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Executive summary 
 
Sustained timber yield cutblocks can be productive rangeland for both livestock and wildlife, 
however, careful management of these areas is required to ensure that both goals of successful 
forest regeneration and maintenance of forage for livestock are achieved.   After two years of 
meetings with the beef and timber industries, SRD released the Grazing and Timber Integration 
Manual (2006). The purpose of the manual is to improve communication between overlapping 
grazing and timber disposition holders, thereby reducing conflict and facilitating integration. The 
manual requires overlapping disposition holders to discuss the potential impacts of their land 
management activities on each other’s operations and develop operational planning agreements or 
Grazing Timber Agreements (GTA) prior to any new integrated timber harvesting or grazing 
activities.  
 
Consider the following recommendations in addition to information provided in the manual when 
planning the integration of sustained timber yield and grazing. 
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Introduction 
 

In 2006 a new policy and manual (Grazing and Timber Integration Manual) for the integration of 
grazing and timber activities was developed to provide direction to government and industry 
regarding the integration of grazing and timber disposition activities on Green Area public land, 
and White Area public lands managed for sustained yield of timber and forage.  Key requirements 
of section 5.0 of the manual and policy include:  

 Operating standards for grazing and timber integration, including practices for timber 
operations, grazing operations, and grazing in regenerating cutblocks. and  

 A requirement for grazing and timber operators to develop a Grazing Timber Agreement 
(GTA), which outlines how the grazing and timber operator will participate in their 
respective activities in an integrated fashion. How grazing will occur in regenerating 
cutblocks is a key aspect of a GTA. 

The stated objectives in section 2.0 of the Grazing and Timber Integration Manual related to 
integration of grazing and timber operations: 

1) Minimize impact of timber harvest and silviculture operations on infrastructure and 
carrying capacity of rangelands for domestic livestock grazing 

2) Minimize the impact of grazing operations on regeneration per regeneration standards in 
the Alberta Regeneration Survey Manual and maintenance of site productivity for timber 
supply. 

3) Minimize the impact of overlapping grazing and timber operations on other resource 
values and uses. 

The following best management practices document is additional information that supplements the 
Grazing/Timber Integration Manual section 5.28 – 5.36 when planning the integration of sustained 
yield timber and livestock grazing.   The intent of this document is to improve the effectiveness of 
GTAs and integrated operations in order to meet the stated integration objectives. 

Integration objectives 
 
 
Consider the following objectives provided in the manual when planning the integration of 
sustained timber yield and grazing.   
 

1. Stakeholders discuss the potential impacts of timber harvesting on grazing operations and 
grazing on timber operations and agree to mitigative solutions in writing (GTA) prior to 
any integrated timber harvest or grazing activity occurring on overlapping dispositions. 

2. The collective goal of maintaining pre-harvest stocking rates and pre-grazing timber 
production at sustainable levels is established.  

3. Prior to any integrated activity taking place, inventories of the range and timber resources 
including the conditions of any pre-existing developments and/or improvements (e.g. 
fencelines, natural barriers, gates, corrals, wind breaks, water supplies, trails, tame 
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pastures) are documented to establish a baseline for maintenance of the range and timber 
resource. 

4. Evaluation and documentation of existing management practices and site conditions prior 
to integrated operations including; range health, grazing systems, livestock distribution and 
other range management practices, status of existing cutblocks, preharvest assessments, 
and the species, location and extent of any noxious and/or restricted weeds. 

5. Conduct a risk assessment based on livestock range use preferences, grazing history and 
proposed cutblock access and locations to determine any areas where it is highly probable 
that a negative impact may occur to either industry. Where risks are identified the 
implementation of proactive mitigative solutions as outlined in the GTA may be required. 

6. Communication between stakeholders occurs prior to initiation of integrated activities and 
on a regular basis during operations to quickly address any emerging issues. 

7. Stakeholders monitor the forage and timber resource on a regular basis after the initiation 
of operations to ensure maintenance of stocking levels and regeneration success. Any 
indications of potential impacts should be quickly communicated and addressed as per the 
written agreement (GTA) between stakeholders. 

