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FUNDAMENTALS OF RANGELAND HEALTH 
Standards and Guidelines Assessment 

German Valley Allotment 

Utah Standards for Rangeland Health were assessed by and an interdisciplinary team on 
8/20/2002 on the German Valley (#04026) allotment. The interdisciplinary team (consisting of 
Rangeland Management Specialists, Wildlife Biologists, and Natural Resource Specialists) 
utilized the Tooele County Soil Survey (USDA-NRCS 2000), Range Site Descriptions (USDA
SCS 1994), and Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health (USDI-BLM eta!. 2000). Specific 
Upland sites were selected based on land ownership, representative range sites, livestock use 
patterns, and the permittees (figure 1). 

PART 1. CONFORMANCE REVIEW 

STANDARD#! Upland soils exhibit permeability and infiltration rates that sustain or 
improve site productivity, considering the soil type, climate, and landform. 

Trend Site #I Stable Functioning 

Trend Site #2 Stable Functioning 

Trend Site #3 Stable Functioning 

Site #4 Stable Functioning 

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? Yes 

Rationale: 

STANDARD#2 

The Ecological Sites in this allotment included Desert loam (Shadscale) 
(#122), Desert gravelly loam (Shadscale) (#120),Desert Flat (Shadscale) 
(#126). There were no signs of gullies, wind scours, or blowouts. Bare 
ground was considered adequate for site potential and litter was found to 
be in place. No sign of compaction was observed. There were no current 
Flow patterns, pedestals, and deposition areas. The vegetation on the site 
is adequate to protect the site from erosion. These factors indicate that the 
existing soil resource is stable and functioning hydrologically. 

Riparian and wetland areas are in properly functioning condition. Stream 
channel morphology and functions are appropriate to soil type, climate and 
landform. 
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No Riparian Areas on N/ A 
allotment 

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? N/A 

Rationale: 

STANDARD#3 

There are no riparian areas on the German Valley Allotment. Standard #2 
does not apply. 

Desired species, including native. threatened, endangered. and special
status species. are maintained at a level appropriate for the site and species 
involved. 

Trend Site # 1 Intact 

Trend Site #2 Intact 

Trend Site #3 Intact 

Site #4 At Risk 

RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? Yes 

Rationale: 

STANDARD#4 

The allotment nearly matches the Range site descriptions, biotic diversity 
is for the most part "Intact." All native plant species are present and in 
abundance on all sites studied and the condition of the allotment was 
considered to be improving. The Rangeland health assessment team 
determined that Site #4 is "At Risk" of fire due to a Cheat grass (Bromus 
tecto rum) understory. The team was concerned about the potential for a 
fire to carry through the shadscale community by the Cheat grass. The 
general condition of the Biotic community at Site #4 was determined to be 
in good condition, with a concern over the Cheat grass. 

BLM will apply and comply with water quality standards established by 
the State of Utah (R.317-2) and the Federal Clean Water and Safe 
Drinking Water Acts. Activities on BLM lands will fully support the 
designated beneficial uses described in the Utah Water Quality Standards 
CR.317-2) for surface and groundwater. 
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RESOURCE CONDITIONS WITHIN THE ALLOTMENT MEET THE STANDARD? Yes 

Rationale: 

PART2. 

Standard #I 

The allotment is not located near a water body, water source, or wetland. 

ARE LIVESTOCK A CONTRIBUTING FACTOR TO NOT 
MEETING THE STANDARDS? 

No. The German Valley Allotment is currently meeting the standard for Soil Stability and 
Hydrologic Function. 

Standard #2 

No. This standard does not apply to the German Valley allotment. 

Standard #3 

No. The German Valley Allotment is currently meeting the standard for Biotic Diversity. 

The Rangeland Health Assessment team found that Site #4 was "At Risk" to fire because of the 
Cheat grass understory. The ecological site for Site #4 is a Desert Gravelly Loam (Shadscale), 
important native species located on the site were Shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia ), Indian 
ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), Bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix), and Bud sage 
(Artemisia spinosa). These plant species were present on the study site along with Cheat grass 
and Halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus), both invasive non-native species. The condition of the 
native plant species were determined to be in good condition, but the Biotic Integrity of the study 
site was considered to be "At Risk" to bum because ofthe Cheat grass component in the 
understory. 

