Monitoring


●

●
●

Monitoring Plots: In the first year of ownership, land managers and qualified foresters on the
Management Committee should establish permanent monitoring plots indicative of forest types. Plots
will provide long-term data and inferences regarding site quality, stand origin, age class, species
composition and efficacy of management actions to achieve goals.
o As resources and partnerships allow, define and implement drone monitoring protocols.
At least once every ten years, revisit and collect comprehensive data from permanent monitoring
plots, including measurements, photo documentation, etc.
○ Use data collected to prepare and inform substantial revisions to this MP.
In coordination with rangeland, habitat, cultural resource and public recreation, visit the property
annually in the spring to monitor forest conditions and balance between uses.
Additional annual site-visit monitoring includes:
○ Inspecting access points and roads for necessary maintenance, damages and obstructions
which need to be removed to ensure accessibility for multiple uses
○ Assess blowdown and infestations which need to be salvaged
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Rangeland
GOALS
●
●

●

●

Goal 1: Maintain a diversity of grassland structural conditions through space and time.
Goal 2: Manage range ecosystems to ensure basic needs of forage and soil resources are met.
○ Make available forage production above that needed to maintain or improve the basic
resources to wildlife and domestic livestock under guidelines that will assure continued
maintenance or improvement of range resources.
Goal 3: Maintain or enhance the riparian conditions on the East Moraine and establish a riparian
monitoring plan based the site, concerns and goals.
○ Maintain or enhance watershed conditions as identified in the Wallowa County Natural
Resource Management Plan..
Goal 4: Maintain livestock grazing as an integral part of sustainable and economical livestock
operations, which maintain and/or enable natural recovery processes. Strive for longevity and to
maintain or enhance conditions.

STATUS
The Community Forest was almost certainly grazed prior to acquisition by the previous landowner, RY Timber
Company, in 1990. While the previous landowner primarily managed the property for timber, they also
continued grazing practices by leasing the property for cattle production. Like forestry goals of the previous
landowner, a management plan drafted in 2015 provides a window into the goals and aims of previous
rangeland management, where the stocking rate fluctuated between 100 and 125 cow-calf pairs on that
portion of the property south of the Elk Fence and 50 cow-calf pairs north of the Elk Fence. Those cattle were
utilized primarily to manage grasses and forbes to heights of 4 – 6 inches. As current land managers strive to
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achieve the Rangeland Goals listed above and balance Rangeland uses with Habitat, Cultural Resources,
Forestry, and Recreation uses, a combination of historical information and introduction of rangeland practices
will be required.
Range on the Community Forest includes uncultivated grasslands, shrub lands, or forested lands with a
herbaceous and/or shrubby understory, particularly those areas producing forage for grazing or browsing by
domestic and wild animals. It includes lands with native vegetation cover and lands naturally or artificially
revegetated with native or adapted, introduced forage plant species. The grassland portion of the Community
Forest contains remnants of bunchgrass prairie with introduced and invasive species throughout. This area is
where the highest production of forage is most likely. The forested areas have also been seeded with
introduced species like timothy (Phleum pratense) and orchard grass (Dactylis glomerata) that supplement the
forage in those areas. Much of the grasslands and forested areas provide functional and productive forage.
The Community Forest contains a freshwater emergent wetland along the east boundary at the West Fork of
Prairie Creek, which is not a fish-bearing stream. Riparian vegetation there provides shade for the streams and
protects banks. The riparian area adjacent to the spring is composed of moist, fertile sediments that support a
variety of plants, including willows (salex), poplars or black cottonwoods (Populus/populus trichocarpa), and
others. This area contains aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other and occur
as transitions between aquatic and upland habitat. The riparian area performs many functions for livestock and
wildlife, including providing a reliable water source, supplying forage, and maintaining habitat essential to
survival and productivity of riparian and aquatic species apart from fish.
From a financial perspective, in order to balance other uses and achieve goals, rangeland plant composition
and rangeland infrastructure both require investment. There are noxious weed concerns, fences in need of
construction or repair, and other infrastructure that can be made to maintain and/or improve forage
production, livestock production, and habitat quality.

CURRENT INFRASTRUCTURE
For locations of features and infrastructure
discussed in this section, see the Appendix N:
Current Rangeland Infrastructure Map.

Weeds: Along with threats to habitat quality,
noxious weeds on the Community Forest will also
reduce the quality and productivity of forage. For
more information on the current status of noxious
weeds, see the Habitat Management section
above. Traditionally, lessees are assigned the task
of treating weeds associated with grazing uses
(i.e. weeds growing in areas where the ground is
disturbed due to frequent cattle use). However,
addressing significant weed concerns, such as
current infestations of meadow hawkweed and
common bugloss discussed in the Habitat
Management section, would not fall under terms
or expectations of grazing leases.