8. Depending on the nature of the impact (i.e. under or overutilization of the cutblock area; 
see points 4 and 5 above) the management tools agreed to in the GTA are implemented to 
mitigate impacts by either improving livestock access to forage in the cutblock or reducing 
livestock use of the cutblock area.  

 
 
 
Forage Utilization  
 
Standard 5.33 in the Grazing Timber Integration Manual establishes that stocking rates shall not 
exceed 25% of available forage. This is a conservative approach with the intent of meeting the 
stated objectives in section 2.0 of the manual. The rationale for this standard is described below.  
 
Deciduous Cutblocks 
Recent studies have shown that grazing and timber harvesting objectives in deciduous forests can 
be compatible (Lane 1998) if stocking rate calculations are based on the production in the mature 
stand prior to harvest (refer to the SRD Carrying Capacity Guide for the appropriate Natural 
Subregion). This conservative approach to production allocation in deciduous cutblocks is based 
primarily on the high palatability of unlignified deciduous suckers to livestock and wildlife 
(Westell, C.E. 1954).  
 
Note that deciduous suckers achieve the highest level of palatability (and therefore susceptibility to 
grazing) in June of the first year following harvest (Alexander 1995; Dockrill 2001). In addition, a 
conservative approach is warranted as initial increases in forage production associated with 
harvesting deciduous stands are temporary as the regeneration quickly closes in the stand (canopy) 
and can even become a barrier to grazing without the strategic implementation of management 
tools. This conservative approach to forage allocation should result in forage utilization rates that 
are light (<25%).  
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Coniferous Cutblocks 
Coniferous cutblocks can produce many times the amount of forage originally produced by the 
mature coniferous forest and therefore can provide valuable grazing opportunities for domestic 
livestock (Sundquist 1995). Removal of competing vegetation from coniferous cutblocks through 
grazing can be beneficial to conifer seedling performance and could reduce the need for herbicide 
treatments (McLean and Clark 1980). Potential livestock (cattle, horses) impacts on coniferous 
seedlings are primarily related to incidental trampling rather than targeted grazing (McLean and 
Clark 1980, Korpela and Karpyshyn 2003, Irving 2001). Note that trampling of coniferous 
seedlings is a chance event that predominantly occurs when livestock movement is uncontrolled 
and will increase with increases in stocking rate and duration of grazing (Newman and Powell 
1997, McLean and Clark 1980, Irving 2001).  
 
As with deciduous, the first few months after planting may be the most critical period for conifer 
establishment. A review of the research indicates that recommended utilization rates on conifer 
blocks depend on site-specific conditions and management goals. Disposition stocking rates 
should not be increased based on the additional forage provided by coniferous cutblocks, rather it 
should be treated as a temporary relief and used to provide additional rest to primary ranges. 
The key to managing livestock utilization levels on both deciduous and coniferous cutblocks is to: 
1) use livestock management and timber management tools effectively; 2) closely monitor these 
areas with the SRD Level 1 Forest Range Assessment Tool (Forest Range Health Assessment 
Working Group 2007), and; 3) move livestock once the tool indicates optimal utilization has been 
achieved.  Optimal utilization will depend on site-specific conditions and management goals but 
should not exceed 25% of total forage production.   
 
Tools to Meet Utilization Targets 
 
Livestock Management Tools 
Range managers routinely implement the following management tools either individually or in 
various combinations to manipulate livestock distribution and strategically focus grazing pressure 
to meet utilization targets. Depending on the objectives defined for a particular cutblock, these 
tools can be used to either increase or decrease grazing pressure within a cutblock. 
 
Understanding Livestock Preferences 
In any rangeland there will be areas where livestock prefer to graze when given free choice 
(primary ranges). These areas may be preferred for many reasons including forage type, proximity 
to water, easy access, insect protection, predator avoidance, shade, thermal cover, topography, 
aspect, etc. Primary ranges may change over time due to seasonal changes in the palatability and 
nutritional quality of forage (e.g. grasslands can dry out mid to late summer while forage in 
forested areas retain moisture longer) (Heady 1964) or changing livestock needs (e.g. nutritional, 
shelter, pest avoidance, etc.) (Kirby and Stuth 1982, Marlow and Pogacnik 1986).  
 