The "At Risk" condition on study Site #4 is not due to the current livestock management 
practices. 

Standard #4 

No. This standard does not apply to the German Valley allotment. 
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PART3. GUIDELINES FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT TO IMPLEMENT 

The German Valley Allotment is currently meeting the standards for all Rangeland Health 
assessments. Site #4 was determined to be "At Risk" due to Cheat grass (Bromus tectorum) as 
an understory component. It was detennined that the "At Risk" condition of Site #4 was due to 
historic livestock overuse and not the current livestock grazing management. Therefore, 
Guidelines for Grazing Management to Implement are not required at this time. 

/) 

l~111Ai-'M L) CV\A~ 
{fCI'JIJq torzGlenn A. Carpenter 

I Salt Lake Field Office Manager 

I I 

Date 
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German Valley Allotment 

Bureau of Land Management 
Salt Lake Field Office 

2370 South 2300 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84119 

This product may not meet BLM standards for 
accuracy and content. Different data sources 

and input may cause misalignment of data layers. 

Figure 1. German Valley Allotment Rangeland Health Assessment Site Locations. 
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Rangeland Health Evaluation Summary Worksheet 

Part 1. Area of Interest Documentation (Bold ilems require comple!ion, olher informalion is oplionall 

State \ t Office ():\: - 01o Management Unit Ge,f'['r(}(\ ckd /cJ 
I 

Pasture/Watershed _______ ID# ------ Major Land Resource Area _____ _ 

Location (des<ription) --------------------------==~~ 
1//lj!)!!j'f(;/ 

Legal T __ ,R __ ,Sec __ , __ 1/4, __ l/4 or Lot __ ,long __ or UTM Coord£ 1,:/(T'i!•'i 

Size of Evaluation Area Photo(s) Taken Yes_ No x'-
Observer(s) (f7""-\-e, S tk "~\-,.),~ , ·-J::Cyrc;:;· Date.c'ZJ"-C/_£-_c.:_/_o_·_'2_/ _________ _ 

~,~~c:: .L I... (.cl \ J ' /'((~1 .• C, ,.-. I! 
Ecological Site 1dC;;X:r'\ Lei:).{'(\ ()Y'()rJ-SG• e:_, '\ Soil Map Unit Name k-<A...-' "-· T 'Y'"· . :r•V\G ·'r 

'- j l ,_,, ", ""' ~~tJ .~ C1 
----------------Soil/Site Verification t .. L-t'-HY \ ~-r·' (:? " 

Rangeland Ecological Site Description and/or Soil Survey Area of Interest Determination 
Surface Texture Surface Texture --------------
Depth:VeryShallowD ShallowO ModerateD DeepO Depth:VeryShallowD ShallowD ModerateD DeepD 

(<10"1 (10"-20"1 (20"-40"1 (>40"1 (<10"1 (10"-20'1 (20'-40'1 (>40") 
list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth 
1 3 1 3 

2------- 4 -------- 2 ______ 4 

Parent Material Slope L % Elevation L/foLf<{ ft Topographic Position Aspect vJ · ;\J d 

Avg Annual Precip Recent Weather (last 2 years) Drought L Normal __ Wet ---

~escr,ibe, wildlife and livestock use and recent disturbances 5'~tLef <A\Io1J,o,A·nf 1 ~~+-~f;';.v,fe(, ('> 
ht1,;:// :. (;' •• ---'! 

-r1tt:l c; \r ev\J <,\ \-v I,.:JM, ·s· Y\_,y ~ s;/AvC v.Jv {L'd 4-- 51+ e. i ,, 

(;\vtfo\' 
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Species Dominance Worksheet 

Part 1 (Required) 

The most common species, noxious weeds (stole-listed plants), invasive natives, invasive exotics 

(non-noxious) ore ranked according to dominance using coverO or weight 0 _ 

Dominant Species on Site 
1 "Sheu;Jl;; U"' La_. 

< I 1; I iL 2 JOd ;, V'-Q, !;\ I j ~'{ ·i 1,_,-'\ "' ,, 

'rJ 
3 -'0~12-:ccif..L'I _________ _ 
4 ____________ _ 

Invasive Natives 

1 

2---------------3 _____________ __ 

Part 2 (Optional) Dominant Species by Life Form 

Noxious Weeds 
A),,,_, .. 