Fences: Fences along most of the Community
Forest boundaries are functioning, and fencing
along the southwest boundary has been replaced
in recent years. The slopes of Mt. Howard, on the
southern border of the Community Forest, are
composed of steep, wooded and uneven terrain—
a natural boundary for livestock.
In terms of repairs, an Elk Fence that runs northsouth and east-west from its corner at the "Turner
Lane gate," on the east side of the Community
Forest, is an older fence of galvanized wire and
treated wood posts. It was erected through
coordination between landowners in the vicinity
and ODFW to keep elk to the south and out of
cultivated farmland. This fence is in need of
survey and potential repairs, currently estimated
at $20,000, though a more in-depth inspection
and assessment of cost is required. An additional
quarter-mile of fence to the northeast is also in
40

need of repairs, estimated at $3,500, split with the
adjacent landowner.
The Community Forest is currently configured into
two distinct pastures: one to the north of the Elk
Fence and one to the south. This configuration is a
result of both topography and adjacent property
boundaries, which present access challenges (see
below), and a lack of interior fences. The southern
pasture contained a cross fence at one time,
which ran north-south parallel to the crest of the
East Moraine. Remnants of this fence are still
clearly visible. Many posts have decayed and the
wire is slack or collapsed. Without adequate cross
fences and distinct pastures, the Community
Forest lacks infrastructure for moving cattle to
separate pastures or preventing cattle from
returning to the same places routinely to graze.

Stocking Rate: During a previous grazing season
(June – October 2019), the north pasture of the
Community Forest was leased to one operator
and stocked with 60 cow-calf pair for 2 months,
while the south pasture was leased to a separate
operator and stocked with 125 cow/calf pairs. This
is indicative of past lease agreements and stocking
rates for the Community Forest. Access to the
north pasture is challenging due to risks of erosion
on steep and eroding slopes on the west side of
the pasture, while private property with no access
surrounds it to the south, east and north.
Landowners adjacent to the north pasture have
been the lessees. The south pasture has legal
access to the east and west via the Turner Lane
gate and “the green gate.” A visual inspection of
the range from the 2019 grazing season revealed

that current stocking rates taxed the forage and
rangeland health and that, without fences, cattle
remained in specific areas. A committee of grazers
recommend that the number across the southern
pasture be reduced to 100 cow-calf pairs in 2020
based on these observations.

Water and Water Improvements: Several
intermittent streams flow across the Community
Forest and supply water to a network of small
ponds and troughs. However, a majority of these
are fed by snowmelt and runoff from higher
elevations and often dry up by the late season.
They do not provide reliable sources of stock
water throughout the entire duration of the
grazing season (June through October).
There are few annual sources of stock water. The
West Fork of Prairie Creek flows year-round and is
located along the east boundary of the
Community Forest. Currently, no fences or
infrastructure are erected around the wetland. A
spring, located on steeper slopes of the East
Moraine, on the southwest side of the Community
Forest is another perennial source. It is not
developed for stock water and is difficult for
livestock to access. There is a Water Right
associated with this spring. Finally, there is a well
located in a draw between the crest of the East
Moraine and the next lateral moraine to the east,
just south of the Elk Fence and the old Chief
Joseph Rodeo Grounds. According to the District 7
Water Master, landowners do not need a Water
Right to draw water from a well for livestock. The
viability of the well as a reliable water source
throughout the grazing season is untested.

Examples of current infrastructure: Covered well (left) and Elk Fence (right)
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MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
As rangeland management aims to achieve goals, actions in this section are designed to ensure the current
condition of the range is maintained and/or enhanced while also introducing new infrastructure necessary to
balance Rangeland uses with Habitat, Cultural Resources, Forestry and Recreation uses on the Community
Forest. Due to considerable costs associated with the introduction of new infrastructure, such as fences and
water improvements, as well as costs associated with balancing uses, such as the potential installation of
specialized gates for varying modes of recreation, management planning should prioritize those costs which
have the most balanced benefit to rangeland and other uses simultaneously, until such time as the
comprehensive needs for new infrastructure can support the following objectives.

Goal 1: In coordination with other uses, land managers should strive to maintain the diversity of
rangeland structural conditions through space and time.
Species Composition, Forage Production and Species Diversity: The most immediate challenges include invasive
noxious weeds and invasive annual grasses. As noted in the Habitat Management section, older weed
inventories provide evidence that the Community Forest will likely need to be treated for a variety of invasive
species (see Appendix H: Noxious Weed Maps), however current information must be gathered regarding
frequency and location of invasive annual grasses. Short-term management actions include:


Continue negotiating leases to include localized treatments of noxious weeds. Where needed, educate
operators regarding culturally significant plants and Spalding’s catchfly locations and implement nonherbicide treatments in those areas.