Once primary ranges are depleted, livestock will move to their second choices or secondary ranges 
(Squires 1982). There will also be non-use areas that are either not suitable for livestock grazing 
(e.g. Black Spruce wetland) or for a variety of reasons, livestock will not use unless forced to do 
so. Identifying the primary, secondary and non-use areas on a rangeland prior to harvesting timber 
(e. g. by conducting vegetation inventories and/or range health assessments) will help resource 
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managers anticipate any conflict areas and direct the strategic implementation of management 
tools. 
 
Herding 
Range riders can be employed to physically move livestock away from their preferred grazing 
areas when the forage has been utilized to a suitable level and into new, less preferred areas of 
additional forage. Herding can also be used to develop new grazing behavior patterns in livestock 
(Laca 1998). 
 
Attractants (Salt/Minerals/Supplemental Feed) 
Attractants such as salt, trace mineralized salt, minerals, protein blocks, supplemental feed, and/or 
oilers can be used alone or in conjunction with other management tools to attract livestock into 
less preferred areas or conversely, away from preferred grazing sites when use in that area has 
reached optimum levels (Holecheck et al. 1995). Attractants can also be used to achieve more 
even distribution throughout a grazing unit by encouraging livestock to travel to (and therefore 
graze) areas of the unit they wouldn’t otherwise use optimally (Bailey and Welling 1999). 
Attractants should be removed at the end of each grazing season.  
 
Water Development/Placement 
Water developments can be a strong attractant for livestock however, the strength of this tool is 
highly dependent on the availability of natural water sources in the landscape. Water 
developments can be used to strategically attract livestock either into underutilized areas and/or 
away from areas that have achieved their optimal use levels.  The following table (Table 1) 
provides recommendations of distances traveled to water in variable terrain. It could be used as a 
general rule of thumb but one should consider that there could be differences among animal 
species and breeds.  
 
For example, Herbel and Nelson (1966) reported that the average daily travel distance of Hereford 
cows to water was 7.9 km, whereas Santa Gertrudis cows averaged 12.6 km on desert range in 
New Mexico. Season and climate also affect livestock watering behaviour. Livestock are very 
habitual and will often preferentially utilize water sources that they have experience with and that 
they know are safe; often travelling long distances, even passing unknown water sources to use 
their preferred sites (Holecheck et al. 1995)..  In some situations other management tools may be 
necessary to promote the use of a new or relatively unused water source.  
 
Table 1. Recommended travel distance to water. (After Bell (1973) as presented by Holechek 
et al. 1995.) 
Terrain Recommended distance to water (km) 
Rough 0.8 
Rolling, hilly 1.6 
Flat 3.2 
Smooth, sandy 2.4 
Undulating sandy 1.6 
 
Tame Forages 
Livestock are attracted to tame pasture, and in many natural regions will in the absence of active 
management graze these areas to the exclusion of all other plant communities until the tame forage 
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resource is depleted (Figure 1) (Hincz 2007, Pitt et al. 1998). Therefore, it is important to 
recognize the effect of existing tame pasture areas on livestock distribution and to actively manage 
these areas to help control utilization of the grazing disposition including existing or proposed 
cutblocks. For example, the seeding  of tames forage on in-block roading and other openings 
associated with cutblock development is not generally recommended because livestock will over 
utilize these areas prior to moving into other adjacent areas (Figure 2) and disrupt livestock 
distribution patterns throughout the grazing disposition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. GPS points in Tame Pasture       Figure 2. GPS points Cutblock 
(Hincz 2007)           (Hincz 2007) 
 
 
 
 
Seasonal Changes in Plant Community Selection (Seasonality of Forages) 
As highlighted previously understanding livestock preferences can be extremely important.  
Forested rangelands are often very complex with many different types of plant communities and 
cover types being expressed.  The forages that these community types produce are diverse.  As a 
result, there are often expressions of forage seasonality that manifest as forage palatability, 
moisture, quality, and availability changes throughout the year.  This can result in changes in plant 
community preferences resulting in changes to grazing behaviour that can be incorporated or used 
in a grazing management system.   
 
