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Author
Board staff Comment to authors: 
Add photos

Author
Board staff comment: 
Note that any text edits made in this current draft were from Bart Cremers; I added them here manually. For all drafts shared with the public, author and commentor identities will be removed. 
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FOREWARD

Describe relationship of this document to the other documents in the State Lands Grazing Packet.

A list of acronyms and definitions is provided in the associated Guidebook.


Author
Board staff comment: This will be deleted in public drafts as well. 


INTRODUCTION

The Management Action Plan Team of the Board of Forestry’s Range Management Advisory Committee
(RMAC) and State Lands Grazing License and Land Management sub-committee (SLGLLM) recommends
the template below for the development of Management Action Plans (MAP), including sections
specifically devoted to the Grazing Management Plan (GMP) for use on state lands. Sections identified
with asterisks (*) in the outline are critical to address in any MAP or GMP.



Author
Board staff comment: 
Will add short blurb here referencing other SLGLLM documents and relationship to them. 




file://fphq01/Root/Recovered_230515_Entire/Existing/Seagate%20Backup%20Plus%20Drive%20(W)/H_Rescue/Rangeland/RMAC/Meetings/240715/See
https://ucanr.edu/About/Locations/
https://ucanr.edu/sites/forestry/files/318079.docx
Author
Author Comment: 
Not true. Native annual grasses were also present in CA before introduction of non-natives.

Author
Author Response: 
I suspected that was the case, but could find no documentation. Have a citation?

Author
Board staff comment: 
There are definitely citations for this. I can find them. 

Author
There are inaccuracies in this paragraph. Recommend deleting and using the second paragraph with a focus on grazing as the introductory paragraph. 

Author
I’m fine with that.

Author
But also interested in what the inaccuracies are.

Author
Board staff comment: 
See alternative paragraph edited by multiple authors (not incl. the author here that recommends deleting the entire paragraph), below. Cannot integrate with a deleted paragraph, and cannot show the edits that were made to the original paragraph because suggested edits do not paste. See draft “240729-prescribed grazing mgmt-plan-draft-marked_mrh01_LF BC comments.docx” for original edits. 

Author
JG Comment: 
Re Marc’s question: to generalize that CA is all Mediterranean climate is to simplify the different climate zones, we have 5 major climate zones with 3 being different variations of Mediterranean, and with grasslands in all of the zones, not just the Mediterranean ones. It might just be semantics and a different way of writing the same thing, so I withdraw my comment and defer to RMAC’s preference. 

Author
JG Comment: 
The edited paragraph reads much better. 

Author
Not true. Native annual grasses were also present in CA before introduction of non-natives.

Author
How about, “…preserving ecological functions, ecosystem stability, resilience, and productivity.”??

Author
See what you think of my edits using your phrases

Author
I like it. Thanks, XXX.

Author
Run-on sentence. Edit to shorten.

Author
Author response: 
See edits to remove run-on sentence.




Author
Or… “Succeeding at this in California’s diverse and dynamic grasslands will require flexible management guided towards land use and conservation objectives by maturing science.”

Author
Author comment: 
Best available what?  I added “science” because the sentence was not finished.  Is that what we want it to say? 

Author
Author response: 
I concur..

Author
Board staff comment: 
Moved to the Introduction section of the Guidebook


MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN (MAP) TEMPLATE

MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN (PRESCRIBED GRAZING)

*1.0

*2.0

Introduction

Relationship of this plan to existing applicable resource management plans, easements,
law/codes/regulations, or other regulatory documents

Cite all available documents; include applicable plans, federal or state code or legal
agreements, environmental reviews, and concise presentation of relevant management
goals and requirements in these document

*1.2 Purposes and uses of this MAP (including referencing in any grazing lease/license)

Describe intended benefits and expectations of the effects of grazing and associated
activities on the grazed lands; the related grazing license will refer to this Management
Action Plan.

*1.3 Preparers, including the supervising licensed California Certified Rangeland Manager,
where required

May be identified on title page; requires review of applicable state code, including but not
limited to the following: California Deputy Attorney General Bagley’s 2008 analysis (Bagley
2008).

Description of Current Site Con iions E

Reference other relevant planning d¢ ents to avoid redundancy.

Note: Impacts of grazing will be discussed in Section *4.0 Monitoring, Reporting, and
Plan Adaptation

*2.1 General description of property

Physical location, topography
*2.2 Native/Naturalized Vegetation

Based on Manual of California Vegetation [MCV] Vegetation Types; map
*2.3 Invasive Pest Plants

*2.4 Wildlife and Habitats


Author
Author comment: 
LMPLAT?  😉

Author
I think these have to be black to be ADA compliant. 