In the long-term, land managers should strive to maintain species composition, forage production and species
diversity through the following management actions:



In coordination with habitat and cultural resources management, enhance native vegetation where
appropriate. Where aggressive annual grasses threaten diversity and productivity of range, habitat
and cultural resource, land managers should find appropriate vegetation to combat invasion.
After fire or other disturbances, facilitate the recovery of vegetation as much as possible. Seed native
species when natural recovery is not expected or as needed for soil protection. Where cost,
establishment and germination rates of native seed prevent the mitigation of erosion and/or cannot
outcompete invasive annual grasses and noxious weeds, adaptable species should be used.

Grazing Regimes: The rangeland on the Community Forest has evolved over time with wildfire, the cultivation
of culturally significant plants, and domestic and wildlife grazing, and the vegetation responds to these
interactions. Introducing innovative grazing practices in coordination with new management tools, like
prescribed fire and plant gathering, can mirror the suite of these historic interactions across the landscape. The
result can help to maintain natural diversity in range structure and vigor, improve nesting habitat and forage
availability for wildlife and provide returns to the local economy through sustained food production.
Rotation System: A committee of range managers assessed the viability of systems on the Community Forest
and introduced a rest-rotation grazing system which depends on managing the Community Forest in 5
pastures. While the southern portion of the Community Forest is divided into 4 pastures under this system, the
northern portion is still managed separately due to topography and access limitations. Other limitations include
considerable infrastructure costs associated with a 5-pasture configuration. The cost for permanent internal
fences alone was estimated at $75,000 and does not include costs already associated with repairing boundary
fences. Water improvements are also required to ensure livestock have access to water in any given pasture
year-round. Any trails that would bisect fences will need to be inventoried to ensure recreationists can pass
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without the potential of letting livestock out of designated pastures. The configuration, including proposed and
existing infrastructure, is mapped in Appendix O: Proposed 5-Pasture Configuration Map.
Currently, the cost of internal fences poses one of the most
significant barriers to initiating this 5-pasture system. The
committee of range managers recommended installing at least
one permanent cross-fence, which bisects the Community Forest
north-south along the east side of the crest of the East Moraine.
For the time being, the other fences associated with dividing
pastures 3, 4 and 5 can be composed of 1.25 to 1.5 miles of
temporary low-voltage electric fence installed before grazing
seasons commenced. The benefits of temporary fences include
cost, mobility to adjust pastures as the Management Committee
and operators gather data, and they are relatively easy to
traverse by people engaging in recreation until such time as
spring-loaded gates, cattle guards or like-infrastructure can be
installed where trails and fences intersect. When temporary
fences are used, signs posted at trails should warn the public of
minor shock associated with electrically charged lines.
The second barrier to a 5-pasture system is ensuring that all
pastures include reliable access to water. The only two reliable
water sources are located in Pastures 2 and 4, while stock ponds
and/or troughs in Pastures 1, 3 and 5 will dry up. The well in
Pasture 3 is also a potential year-round source, though its viability
has not been tested. Water developments will incur significant
costs, including solar pumps or electric pumps, spring
development, piping or tubing, and other infrastructure. Gravity
should be utilized wherever possible.
Management actions necessary to work toward the proposed 5-pasture rotation system include:
 Assess viability of water sources and develop an approach to provide reliable sources in each pasture.
 Assess and repair any boundary fences, including the Elk Fence and fences along in the northeast
corner of the Community Forest.
 Install permanent cross-fence just east of the crest East Moraine
 Assess the viability of using temporary fences to separate pastures 3, 4 and 5 until such time as funding
allows more permanent infrastructure.
 Where surface disturbance is anticipated for developments, work with cultural resource professionals
to ensure cultural resources are surveyed and preserved.
 Analyze any effects and management of wildfire and prescribed fire in conjunction with domestic
livestock grazing to achieve rangeland goals.

Goal 2: To manage range ecosystems to ensure basic needs of the forage and soil resources are met.
Grazing Season Duration: Based on the Community Forest’s dominant aspect, steep slopes and soil types, risks
of erosion at certain times of year are significant. Grazing season should begin no sooner than June 10 – 15,
unless phenological cues such as rapid growth rate, boot and flowering development (see graphic below)
indicate that vegetation is established and sooner dates can be considered. Allowing vegetation to establish in
spring while also giving soils time to dry and harden will avoid higher risks of erosion and surface disturbance.
Additionally, plants which are passing the rapid vegetation phase toward the boot stage will regenerate much
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more quickly after they are grazed (Oregon State University 2019). Likewise, grazing after October 30 should
not be practiced to avoid risks of erosion and soil displacement when grasses begin to go dormant and soils
dampen. This sets the grazing season on the Community Forest to approximately 4 – 4.5 months.