Livestock Characteristics 
Class, breed, herd, and grazing experience will all influence livestock distribution patterns 
(Holocheck et al. 1995, Bailey et al. 1996, Coughenour 1991, Ehlert and Lawrence 1999). If there 
is the opportunity to be flexible with use of management units by different herd types you could 
potentially match livestock characteristics with particular cutblock objectives. Younger animals 
and breeds of moderate frame size are more likely to disperse greater distances and are able to 
graze areas of rough terrain (e.g. some cutblocks) and steep slopes. A yearling herd, for example, 
will travel greater distances from water and will make better use of rugged terrain than a cow/calf 
herd. In addition, herds that have grazed a particular rangeland previously can develop ‘home 
ranges’ where they will prefer to graze, and therefore, different herds may graze the same 
rangeland quite differently, as shown in Figure 3. If the distribution pattern or home range doesn’t 
suit your objectives, changing the herd that uses that area could be an option. Foraging experience 
also affects livestock ability to graze an area effectively. Cattle or horses grazing forested (or 
cutblock) areas for the first time may not seek out forage as efficiently as experienced cattle or 
horses might.  
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Sheep have been used as a vegetation control on conifer cutblocks both in British Columbia and 
Alberta (Reti 1992).  Sheep have been used to control deciduous, shrub, forb and grass growth in 
an effort to reduce competition for growth of conifer seedlings.  In Norway sheep significantly 
reduced the number of seedlings and height of survivor deciduous trees, but in conifer stands there 
was little damage to regenerating trees (Bjor and Graffer 1963).  Depending on the objectives 
sheep maybe used to reduce vegetation competition which can increase the growth of conifer 
trees, but they likely should not be grazed in regenerating deciduous cutblocks.   
 
 
 
 
  

 
Figure 3. GPS Points – Home Ranges            Figure 4. Yearlings in Dense Cutblock 
of two independent herds           
(Hincz 2007)  
 
 
Access & Trail Development 
Deciduous forest regeneration can have a significant impact on livestock accessability to forage.  
Access will greatly affect livestock use of particular plant communities including cutblocks. If 
access (well sites, roads, landings, pipelines) is extensive, livestock use of the area is probable. 
Conversely if access is restricted, livestock use of the area is less likely to occur (Figure 5). Trail 
development helps distribute livestock throughout a rangeland by opening up access to previously 
unused or underutilized areas. Researchers in the B.C. Peace have experimented with mulching 
trails through deciduous cutblocks to increase livestock access to cutblock forage. The trial is still 
in progress however, initial observations indicate that the mulched trails have improved livestock 
use of cutblocks, particularly when the trails are interconnected in a grid pattern (Bondaroff 2007). 
Note that if the trails are seeded with tame forages they become an attractant rather than simply a 
dispersal mechanism (Figure 2). 
 
 
 
      Figure 5. Access Index and Utilization 

Where 5.0 = Optimal Access, 1.0 = Least Access, cutblocks 
with high access (>3.0) had high levels of utilization by 
livestock.  In contrast cutblocks with poorer access (<3.0) had 
lower levels of utilization 
(Lane & Willoughby, 2004) 

40 – 75% Use 
 
17 - 47% Use 
Non-use 
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An experiment in the B.C. Peace (Bear Mountain area) found that the thinning of a 5-8 year old 
deciduous cutblock down to ~5000 stems/ha, increased livestock use of the area while maintaining 
free growing status (Richard Kabzems, pers. comm.). Although thinning is expensive as it tends to 
be labour-intensive, it could be an option for increasing livestock use of deciduous cutblocks 
where density is an issue. It could be considered as a mitigative solution in situations where the 
carrying capacity will be significantly reduced. The most common stand tending that occurs in 
coniferous blocks is the use of herbicides to reduce competition from deciduous trees, shrubs and 
grasses. 
 
One idea under present consideration and study as a mitigative solution  where the carrying 
capacity for livestock will be significantly reduced of the regenerating aspen densities are an 
access barrier, ie. immature 10 to 15 year old aspen. The strategy would involve carrying out low 
impact seismic like removal of trees to create a network of trails that livestock could use as access 
into the stands for grazing.. To encourage livestock to graze these strategically placed, low impact 
seismic like trails the use of attractants such as salting and riding may be necessary. The purpose 
of this mitigation would be to take grazing pressure away from new logging blocks and replaces 
losses in forage.     
 
