,515 points and the Uni-
versity of Alberta placed fifth with 2,495 points.

The high scoring individual in the contest was Gelacio
Huerta from Antonio Narro. He was followed by Chad
King, South Dakota State, Hugo Angeles, Antonio Narro,
Abel Lezama, Antonio Narro, and Jesus Flores, Antonio
Narro.

Newcomers to the competition were Chadron State
College and Lincoln University. Coaches and partici-
pants are to be congratulated on an outstanding effort.—
Jennifer Pluhar

Universidad Autonoma Agraria “Antonio Narro”, 1st Place
winners in the Plant Identification contest were: (I. to r. front
row) Eustaquis Mora, Abel Lezama, Maria T. Molina, and
Gelasio Huerta; (back row) Hugo O. Angeles, Jesus H.
Flores, Pedro Maya, Daniel Ibarra, and Coach Lucio Rodriguez

South Dakota State University, 2nd Place winner in the
Plant Identification contest were: (I. to r.) Chad King, Misty
Linabery, Shawn Wieshaar, Jack Isaacs, and Coach Gary
Larson.

Montana State University, 3rd Place winners in the Plant
Identification contest, were: (I. to r. front row) Carol Engle,
Barb Steingruber, and Kim Mann; (standing) Lonnie Hinz,
Toni Strauss, and Greg Millhullin. Carl Wambolt was coach.

Texas Tech, 4th Place winner in the Plant Identification
Contest, were: (I. tor., standing) Philip Carter, Glen Morrow,
Patrick Chubb, and Brian Murphy; (seated) Coach Russ Pet-
tit. Team member Scott McDonald was missing for the
picture.

University of Alberta, 5th Place winners in the Plant Identi-
fication Contest, were: (I. to r. front row) Bonnie Stelfox,
Clara Qualizza, and Jodie Kekula; (back row) Rob Brown,
Coach Barry Irving, Edward Bork, and Dave Vanderwell.
Missing for the photo is co-coach Mike Willoughby.
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1989 Undergraduate Range
Management Exam
Billings, Montana

The URME was held Monday morning with 80 students
from 17 colleges and universities participating. The exam
consisted of 122 multiple choice questions and three
problems in the areas of Range Ecology, Grazing Man-
agement, Range Improvements, Range Regions, Range
Inventory and Analysis, and Multiple Use Relationships.
Students participated from: Arizona State University,
Chadron State College (Nebraska), Colorado State Uni-
versity, Humboldt State University, Montana State Uni-
versity, New Mexico State University, North Dakota State
University, Oregon State University, South Dakota State
University, Texas A&M University, Texas Tech University,
Treasure Valley Community College (Oregon), Univer-
sity of Alberta, University of Idaho, University of Nebraska,
University of Wyoming, and Utah State University.

Colorado State University team included Coach Waynq Leininger,
Rowdy Wood, Steve Hessek, Julie Calkum, and Travis Moseley.

The top teams were: (1) Utah State University, (2) Colo-
rado State University, and (3) University of Alberta.

Congratulations to all who participated and to the
winners.

1989 Combined URME and Plant Identification Winner

For the first time, a combined winner was announced.
The winner had to place in the top 25% of each contest to
be eligible. There were 4 contestants that demonstrated
such knowledge this year. The winner received a special
plaque from SRM and another award from the Soil Con-
servation Service. The SCS award included a plaque, a
trip to Washington, D.C. to visit the national SCS office,
and the chance to be the National SCS Range Conserva-
tionist for a day. The winner was Edward Bork from the
University of Alberta. Congratulations!—John Tanaka



XVI International Grass-
land Congress

October 2-12, ’89

Nice, France

Robert Barnes, Executive Vice-Pres-
ident of the American Society of Agro-
nomy, asked us to pass along this
information on tour arrangements to
the XVI International Grassland Con-
gress in Nice, France.

Barnes has arranged a special tour
rate through Burkhalter Travel Agency,
Inc., 6501 Mineral Point Road, Madi-
son, Wisconsin 53705, Phones: 608-
833-6968, 800-362-5480 (Toll-free in
WI), 800-556-9286 (Toll-free outside
WI).

If you desire to take advantage of
this tour with 9 nights in Nice, France,
please make your reservations before
July 15, 1989.

Please make all checks payable to
Burkhalter Travel Agency, Inc. A de-
posit of $200 per person is required to
secure reservations.

This tour price is based upon a min-
imum of 30 participants traveling to-
gether.

Itinerary
Monday, October 2:

Depart USA. Depart this afternoon
on American Airlines for your flight to
Paris. Relax in comfort while enjoy-
ing the attentive inflight service includ-
ing meals and a movie.

Tuesday, October 3:

Paris-Nice. Upon arrival at Paris
Orly Airport, you will connect to an
Air Inter flight to Nice, on the French
Riviera. When you arrive in Nice, you
will be met and assisted by your

French tour operator. Board your wait-
ing motor-coach to transfer to the
first-class Hotel Sofitel Splendid in
Nice. You may register and pick up
your Congress materials for the XVI
International Grassland Congress this
afternoon until 7:00 p.m. at:

Palais des Arts et des Congres

Acropolis

1, Esplanade Kennedy

Nice, France
Overnight at the Hotel Sofitel Splendid.

Wednesday, October 4 through Wed-
nesday, October 11:

NICE. Continental breakfast is in-
cluded daily at your hotel. Plenary
Papers, Specialist Sections, Posters,
Farmers’ Forum Workshops and Mid-
Congress Tours will be occurring
primarily between the hours of 8:00
a.m. and 6:00 p.m. throughout these
dates. All information pertaining to
these events and the XVI International
Grassland Congress, including fees,
must be obtained through:

Secretariat of the

XVl International Grassland Congress

INRA-AFPF

Route de St.-Cyr, 7800 Versailles—

France
Telex: INRAVER 695269F
Telephone: (33)(1)30 83 33 86

Thursday, October 12:

NICE-PARIS-Return to USA. After
continental breakfast, your motor-
coach will transfer you to the Nice
Airport for your flight to Paris, where
you will connect to your return Amer-
ican Airlines flight back to the states.
In-flight meals will be served and a
movie shown as you jet across the
Atlantic.

Inclusions

¢ Roundtrip coach class airfare on
American Airlines and Air Inter.

e Overnight accommodations for 9
nights at the first-class Hotel Sofitel
Splendid in Nice, based on double
occupancy, with a private bath/
shower.

e Roundtrip transfers from the Nice
Airport to the Hotel Sofitel Splendid.

« Porterage of luggage at the Nice
Airportand the Hotel Sofitel Splendid.

o Continental breakfast daily.

e Taxes and service charges on in-
clusions.

e U.S. Departure Tax.

Pricing

Prices listed are per person, double

occupancy

From New York ............ $1408
From Washington, D.C. $1499
From Madison, WI ......... $1554
From Chicago or Dallas .... $1591
From St.Louls ............. $1610
From Denver .............. $1656
Supplement for single room occupancy

----$335

IMPORTANT If you wish to travel
ondifferent dates or to/from different
airports in the U.S. and abroad than
those listed in this brochure, the travel
agent would be pleased to assist you
with your flight arrangements.

Also, ifyou plan to attend the Venice
Conference on “Global Natural Re-
source Monitoring and Assessments:
Preparing for the 21st Century” from
September 24-30, 1989 the agent would
be pleased to assist you with your
flight arrangements. For information
about the actual Venice conference
itself, please contact Mr. Gyde Lund
at 202/475-3747.






