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Interpreting Indicators of
Rangeland Health

A line of evidence to'support Land Health Decisions



cokszvanon \Why Land Health? A

« 43'CFR Part 4100
Subpart 4180

* The Public Lands
Rule expands the
-undamentals of
_and Health

* Interpreting
ndicators of
Rangeland Health
(IRH) is a monitoring
protocol developed |
by BLLM, USGS, USFS, *
and USDA ARS &
NRCS
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1 Want To...
Start Web Soil
Survey (WSS)
Know Web Soil
Survey
Requirements

Adobe-UplandClay-1
7/12/2023
0°
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o Soil Pit

* Line Point
Intercept

* Species
Composition

* Annual
Production

« Soil Stability

* Photos
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ng Grounds A

S > l P f' l 7 2 : ) 1Y s DL §% el Mesa County Area, Colorado
OI ro I e ot e NN, Ol { % 47—Utaline, sodic-Uffens complex, 32 to 12 percent slopes, very stony
4 o Map Unit Setting

*/ R034BY404CO

e _Semidesert Stony
Loam (Shadscale)

Plot Characterization

Ium

* Top:Sandy Loam

*-Lower: Sandy Clay
Loam

 AlluvialFan

e Shadscaleis
dominant shrub

Dunes




Attributes of
Rangeland
Health

Soil/site
Stability

Hydrologic
Function

Biotic
Integrity
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Associated Indicator(s) of
Rangeland Health’

Water flow patterns

Bare ground

Wind-scoured and/or depositional
areas

Litter movement

Soil surface resistance to erosion

Soil surface loss and degradation

Water flow patterns

Bare ground

Soil surface resistance to erosion

Soil surface loss and degradation

Effacts of plant community
composition and distribution on
infiltration

Litter cover and depth

Soil surface resistance to erosion

Soil surface loss and degradation

Functional/structural groups

Dead or dying plants or plant parts

Litter cover and depth

Annual production

Invasive plants

Vigor with an amphasis on
reproductive capability of
perennial plants

Quantitative
Indicators

Bara ground

Proportion of soil surface
covered by gaps longer
than a defined minimum

Soil aggregate stability
in water

Bare ground

Litter cover

Foliar cover composition
Proportion of soil surface
covered by gaps longer
than a defined minimum
Soil aggregate stability
in water

Soil aggregate stability
in water

Foliar cover and
compaosition, including
live vs. dead vagetation
Litter cover

Invasive plant cover

Annual production

Selected Measurements

and References

Line point intercept (2)

Canopy gap intercept (2)

Basal gap intarcept (2)

Soil stability test (2)

Lime point intercept (2)

Canopy gap intercept (2)

Basal gap intercept (2)

Soil stability test (2)

Soil stability test (2)

Line point intercept (2)

Total harvest (1) (Appendix 8)
Weight units (1) (Appendix 8)

Rangeland Health Indicator
Bare ground (indicator 4)

Soil surface resistance to erosion
(indicator 8)

Effects of plant community
composition and distribution on
infiltration (indicator 10)

Functional/structural groups
(indicator 12)

Dead or dying plants or plant parts

(indicator 13)

Litter cover and depth (indicator 14)

Annual production (indicator 15)

Invasive plants (indicator 16)

Measurement Method®
Line point intercept
Gap intercept

Soil stability test
Production by species®
Line point intercept
Production by species®
Line point intercept
Line point intercept

Belt transect

Line point intercept

Total harvest?
Weight units?

Production by species?

Line point intercept
Belt transect

Quantitative Indicator Value
Bare ground parcent
Size of intarcanopy or basal gaps

Soil surface stability values

Functional/structural group
composition by weight
Functional/structural group
compaosition by cover
Functional/structural group
composition by weight
Functional/structural group
composition by cover
Proportion of dead plants or plant
parts intercepted

Proportion or density of dead or
dying plants

Litter cover

Total annual production

Invasive plant composition by
weight

Cower of invasive species
Density of invasive plants
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8. Soll surface resistance to erosion

ay

Interspace : 43 Plant Canopy: =-°

17. Vigor with an emphasis on reproductive
capability of perennial plants

Degrees of Departure A

(Expected to be 4-5 in interspaces, 5-6 under plant canopy)

Soil and Site Stability “S” (10 indicators)
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Hydrologlc Function “H” (10 indicators)

'vigor good, seed heads present on forbs and grasses

Biotic Integrity “B” (9 indicators)

Attribute Rating:

= Rationale:

Attribute Rating:
N-S

Rationale:

Attribute Rating:
S-M

Rationale:

Excellent
ground cover.

8
E-T M-E M | S-M N-§

14
8

E-T M-E M  S-M N-S

16 17
14 13
12 11
15 8 9

E-T M-E M | S-M N-5

Based off of
production, observed
species composition
was slightly different
than what was
expected for the site.
Kentucky Bluegrass
accounted for large
portion of grass
production.
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Grand Junction Field Office
e 239 allotments
e ~1.3 Million Acres

Allotment Focus Watershed Analysis
* Time: Extensive * Time: Reduced
* Intensive data  Ground Truth
collection * Focus on areas of
» Coordination concern
* Annual snapshot * Multi- year comparison
» Various approved * Streamlined across

monitoring methods BLM
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AIM

PFC

RAP

SupplementalMethods/ Data
Watershed Report
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Kannah_Creek_Gunnison_River_1402000507
Pixels With Significant Annual Forb and Grass Trend
1 Median = -1.17% — il ; ’
; 10 to 20% Whitewater
>20% an Jan'nm:
10% 10 20% = =

O2 ....

Area Increasing = 4599.9 ac.

Area Decreasing = 8690.6 ac.

<20% o
Kannah Highivay 50
\
 Creek §,
s Individual

o DavisAMP

Stable Trend

Acres Represented

Kannah Creek

Hunting"
Gibbler Grounds
Cammon Wells Guich

™ lw

Estimated Percent Cover Change (2001 to 2021)
Annual Forb and Grass

Dominguez,
ms

Proportion of Allotments
Showing Significant Changes in Annual Herbaceous % Cover (2001-2021)

RAP Cover (%)
Mean Median 25% val 75% val
Rangeland

B <20%
-2010-10%
1010 0%
0t010%

B 10t020%

B 2%

No sig. change

% of Allotment

Forest/Woaodland

Annual F

BTrs 2 A 8 A
o — — K| ometers

Allotment
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See you at: 38.857160, -108.333778




	Interpreting Indicators of Rangeland Health 
	Why Land Health?
	Preparing to Interpret the Indicators 
	Monitoring Methods
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Degrees of Departure 
	Transition to Watershed 
	Slide Number 10
	Slide Number 11
	Questions