Grazing Systems 
The use of grazing systems to properly manage livestock is well documented.  Grazing systems 
are used to facilitate livestock utilization of available forage in a desired manner.  Well defined 
grazing management goals and an understanding of the available forage resource will allow for the 
implementation of a grazing system or the modification of an existing grazing system to achieve 
the desired management goals.  Practices such as deferral, rotational grazing, and short duration 
grazing or seasonally timed are commonly used in grazing plans.  Grazing systems accentuate the 
importance of early and complete communication of upcoming harvesting plans as many grazing 
plans exist with multiyear rotations that require significant planning windows to allow for change 
or modification.  To ensure successful integration, it is vital that a discussion of grazing and 
harvesting plans occurs during the developmental stages through to the implementation of each 
plan.   
 
Stocking Rates and Duration of Use 
In the development of a grazing system, the desired stocking rate and the duration of use must be 
carefully considered given the specific pasture properties and the goals outlined in the GTA.  In 
the early years after harvest, the goal will be to achieve a balance with the number of animals and 
the duration of grazing that occurs on the cutblock.  Higher stock densities will result in shorter 
grazing periods.  However, high stock densities, particularly during sensitive times, can increase 
soil compaction and could increase the occurrence of trampling damage, which is a chance event. 
 
Season of Use - Timing 
The time of year a particular area is grazed will affect livestock use of that area and is influenced 
by the seasonality of forage availability and nutritional quality (Lane 1998, Alexander 1995, Senft 
et al. 1985). For example, livestock are more likely to graze the suckers in a deciduous cutblock 
early in the grazing season when they are highly nutritious and there is little other available forage. 
However, if that same cutblock is grazed later in the summer when alternative forage is available 
and the suckers are less palatable, the impact on deciduous suckers is greatly reduced (Lane 1998, 
Dockrill 2001). In conifer blocks where competition from Calamagrostis canadensis (marsh reed 
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grass) is an issue, grazing should occur early in the season in order to be effective, as the 
palatability of marsh reed grass declines as the season progresses.   
 
In coniferous cutblocks planted to pine deferral of livestock grazing until after leader elongation 
allows the leader to harden off. It is believed that this strategy may make the seedling less prone to 
browsing or leader damage.  However, research from B.C. indicates that this type of grazing 
management may not be the best strategy when it comes to promoting forest regeneration as 
trampling not browsing, is the major concern.  Furthermore, research from BC indicates that trees 
are better able to recover from basal scars (trampling damage) early in the growing season when 
compared trampling to post terminal elongation (Newman and Powell 1997). Therefore, both 
factors should be considered when planning a season of use for cutblocks. 
   
 
Fencing  
Drift, cross-fences, and temporary electric fences are an effective tool in controlling livestock 
movement and grazing pressure (Holechek et al. 1995).  Temporary fencing can also be used to 
develop new grazing patterns in herds. However, permanent fencing can be expensive to build and 
maintain and has the potential to disrupt wildlife movement.   
 
Timber Management Tools  
 
A priority of forest management is the successful reforestation of harvested cutblocks. Within this 
priority, the following management  tools can be considered by timber managers to work with the 
grazing operator, ie. GTA  to  influence livestock distribution and strategically focus grazing 
pressure to meet utilization targets.  Depending on the objectives defined for a particular cutblock, 
these tools can be used to either increase or decrease grazing pressure within a cutblock. The 
following list is not inclusive and is intended to encourage timber managers to be creative with 
potential timber management options on integrated landscapes. 
 
 
Harvest Design & Schedule (Standards 5.10 and 5.11 in Grazing/Timber Integration Manual) 
Harvest design and scheduling including cutblock numbers, sizes, locations, configurations, 
retention size/location and harvest year, season, entry date, and number of passes should take into 
consideration integrated timber and livestock management objectives and existing range 
management practices. For example, a number of cutblocks harvested at five-year intervals spread 
out over a rangeland will introduce increased complexity that could make meeting livestock forage 
utilization targets more difficult. Alternatively, concentrating harvesting activity in particular 
management units and in time (as long as other resource values are maintained, e.g. wildlife) may 
simplify livestock management and enable greater control over utilization levels. Season of 
harvest should also depend on integrated management objectives.  
 