2 

3 

3 ___________ _ 

The most common species ore ranked according Ia dominance using cover 0 or weightO by life form. 

Annual Grosses 

1 ER:r8 

2-----------------3 _________________ __ 

[OS£0 

hnA 
6!/Vc.' 

Shrubs and Trees 
1 !'(~,NO NI-M !1~1'1--
2 11 Tdl Gv-c,A Tli>sP 
3 GWJA C\-1\J\ 

Perennial Forbs 
1 Glob \\o~ 

2 
3 

Succulents 
NovJ/ 

2 

3 

Biological Crust (rote by component not species, e.g., lichen, moss, or algae) 
1 !5\gc(;\V (II "-'o\ 

2------------------3 ___________ __ 



Functional/Structural Groups Worksheet 

State V\-1 Office ovO Ecological Site Site ID _____ _ 

Observer(s) &"'- \1:::;; I H¢:Ah' /\ ' 7o (f e5> Date......::9:...L.I.:::z,.:::o:..!./....:o~-l ________ _ 

Functional/Structural Groups Species List for Functional/Structural Groups 

'F ]5 

ljo i-o) s 

f· c; tj '5-- ?;b 

A ,.-
_·); 

Biological Crust3 

Indicate whether each "structural/functional group" is a Dominant (D) (roughly 41-100% composition), o 
Subdominanl (S) (roughly 11-40% composition), a Minor Component (M) (roughly 3-10% composition), or a 
Trace Component (T) (<3 %composition) bosed on weight or cover composition in the area of interest 
(e.g., "Actual'" column) relative to the "Potential'" column derived from information found in the ecological site 
description and/or at the ecological reference area. 

Biological Crust3 dominance is evaluated solely on cover not composition by weight. 
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Cover Worksheet 

State I.A-,- Office a 2--c7 

Observer(s) _G=::~:.=-l-D.::s,"'+--'f-'-f'=L.::coc\o..."0:...."'--'-'':....c~...l\.:::Dr:.......:l...c"'-:..:..'S Date 

LIFE FORMS' 

Ecological Site -----------

2/~c/ 0 v Site II) -------

1 Life Farms Cover- Record multiple canopy cover classes; total plant canopy may exceed 100%. Small 

openings (less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover. 

2 Ground Cover- Category I is an estimate of total vascular plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as 

only one canopy {record life form with first point of contact). Total vascular plant cover (I) together with the sum of 

cover in Categories II-VI should total to approximately 100%. 

Notes: Include source of cover data (e.g., estimates or measurements) 



I 
• 

Part 2. Indicator Rating 

Indicators 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecologic~l Reference Area(s) 



-· 

Part 3. Summary 
A. Indicator Summary 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecological Reference Areo(s) 

II. Mtribute Summary- Check the category that best fits the "preponderance of evidence• lor each of the three 
aHributes relative to the distribution of indicator ratings in the preceding Indicator Summary table. 

Attribute 

Soil/Site Stability Rationale: 

Hydrologic Function Rationale: . 

Biotic Integrity Rationale: 

Attribute Ratm~- Cb k ec b ome m esc ....... 
··soii!Sii~':Stabilm 

• •. ··v Not Stable 0 At Risk--O Stab'· 

NotlDtact 0 At Risk--O lDtact 

;Iii 

}a 
Biotic Int~rity 

Wo1eNbed Funrtion Non-Fuoctioninl!- 0 At Risk--O Functionio11.-lil' 

Commenu o~ lndicator(s) 011 other side of this 1'81!1" 

40 

Appendix6 ctC'+1 bv. t- c1ud ~.YCt 

r. 