Utilization: The utilization rate is defined as the amount of forage set aside for use by domestic livestock for
consumption, defecation, urination and trampling. 50% utilization is a standard rate based upon the philosophy
of “take-half, leave-half,” where 50% is consumed or otherwise utilized while 50% is left on the range to
regenerate and maintain or enhance rangeland productivity over time. The following table shows utilization
rates for the Community Forest. When unsatisfactory conditions occur, an analysis of whether livestock are
contributing significantly to the issues should also occur.

Range Resource
Management Level
Livestock managed to
optimize forage production
and utilization. Costeffectiveness culture practices
improving forage supply,
forage use and livestock
distribution may be combined
with fencing and water
development to implement
complex grazing systems.

Forest

Grassland

Shrubs

Satisfactory
Condition

Unsatisfactory
Condition

Satisfactory
Condition

Unsatisfactory
Condition

Satisfactory
Condition

Unsatisfactory
Condition

45

0-40

50

0-40

50

0-35
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Range Condition

Grasses & Grass-like Species

Sedge & Rush Sinks

Mixed Species

4 inches

3 inches

2 inches

6 inches

4 inches

4 inches

Satisfactory-Proper
Functioning Conditions
or functioning at risk
Unsatisfactorynonfunctioning

* Differences of 10-15% between Satisfactory and Unsatisfactory conditions should be interpreted for
utilization by wildlife and species utilizing range other than domestic livestock.
Stocking Rate: In pastures south of the Elk Fence, Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil
Survey tools indicate, on a year of average precipitation and under the approximation that cattle are accessing
and utilizing 85% of the total area, the 4 pastures can support up to 94 cow-calf pairs over 4 months (or 375
animal units annually). These calculations also consider an average increase in forage production of 900
lbs./acre in the woodland areas, which deviates from NRCS tools based on the understanding that these areas
were supplemented with orchard grass, timothy and other species at some point in the past, increasing forage
productivity. Range tools also estimate, when precipitation and conditions for forage production are ideal, the
4 pastures south of the Elk Fence can support 133 cow-calf pairs for a 4-month grazing season, while they can
only support 54 cow-calf pairs when conditions are unfavorable for vegetative productivity, such as drought.
The condition that cattle can access and graze 85% of the Community Forest is a visual assessment based on
topography, and land managers should work to identify more accurately how much of the Community Forest
is accessible and provides forage to livestock. Conversely, past operators and land managers accessed historical
data to make decisions to maximize both livestock production and vegetative productivity and have used past
stocking rates, NRCS tools and visual assessments of range to set the current stocking rate at 100 cow-calf pairs
in the southern portion. The stocking rates are broken out across the 4 pastures based on a 4-month grazing
season in the following table. These numbers are not intended to be prescriptive, however to act as guides
that can be adjusted for rotations (i.e. a given pasture may sustain more cow-calf pairs for a shorter duration).
Pasture

Acres

Percentage of Area

AUMs
Favorable Year

AUMs Normal
Year*

AUMs
Unfavorable Year

Pasture 2
Pasture 3
Pasture 4
Pasture 5
Totals

427
275
93
764
1559

27.39%
17.64%
5.97%
49.01%

36
23
8
65
133

26
17
6
46
94

16
10
3
29
58

*Using past stocking records, visual assessments and NRCS range tools, land managers should assess placement
of 6 additional cow-calf pairs across pastures.
In the pasture north of the Elk Fence (Pasture 1), NRCS range tools indicate, on a year of average precipitation
and under the approximation that cattle are accessing and utilizing 70% of the total area, the pasture can
support up to 23-24 cow-calf pairs over a 4-month grazing season (or 93 animal units annually). Range tools
also estimate when precipitation and conditions for forage production are ideal. The pasture north of the Elk
Fence can support 29 cow-calf pairs for a 4-month grazing season, while they can only support 18 cow-calf
pairs when conditions are unfavorable for vegetative productivity, such as drought. The condition that cattle
are currently accessing and grazing 70% of the Community Forest is a visual assessment based on topography
and current infrastructure. The current operator is grazing 60 cow-calf pairs over 2 months, while the
recommendation based on range tools during a year of normal conditions is 46-48 cow-calf pairs (23-24/month
for 2 months). Land managers should assess future stocking rates and how much of the pasture is accessed to
ensure optimal balance between long-term range productivity and livestock production.
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