The location of older, immature blocks in relationship to planned new blocks can be very 
disruptive to a grazing operation because of access barrier considerations and grazing strategies 
used to defer grazing in the new logging blocks. The concentration of new logging blocks in a 
grazing disposition that presently has a high density of ungrazed, immature logging blocks should 
be avoided.  Pursuant to section 5.9.16 of the Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard, 
grazing interests must be addressed in Forest Management Plans. Objectives and strategies to 
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integrate grazing interests are developed and are reflected in the FMP spatial harvest sequence for 
Forest Management Areas and Forest Management Units with grazing dispositions. This is the 
first stage where harvest planning can adjust to ensure that grazing dispositions aren’t significantly 
impacted in terms of future forage supply and availability.  
 
 
Winter logging can be less disruptive to grazing operations in the summer when compared to 
summer logging plans.  However, winter harvesting, although beneficial in terms of conducting 
operations while livestock are absent, can result in very dense deciduous regeneration which may 
not be desirable in areas where livestock access to forage in cutblocks can be an issue (Hays-Byl 
and Linnell Nemec 2001). Pre-planning tree retention in a cutblock may provide an opportunity to 
meet both timber and range objectives if retention size and location can provide benefits for both 
livestock (e.g. shade) and timber. Planning to avoid the removal of any natural range barriers 
would also be beneficial and prevent the need for more intensive livestock management or 
management infrastructure (fencing). In some situations it may also be prudent to investigate 
different harvesting methods other than the traditional clearcut, on grazing dispositions. For 
example, an understory protection strip-cut may be a suitable option on a grazing disposition, 
allowing for greater livestock access to the forage in the cutblock after harvesting (Figure 6 & 7).    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Strip-cut layout             Figure 7. Machine Corridors for  
(Sidders and Lieffers 2003)           Strip-cut (Sidders and Lieffers 2003) 
 
 
Access Roads (Standard 5.9 in Grazing/Timber Integration Manual)  
The location, construction, and reclamation of access for logging should be planned to integrate 
range and timber management objectives (Sundquist 1995). Strategic placement of access points, 
road length, width, direction, etc. can be used to increase or decrease livestock access to an area. 
Road construction activities should be planned to maintain livestock access routes where 
desirable. Reclamation of roads should also be planned to meet integrated timber and range 
management objectives (e.g. in some cases it may be desirable to leave a road in place for range 
management purposes, in other instances it may be desirable to completely reclaim the road to 
original forest cover so that it doesn’t act as a corridor for livestock movement).    
 
 
Debris Disposal (Standard 5.8 in Grazing/Timber Integration Manual) 
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Burning of slash is the most common method of debris disposal. Typically the debris is burnt in 
existing landings alongside roads. Managers should be aware that livestock are attracted to the ash 
pits left behind which are often used as loafing sites. Disposal of logging debris as roll-back can 
affect livestock distribution. Roll-back areas in cutblocks artificially create ‘rough terrain’ and if 
heavy enough, can potentially be a barrier to livestock use. In addition, some research has shown 
that debris returned to a cutblock where livestock are able to graze can result in increased 
trampling damage. It is suspected that the increase in trampling is due to an associated reduction in 
available forage and livestock slash avoidance behavior (Korpela and Karpyshyn 2003).  
  
 
Site Preparation & Planting (Standards 5.8 and 5.9 in Grazing/Timber Integration Manual) 
Well planned site preparation and planting practices that take into account the cutblock site 
conditions, microsites within the cutblock, as well as, expected livestock access and grazing 
behaviour, will help promote successful forest regeneration and limit any potential livestock 
impacts.  Typically, deciduous stands are ‘left for natural’ and don’t receive site preparation other 
than some decompaction and planting of the roads (Mark Feser, pers. comm.). Common methods 
of site preparation for conifer cutblocks that have the potential to impact livestock use of a 
cutblock include dragging (Pine), mounding (Spruce) and ripping (mostly trial use for remediation 
of soil compaction). Any treatment that creates rough terrain within a cutblock may alter livestock 
use of the site. Livestock have a tendency to trail within the trenches left from mounding, so as 
long as the seedlings are planted on the hinges between the mound and the trench, and not in the 
trench, trampling should be minimal.  Planting conifer seedlings in the appropriate microsites and 
obstacle planting alongside logs, next to coarse woody debris and in between the roots of stumps 
may also reduce any incidental trampling, the main cause of seedling damage from livestock 
(Newman and Powell 1997, Pitt et al. 1998, Sundquist 1995).   
 