Rcmgelond Health Evaluation Summary Worksheet 

Part 1 .. Area of Interest Documentation (Bold item::. require completion, other information is optional) 

State ( rr Office tN -- d:tv Management Unit L:X:JYV1o-[\ ( )<:d lP\ I 
,, / 

Posture/Watershed _______ ID# ------Major Land Resource Area ______ _ 

Location (description)---------------------------,=="""~ 
JJ •, 1 1.1 E ·3,,~,.1 c; s~« 

Legal T __ ,R __ ,Sec __ , --1/4,--1/4 or Lot __ ,Long __ orUTM Coordf•,io<:s'IIZ-

Sixe of Evaluation Areo ------------ Photo(s) Token Yes 2(_ No _ 

Date ?f/ZO/o Observer(s) lfefo+M (,c, -i--es · -r;:.>rnc/S: 

Ecological Site Jdg],c;_r·* 'iF~u+ ('Sho:t)r>Cr:cJc:.) s.(,l 1q,- ( ~ 
,,. -'·"'""'· Soil Map Unit Nome SkcH\1\!l'l. 

-::!;'<;' • " 
---------------- Soil/Site Verification------_;;;'-'-"""""-------
Rangeland Ecological Site Description and/or Soil Survey Area of Interest Determination 
Surface Texture Surface Texture-------------
Depth:VeryShallowD ShollowO ModerateD DeepO Depth:YeryShallowD ShallawD ModerateD DeepD 

(< 1 0"1 (1 0"-20") (20"-40") (>40"1 (< 1 0"1 (1 0"-20") (20'-40') (>40') 
list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth 
1 3 1 3 
2 4 2 4 

Parent Material ____ Slope 0 % Elevation~~ ft Topographic Position Aspect ({)A 

Avg Annual Precip ___ Re<ent Weather (lost 2 years) Drought /( Normal __ Wet __ _ 

Desrripe wildHie,and livestock use and recent disturbances S/vu-47 r.,\ir:>h,~~c•"-+ 
tAATL}oeu ~A.) ~ifl"\ .. ·&/ ~\s::d,-;,+-r.r·,.l( 
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Spedes Dominanc:e Worksheet 

Part 1 [Required) 

The most common species, noxious weeds (stole-listed plants), invasive natives, invasive exotics 

(non-noxious) are ranked according to dominance using cove~ or weight 0. 

Dominant Species on Site 
k:;t;Dk;,"'-· 

2 A' I CO 
3 ~~.,_!(l;;v,·;iP,_ 
4 ____________ _ 

Invasive Natives 
NO I"\;' 

2-----------------3 ____________________ __ 

Part 2 [Optional) Dominant Species by Life Farm 

Noxious Weeds 
1 NDv~k,· 

2-----------------------
3 

Invasive Exotics 
1 ~~6?,.&+DV• 
2 jl.""'"Q"' /'k-,'3{/R...-

3 

The most common species are ranked according to dominance using cover D or we>ightO by life form. 

Annual Grasses 
1 Bi!-'(C 

2------------------3 ____________ _ 

Perennial Grosses 
1 '51 11'-/ 

2------------------3 _______________ __ 

Shrubs and Trees 
TCD 

2 B(?\,~s ,'vt~ Sc-_H-~~A.S~ 

3 l:c~ ()\._,-- (A 1/ 1 "4 ~ Cff'IVI_fi\.-

Annual Forbs 
Le.:)\' c&ii./vVi/\_/ 

2-------------~------
3 /-b/ O(}t,!J;>• 

r {I 

Perennial Forbs 
1 <;kr cc\H 5e~v-JCefll 

2 
3 __________________ _ 

Succulents 
lo/\..fl/ 

2 

3 

Biolo13ical Crust [rate by component not species, e.g., lichen, moss, or algae) 

1 f;L""ck.....- r""'"-.1-
2---------------------3 ______________ _ 



Functional/Structural Groups Worksheet 

State lJI\ Office ('; --z---o Ecological Site Site ID ------

Observer(s} G,,)RS l H<'..et i·•" :(ovv.t) Date----'8CLL/-"-'Y!?"'-'-/..::o:._··r~_~·-· -------

Functional/Structural Groups ''"'" "" '"' ··~""~ 
~ ······,'i~ .... ,··<;·· ... '.··:.: ... ::'')',f. 