Author
Board staff comment: 
Board staff will ensure ADA compliance in final drafts. 

Author
Rephrase for more concise description.

Author
Trimmed a little.

Author
Ideally MAPs would be a supplemental CEQA document that would tier off an existing RMP or Land Management Plan. Not sure if you want to dive into that explanation in this document though.

Author
Author response: 
I agree with Bert’s comments in his email regarding consistency with terms already in-use. While I like MAPs as an acronym, I am also concerned about consistency with other documents and commonly-used terms. Suggest replacing MAPs with Grazing Plan/Land Management Plan Grazing Amendment or Supplement?

Author
Author comment: 
Should define. Suggest adding a brief Definitions section at the beginning of the Guidance document for reference.

Author
Board staff comment: 
One example of what? Sentence before is talking about MAPS and other kinds of similar management documents, but this is a tool/action being referenced here. Clarify. 

Author
Author comment: 
Should define as well in Definition section. 

Author
This term isn’t defined anywhere in the doc. Suggest editing the three instances to a general term that doesn’t need a definition.

Author
Rolled back to “property,” which had been used already.

Author
I think these have to be black to be ADA compliant. 

Author
Board staff comment: 
Board staff will ensure ADA compliance in final drafts. 

Author
Author Comment: Didn’t we decide at one of the meetings that we were not going to provide sample management plans or leases because it might complicate things or give the idea to an unexperienced person that everything had to be followed exactly?  
Personally, I think we should include samples because anything we can do to make it easier for the agency staff makes it more likely for something to get implemented. I think the staff is smart enough to figure out what applies and what doesn’t, but ultimately its up to what the group wants.

Author
Board staff comment: I thought it was decided that no examples would be provided? 

Author
Author comment: 
Examples would be good to refer to, or suggest changing this to reference a list of finalized management plans in use without ‘endorsement’ by example?


*1.0

*2.0

*3.0

2.5
2.6
2.7

2.8

Aquatic and Hydrologic Resources
Soils and Topography—Productivity, Erosion, and Compaction
Fire Hazards and Risks

Woody Encroachment

Impacts of Grazing on Resources of Concern

*1.1

*1.2

*1.3

*1.4

15

1.6

Grazing Context

Describe type of grasslands/forage, grazable areas, grazing hazards, infrastructure,
neighbors, access, and current grazing program or activities.

Summary of Special Considerations for Grazing Management

Describe special species, natural communities, habitats, soils, fire fuels, and other
sensitive resources affected by grazing.

Summary of Expected Grazing Effects on Special Resources and Desired Management
Outcomes

Describe the specific goals, strategies, and outcomes expected with grazing program.
Potential Conflicts with Wildlife, Recreation, or Neighbors

Describe any proplems that might exist when implementing a grazing program under
current management and conditions and plans to alleviate those problems.

Expected Effects of Climate Change

Describe any management strategies that could be used to adapt to annual changes
environmental conditions.

Priorities for ongoing Maintenance

Describe ongoing strategies that will be used and timing of these activities to maintain
the vegetation at desired levels

Grazing Management Goals, Objectives, and Performance Standards

*2.1

Identify Goals, Objectives, and Performance Standards to Meet RMP Objectives

Objectives and Performance Standards need to be practical and measurable.

Grazing Program

*3.1

*3.2

Glossary of Terms
Define any industry-specific or site-specific terms that may need clarification
General Prescription

*3.2.1 Location(s) of treatment

3.2.2 Period(s) of treatment


Author
An RMP for state land will, since it will be serving as the CEQA document.

Author
Author comment: 
See edits for clarification.

Author
Board staff comment: Should follow up on that to determine if so, and post links and/or describe how they are different (if they are), and why, than CAL FIRE’s and/or RMACs suggested format/template,


*3.3

*3.X

*3.4

*3.5

3.6

*3.7

*3.8

*3.9

3.2.3 Types, approximate weights, and numbers of animals to be used
3.24 Anticipated length of grazing periods

3.2.5 Frequency of grazing revisits to previously grazed units (if any)

Grazing Capacity and Recommended Initial Stocking Rates

Based on available forage, management goals and objectives, and consistent with terms of
the grazing license

Forage Utilization Standards

e Describe outcome-based standards that will be applied to grazing management and
monitoring.

e For annual dominated rangelands this is usually managing for Residual Dry Matter
(RDM) standards (Bartolome et al 2002 and Clawson et al 1982).

e For perennial dominated rangelands, meadows, and great basin range types —a
percent utilization standard on desirable forage species is usually adopted.