P, bYI/Ic>S ID I 

A, Gv"'s: s- C) I 

p, Fz,.,b -r;S 3 

' 
A. FpvlcJ 5 

S~v '~'b as qo 

Biol<>gical Crust' 

indicate whether each "structurol/fun<lional group" is o Dominant (D) (roughly 41-100% composition}, a 
Subdominant (5) (roughly 11-40% composition), a Minor Component (M) (roughly 3-10% composition}, or a 
Trace Component (T) (<3 % composition) based on weight or cover composition in the area of interest 
(e.g., "Actual'" column) relative to the "Potential'" column derived from information found in the ecological site 
description and/or at the ecological reference area. 

lliological Crusl3 dominance is evaluated solely on cover not composition by weight. 
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Cover Worksheet 

State ___ lA___c_~_:l ____ Office --=0_2::::::._'0=:.__ ____ Ecological Site -----------

Observer(s) C,,,Je-< l+e6 ,-\oll l~o r1 e S Dote 8/e:o / o 2.~ Site ID ______ _ 

COVER ClASSES (% 

LIFE FORMS' 0 

1 Life Forms Cover- Record multiple canopy cover classes; total plant canopy may exceed 100%. Small 

openings (less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover. 

2 Ground Cover- Category I is an estimate of total vascular plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as 

only one canopy {record life form with first point of contact). Total vascular plant cover (I) together with the sum of 

cover in Categories II-VI should total to approximately 100%. 

Noles: Include source of cover data (e.g., estimates or measurements) 



Part 2. Indicator Rating 

lndic:otors 

1. Rills 

B 15. Annual Production 

Comments: 

B 16. Invasive Plants 

B 

Deporture from Ecological Site Description/ 
Etologic~l Reference Area(s} 



• 

Part 3. Summary 
A. Indicator Summary 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecological Reference Area(s) 

B. JIHribute Summary- Check the category that best fits the "preponderance of evidence" lor each of the three 
attributes relative to the distribution of indicator ratings in the preceding Indicator Summary table. 

Attribute 

Soil/Site Stability Rationale: 

Hydrologic Function Rationale: . 

Biotic Integrity· Rationale: 

A11ribute Ratin~- Cbec one m eac row 

'•:Soii!Sitt'''Stobilit>' 
. N01 Stobie 0 At Risk--O 'Stab'· 

Not Intact 0 At Risk-O Intact 

_M· 

,E( 
Biotic Integrity 
Wotersbed Function Non-Fun.-tionin2- 0 At Risk 0 Flln.-tioninl!-it 

Appendix 6 .. 

Comments on lndicator(s) on other side of tbi• P"'ll! 

40 
{,~>kvt 

• 
r. 
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Ronselond Heolth Evoluotion Summary Worksheet 

Part 1. Area of Interest Documentation !Bold items require completion, other information is optional) 

State \A:r Office {)d ~ o;:u, Mcnogemenl Unit (p f<'o '"' 1 ;f.A\ le~'/ 
Posture/Wotershed _______ ID# ------Major Land Resource Area ______ _ 

Location (description)--------------------------""===" ',/'/ CJ1--t:;> 

LegoiT __ ,R __ ,Sec __ , __ 1/4,--1/4 or Lot __ ,long __ orUTM Coord /J'•Io,;·c;~JiY' 

Size of Evaluation Area Photc(s) Taken Yes A No _ 

Observer(s) G0\3e.s' He"··b~A- J To'fr-0'> Dcte-'.~'-'/'-'ZA?-'-/o_~ _______ --,---

Ecological Site 'J)e-~t G(;,;j.~;-:;o Ct}r\arkx r. \e:y Soil Mop Unit Nome Sk,o N\ I(}~ 'ST rf LL(J.IV\ 
---------------- Soil/Site Verification ~; 5L 
Rangeland Ecological Site Description and/or Soil Survey 
Surface Texture-------------
Depth: Very Shallow 0 Shallow 0 Moderate 0 Deep 0 

(< 1 0") (1 0"-20"} (20"-40"} (>40"} 
list diagnostic horizons in profile ond depth 

1 3 -------------
2 4 ______ _ 

Ar~a of Interest Determination 

Surface Texture------------
Depth: Very ShallowO ShallowO ModerateD DeepO 

(< 1 0"} (1 0"-20"} (20"-40"} (>40"} 
list diagnostic horizons in profile and depth 
1 3 
2 ________ 4 

Parent Material ____ Slope _I_% Elevation L/7Lf{, ft Topographic Position Aspect ;VA 
Avg Annual Precip ___ Recent Weather (last 2 years) Drought ){_ Normal __ Wet __ _ 

Describe wildlife and livestock use and recent disturbances )Jv"-4"" ,.,.} 10 \-w.t•n.c\--. "5° vYc£~ C:·· '·"' i'""k. 
1v;;\,,; l,;, P·'"~ •' 

Describe offsile influences on area of interest---------------------
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Species Dominance Worksheet 

Part 1 (Required) 

The most common species, noxious weeds (state-listed plants), invasive natives, invasive exotics 

(non-noxious) are ranked according to dominance using cover )X! or weightO. 

lnvp,sive Natives 

1 ('!_ crV'--.1?/ 

2------------3 ___________ _ 

Part 2 (Optional) Dominant Species by Life Form 

Noxious Weeds 

1 /JoYV/ 

2 
3 

Invasive Exotics 
1 \?v0v B·~~"'~=f..> 

2 f\-<A [ t) v ,c .. -lu'"~ 

3 E!LT & 

The most common species are ranked according to dominance using cover 0 or weightO by life form. 

Annual Grasses 
1 Sl\L T ;.; 

2--------------3 ____________ _ 

Perennial Grasses 
1 or~rr'f 5"' L: 1\.o-. W: ld '<:Ji~G 
2 SJ !-\'1 

3 PD<;e· 

Shrubs and Trees 
1 AT0o }rjZ.;A}O 
2 KocJv; (k.-- Sc~:ofu~_,.; o~.-· 

3 Ai2-SV 

Annual Forbs 
1 ~fo'j..aAo>' 
2 f?,? --~ p,h)Jc:(,;('"f>' 

' 
3 

Perennial Forbs 

2 

3 

-o:hAA;v~; fkr-G"' "-'~ 
v u ' 

Succulents 
0~ 

2 

3 

Biological Crust (rote by component not species, e.g., lichen, moss, or algae) 

1 Y21 !A ck (__,v '"'~ 
2--------------------
3 -----------------------
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Functional/Structural Groups Worksheet 

State \1\1 Office 0 2--o Ecological Site Site ID ------

Observer(s) G&:.(-e<:' lie"'it'"'' lorr-~5 Date-"8"--'-/-~_0__,_/-=o-=~--------

Functional/Structural Groups Species List for Functional/Structural Groups 

.. ·· .:······· ··~·:•r.' 

A h)vb I'- ?J 

P. f?;vb 
/\[) 

I 

s;~V(A~) £o -::ro 

A , r .. , '"'''·· s 0 I 

'\'', {·, a;,s s 11b VJ 

"'- -' Crust3 

Indicate whether each #structural/functional group" is a Dominant (D) (roughly 41-100% composition), a 
Subdominanl (S) (roughly 11-40% composition), a Minor Component (M) (roughly 3-10% composition), or a 
Trace Component (T) (<3 % composition) based on weight or cover composition in the area of interest 
(e.g., "Actual'" column) relative to the "Potential'" column derived from information found in the ecological site 
description and/or at the ecological reference area. 

Biological Crust3 dominance is evaluated solely on cover not composition by weight. 



Cover Worksheet 

State l!\ I Office 7A5l Ecological Site-----------

Observer(s} G01-~~'S:, / \~( . .udvY\, "T~-,vr(\ Date 8/ :?o I 0 ?--- Site ID ______ _ 

COVER CLASSES 

LIFE FORMS' 645 

1 Life Forms Cover- Record multiple canopy cover classes; total plant canopy may exceed 100%. Small 

openings (less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover. 

2 Ground Cover- Category I is an estimate of total vascular plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as 

only one canopy (record life form with first point of contact). Total vascular plant cover (I) together with the sum of 

cover in Categories II-VI should total to approximately 100%. 

Notes: Include source of cover data (e.g., estimates or measurements) 



Port 2. Indicator Rating 

Indicators 

1. Rills 

15. Annual Production 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecologic.al Reference Area(s) 



• 

Part 3. Summary 
A. Indicator Summary 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecological Reference Areo(s) 

B. Attribute Summary- Check the category that best fits the "preponderance of evidence" lor each of the three 
aHributes relative to the distribution of indicator ratings in the preceding Indicator Summary table. 