Special Management Areas (clusters of special resources affected by grazing), Targeted
and Deferred Grazing

Describe any areas that will be targeted or avoided due to various resource needs.
Conflict Mitigation Strategies

Describe potential conflict mitigations, including requirements to minimize the conflicts in
specified situations (e.g., protected wildlife require feed, which contributes to feed losses
for the grazing licensee) and offer of fee-credits or payments by the landowner for in-lieu
work performed by the grazing licensee to fix or to compensate for damages or trade-offs.

Fire Hazards and Risks Mitigation Strategies

Describe any potential fire risks and any strategies that will be used to minimize these
risks

Supplemental Feeding, Feeding Areas

Describe whether or not supplemental feeding may occur on site, what type of
supplemental feeding, as well as location and timing.

Animal Distribution Improvements

Describe any infrastructure or management strategies to be used to aid in livestock
distribution.

Restrictions

Dogs, horses, building of structures, supplementary enterprises, use for non-grazing
purposes, private recreation or hunting access

*3.10 Communications


Author
Delete. This statement detracts from the overall purpose of the document.

Author
Author Response: 
Done.

Author
Board staff comment: See Board staff comment below, regarding edited text not previously considered in this draft, prior to the deletion of this entire paragraph. 

Author
Board staff comment: Board staff added suggested alternative text to this section from another draft, as cannot edit deleted text. Team should decide if they want to keep this paragraph, or not. 

Author
Board staff Comment: 
See alternative paragraph below; cannot edit on an already tracked change without losing the proposed changes in the previous paragraph. 

Author
Edited to remove passive voice.


B

e Mutual expectations for communications between the landowner and licensee for
general planning as well as emergency respo

e Within how many hours does the landowner expect the grazing licensee or
representative to arrive at the property to respond to emergency calls

e Annual planning meetings and reports

*3.11 Livestock Lease/Licengé Options and mmendations

Describe any pertinent lease details as they relate to timing and management of grazing.

*3.12 Grazing Fee Credit Options and Other Incentives for Stewardship Cooperation

Describe payment options such as land improvements or specific management that
could apply to grazing payments or discounted rates.

*3.13 Infrastructure

3.14

Applicable state code regarding livestock fencing, and concise presentation of required
compliance by licensee with California Department of Food and Agriculture Code, Division
9, Part 1, Chapter 6, Sections 17121-4 and Chapter 8 for electrified fences

*3.13.a Existing Grazing-related Infrastructure

Describe all infrastructure such as corrals, fencing, water troughs, pumps, etc.

*5.13.b  “Wildlife-friendly” fencing

“Wildlife-friendly fencing” should be used or required only at segments where
specified wildlife may be directly harmed by regular fence; fence segments
where no such conflict is expected should use regular fence; however, all fence
should meet or exceed the CDFA ”g%and substantial fence” code

*3.13.c Required Improvements
Describe any infrastructure improvements that will need to be made before
grazing can be implemented or during the course of the grazing agreement.
*3.13.d Maintenance and Unexpected Repairs
Describe which party is responsible for maintenance and repairs of
infrastructure on the property.
*3.13.e Estimated Costs and Responsibilities

Costs of permanently installed infrastructure (with useful life expected to
exceed the term of the grazing license) related to the desired grazing operation
are typically covered by the landowner; costs of maintenance of that
infrastructure are typically covered by the grazing licensee.

Extreme Weather (drought, flood, debris flows, infrastructure damage) Preparations,
Special Monitoring, and Response Plan

Describe management strategies to be used during extreme whether such as when
animals will be removed and when they can return to the property.


Author
Please check edits, and if term is appropriate.

Author
Board staff comment to Authors: 
Please review per author comment above. 

Author
Board staff comment: Board staff added suggested alternative text to this section from another draft, as cannot edit deleted text. Team should decide if they want to keep this paragraph, or not. 

Author
Board staff comment to authors: 
Moved to Guidebook Introduction

Author
Author comment: 
The Board Policy doesn’t require anything.  I think it is the Professional Forester’s Licensing Act that required a CRM for practicing rangeland management on non-federal forested land.  The Board Policy is just clarifying which management activities on rangelands are most appropriately carried out by a CRM.

Author
Cite the regulation or delete reference to regulation. If it’s only defined in policy then rewrite to correctly state such. 

Author
Or rewrite this section to highlight the benefits of having a CRM prepare the plan vs the alternative. Carrot before stick.

Author
Author response: 
Thank you, Jeanette. I tried to concisely re-work the section to address this.

Author
Author comment: 
Are most non federal rangelands forested or potentially forested?  I don’t know, but this should be verified if it remains in the document.

Author
Author comment: 
This is making it sound like a CRM is always required, which is not true, and I don’t think RMAC can put out a document that is inferring this.  The public comments from the previous version questioned this and I tried to clarify it with my previous edits.  We need to clarify that it only applies to forested or potentially forested land.  I realize the policy and legal assessment are referenced, but I don’t feel comfortable putting out a document saying “a CRM must be in charge of any such professional practice or the work of others who are not licensed; and that all professional work or documents must be produced by or under the supervision of the CRM” without mentioning that it applies to certain lands.  I do think that a CRM should be involved, but I don’t think that we can infer that it is always a requirement.  

Author
Board staff comment: Added new paragraph here - otherwise very long. 

Author
Author comment: 
There is a legal definition of forested landscapes in the California Code of Regulations, title 14, section 754, which is highlighted in the 2008 legal analysis referenced earlier in the paragraph. 

Author
Board staff comment: Is that true? We have some pretty standard definitions about what a forested vs. a rangeland landscape is based on tree cover….

Author
Board staff comment to authors: 
These two paragraphs are sufficiently covered by the new/rewritten CRM section in the Guidebook.  

Author
You cannot state there is a requirement without that requirement going through the CEQA process. See comment above regarding citing the regulation. If there is no regulation and it’s only policy or preference in guidance, then language must be updated to reflect that, otherwise you are inserting underground regulations with the requirement of a CRM. 

Author
Author response: 
Makes sense. Thank you.


*4.0

*5.0

*6.0

Monitoring, Reporting, and Plan Adaptation
*4.1 Monitoring and Reporting

Describe required methods and variables
*4.2 Plan and Practice Adaptation

e Describe required changes to existing grazing plans at time of license that must be
negotiated (including responsibilities for any costs) with all parties before requiring
those chan clarify timing and expectations for modifications to grazing strategy
that may be required during extreme weather and other emergencies

e Clarify how periodic monitoring will be conducted (by landowner and licensee), and
how licensee will be expected to respond to updates to the linked GMP; who will any
resulting added costs to licensee be covered

e Clarify timing and expectations for modifications to grazing strategy will be required
during extreme weather and emergencies

*4.3 Roles and Responsibilities of Grazing Program Managers and Grazing Lessees/Licensees

Summary of Requirements and Recommendations
*5.1 Concise summary of key management requirements described in the plan

*5.2 Supplementary assessments and planning (such as the plan elements above without
asterisks)

References Bagley, Shana A., Deputy Attorney General, 2008. Memorandum, Certified
Rangeland Management Licensing Issues.
http://www.elkhornsloughctp.org/uploads/files/1223682249DAG%200pinion%200n%20CRM.p
df

Bartolome, J., W. Frost, and N. McDougald, 2002. Guidelines for Residual Dry Matter on Coastal
and Foothill Rangelands in California. Rangeland Monitoring Series. University of California
Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources. ANR Publication 8092.

Clawson, J.W., N.K. McDougald, and D.A. Duncan, 1982. Guidelines for Residue Management on
Annual Range. Cooperative Extension Division of Agricultural Sciences University of California.
Leaflet 21327.


http://www.elkhornsloughctp.org/uploads/files/1223682249DAG%20Opinion%20on%20CRM.pdf
http://www.elkhornsloughctp.org/uploads/files/1223682249DAG%20Opinion%20on%20CRM.pdf
Author
Board staff comment to authors: 
Please see comments about the name and numbering of this section compared to the 1st section titled “Management Action Plan template”. Need to clarify more. 

Author
I think this should be one outline/template for a Grazing Management Plan or a Management Action Plan for Grazing, whichever we are going to call it.  I prefer Grazing Management Plan.  I don’t think there should be a new heading part way down with the  numbers restarting.

Author
Comment to authors: 

Confused about how this is named so similarly compared to section 3.0 which is called “Management Action Plan (Prescribed Grazing)” a couple sections below, which restarts the numbering at 1.0. 

Why are there multiple sections starting with 1.0? Why isn’t that next MAP section continuing the numbering? This is confusing. Maybe the first one is indicating items that should be included in a larger Resource Management Plan, if one exists? And then the actual grazing planning portion is the main MAP? 

Clarify. 
See related comment below. 

Author
Comment to authors: 
Is this referring to THIS document plan? Or a larger RMP? Or other?

See related comment above 

Author
I think this refers to how the Grazing plan fit in with other documents associated with the property. 

Author
Add author here and move citation to References section at the end.

Author
This seem like the same thing as 1.1 above.  Seems redundant.

Author
Board staff comment to authors: 
Still correct referenced section for now (unless numbering changes based on other comments re the confusion around the two main MAP headers), right? 
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