Attribute 

Soil/Site Stability Rationale: 

Hydrologic Function Rationale: . 

llioli< Integrity Rationale: 

Attribute Rolin~- Cb It ec one tD esc ...... 
''Soii!Slit'Sto'bilitw Not St•ble 0 At Risk--O Stab 

Not Intact 0 At Risk-O Intact 
-
~ 

Biotic lnteyrit,· 

Watershed Fun<tion Non-Functioninl!- 0 At Risl< 0 Functioninll!-ltl 

Comments on lndiutor(s} on other side of this page 

Appendix 6. . sk",~ss d 0._p, lar,-/--d"'-
,~M../'"''-~p .... - , Grp<r·<~·· 

,.~_p 

r. 
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Rangeland Health Evaluation-Summary Worksheet 

Pari 1. Area of Interest Documentation (Bold items require completion, other information is optional) 

State lt\ Office LA1 (J)o Management Unit (y,fffVJI'- c)c;JJe4 
Pasture/Watershed -------ID# ------ Major Land Resource Area _____ _ 

Location (description)---------------------------,,-,..,.,,.,...,, 
jJ·~ \1-/·--:::;- -~ '-1 

Legal T __ ,R __ ,Sec __ , __ 1/4, __ ]/4 or lot __ ,long __ or UTM Coord i'-: 10 ,'1-?oo 

Size of Evaluation Area Phota(s) Taken Yes){_ No _ 
~~~ H. ti'K\vvt 1 lovd5/ "a·e· Q /2-o/oz, Observer(s) 1 ., , --",::>"-'-_....:.. __________ _ 

/ n, -"\1 / f '""/A /.l \I I \$ I M N ,.,1. ·.:.1.·_.· .·.'.·-.:.~_._•·.·.·.-.•.•' .. ·.'!'• 
t'?_H!'\;V \'-- i {A)- e \ t?))'l~~!- ·~)/"'ik~~j oi ap Unit a me\'-..!.·L'i -'.'c' ;"'.c;-"'·· 5:.·'"-· '-'-----Ecological Site 

~~i--''----------------- Soil/Site Verification,_,; _______ ,_,;,_,;,_,;· "-"-· ----

Rangeland Ecological Site Description and/or Soil Survey Area of Interest Determination 

Surface Texture Surface Texture --------------
Depth: Very Shallow 0 Shallow 0 Moderate 0 Deep 0 Depth: Very Shallow 0 Shallow 0 Moderate 0 Deep 0 

(< 1 0") (1 0"-20") (20"-40") (>40") (< 1 0") (1 0"-20") (20"-40") (>40") 
List diagnostic horizons in profile and depth List diagnostic horizons in profile and depth 

1 3 1 3 

2------- 4 --------
2 ______ 4 

Parent Material Slape__!!:__% Elevation '1581 ft Topographic Position Aspect tJ/A: 
Avg Annual l'recip Recent Weather (last 2 years) Drought _){_ Normal __ Wet --'-

Describe wildlife and livestock use and recent disturbances 5/Afl...e.p oJ\ oih--...ov,+, Gc=o( A..""k.lor'"~ 
1-v\b~""+ . 

Describe affsite influences an area of interest---------------------

; 



: 

Species Dominance Worksheet 

Part 1 (Required) 

The most common species, noxious weeds (stole-listed plants), invasive natives, invasive exotics 

(non-noxious) are ranked according to dominance using cover !E) or weightO. 

Dominant Species on Site 
A-reo 

2 Cf, 
3 ______________________ __ 
4 ____________ _ 

Invasive Natives 
1 No'f'.JV 

2------------------------3 ______________________ __ 

Part 2 (Optional) Dominant Species by Life !Form 

Noxious Weeds 

1 r\Jo~~ 

2-----------------------
3 

Invasive Exotics 
1 ISILTB 

2 \\o.lifc;;~.Ju ~. 
v 

3 Lc.;:;.c{) u' M 

The most common species are ranked according to dominance using cover 0 or weightO by life form. 

Annual Grasses 

1 B~TC 

2-------------------------
3 ------------------------

Perennial Grasses 
1 oiZ-~11 
2 Sal;, VVA "'-.1(\ol v vJ'JL 

3 '5[ H-'1 

Shrubs and Trees 
sv,us AR-Ti2 vf\\11 

2 AI GO T e.+r"J'@vve;V\. <":PAlE' 

3 c,w;A A~S'? 

Annual Forbs 
1 fJ#',J vt7;A:'>·Io i"' 

v 
2 [u7 cc.Lz<t!vc 

' 
3 

Perennial Forbs 
1 (plv>~"k?'fi--

2 yvcs~T~S 

3 

Succulents 
Nov'-~' 

2------------------
3 

Biological Crust (rate by component not species, e.g., lichen, moss, or algae) 
1 Bltc~ CVlAS.f.-

2------------------3 ______________ _ 



Fundionai/Struc::tural Groups Worksheet 

State \..J\ T Office 0~ 

Observer(•) u,q+eS HCP<-Iv~ 

P, (,, (;" 
'_:.,) LJO 

A, Gv-ccSS 
0 

' 1·-oy b 10 

ical Crust' 

Ecological Site -------- Site ID ------

1 =" C. S Dole--<2e....L/-"':?'-"6::..,/~o-£&::::.._ ______ _ 

Species List for Functional/Structural Groups 

z.s: 

15 

Z-

S~l 

indicate whether each "structural/functional group" is a Dominant {D) {roughly 41-100% composition), a 
Subdominant {S) (roughly 11-40% composition), a Minor Component {M) (roughly 3-10% composition), or a 
Trace Component {T) (<3 % composition) based on weight or cover composition in the area of interest 
{e.g., "Actual'" column) relative to the "Potential'" column derived from information found in the ecological site 
description and/or at the ecological reference area. 

Biological Crusl3 dominance is evaluated solely on cover not composition by weight. 



Cover Worksheet 

State \/\ T Office--="':...~=----- Ecological Site -----------

Observer(s) _,G"-'O<:'-'+th~+/--'H-"\"'~""':.:.-n.:._' _"_,_,_"..:..Y..eo..:.V..:.f...:~-'('--- Date tJ fl"o / D 7- Site II) ______ _ 

LIFE FORMS1 

16-30 

V • Rack/Gravel 

VI· 

1 Ufe Forms Cover- Record multiple canopy cover classes; total plant canopy may exceed 100%. Small 

openings (less than 2" in diameter) are included as cover. 

2 Ground Cover- Category I is an estimate of total vascular plant cover; overlapping canopies are counted as 

only one canopy (record life form with first point of contact)" Total vascular plant cover (I) together with the sum of 

cover in Categories I~ VI should total to approximately 1 00%" 

Notes: Include source of cover data (e"g., estimates or measurements) 



Part 2. Indicator Roting 

Attribute 

1. Rills 

Indicators 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecologic~l Reference Area(s) 



.• 

Part 3. Summary 
A. Indicator Summary 

Rangeland Health Attributes 

Soil/Site 

Departure from Ecological Site Description/ 
Ecological Reference Areo(s) 

II. Attribute Summary· Check the category that best fits the "preponderance of evidence" for each of the three 
atlributes relative Ia the distribution of indicator ratings in the preceding Indicator Summary table. 

Allribute 

Soil/Site Stability Rationale: 

Hydrologic Function Rationale: . 

llio!lc Integrity Rationale: 

Attribute Ratiu~- ec one 111 eac nm 
0 At Risk--O Stab "SoiiiSJte"Stabili~ 

··.··-· N01 Stable 

Not Intact 0 At Risk-=4'!' Intact 

..!· 

0 
Biuric lut~rity 

Watenbed Funrtion Non-FunMioninl!- 0 At Risk ...:::.0 FunMionin2- l'l( 

Comments on Indicator(•) on otber side of tbi• page 

(;.iO~& C.OYVt,vl"'I'\.A. SUYv>..-5 to b..-&40 t'~ 1)·-.,y·ooL CL?V<. 

B"' f r~oe" C~· c.'"··"'·'· n .. ,. c. ·0 -;. 'Avt,J.., .. .--s 'ro '( ~ .y 

eJ y 1's4.. <\?.\';rv ,p),k-,<t:/ +-c> OCC<AI, 

/' 

,+ 

r. 