On conifer blocks, the timing of silviculture treatments following harvest is extremely important.  
Silvicuture treatments should occur as soon after harvest as possible.  Immediately following 
harvest forage production on these sites is quite low and slash debris can create an effective barrier 
to livestock movement.  Delaying silviculture treatments until the year after harvest or later means 
that understory plants have the opportunity to become well established creating significant 
competition for yet to be planted conifer seedlings.  The logging slash also begins to break down, 
quickly reducing the slash barrier effect.  When delayed scarification occurs it promotes the spread 
of any rhizomatous (often tame agronomic) grasses that have become established.  These types of 
grasses can be very competitive and can hinder seedling success.  The scarification disturbance 
further breaks up the dry slash improving livestock access.   
 
Should planting of livestock used trails be agreed upon, planting trees along the edges of trails vs 
in the middle of trails may produce reduced damage, injury, and mortality.   
 
 
In Alberta, we do not have :free growing status” in deciduous stands, therefore deciduous stands 
don’t typically receive any stand-tending. Where mitigation is required to address loss of forage 
issues, stand tending may be a consideration. The most common stand tending that occurs in 
coniferous blocks is the use of herbicides to reduce competition from deciduous trees, shrubs and 
grasses. The use The use of herbicides in a coniferous block can reduce the amount of forage 
available for livestock grazing for 2-3 years after treatment (Willoughby 1998).  The salt in the 
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herbicide may also act as an attractant to the area immediately after herbicide application.  Where 
herbicide is used on cutblocks within grazing dispositions communication should be made with 
the disposition holder in case there are any grazing restrictions outlined on the herbicide label.  An 
alternative is to use controlled livestock (sheep, cattle) grazing to reduce competition (Powell et al. 
1994, Reti 1992).  
 
 
Weed Control (Restricted and Noxious) and Vegetation Management 
 
Weed species (restricted and noxious) on overlapping grazing and timber dispositions can have 
impacts to both grazing and timber operations. The recommended best management practices for 
weed control include the following action steps: 
 
 The control of weeds on overlapping dispositions is a shared responsibility.  
 Weed control is a legislated responsibility of both parties. 
 Communication between each party is important to ensure that the impacts from weed control 

action to each party are prevented or minimized. 
 Weed control considerations should follow a Plan-Do-Check process to ensure intended 

outcomes are being achieved. 
 When weed control methods follow an integrated communication and agreement, forest 

regeneration and forage goals can be achieved.  
 
  
 
Disposition operators may view certain species of vegetation differently; A species that is 
considered a nuisance species to one party may be considered and asset to the other. Therefore, it 
is very important that communication begin at the earliest stages when plans are being made to 
control unwanted vegetation. and that the required authorizations from SRD and disposition holder 
consultations are in place. The recommended best management practices for vegetation 
management include the following action steps: 
  
 Communication with each other at the planning stages is important.  
 The control of any unwanted vegetation by either party should be discussed, and agreed upon 

in the Grazing Timber Agreement 
 Grazing operators are required to obtain authorization from the local Rangeland Agrologist to 

apply herbicides on grazing dispositions. The use of herbicides to control vegetation can be 
considered a range improvement 

 Timber disposition holders (including silviculture operations) should contact the grazing 
disposition holder prior to the application of herbicides on overlapping dispositions.  Some 
control methods, such as the use of herbicides may have a grazing restriction on them 
including a lethal precaution.  

 Using selective treatments for the specific species of vegetation to be controlled is 
recommended over a non-selective treatments. Non-selective treatments can remove valuable 
species for either or both parties.  
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 Follow up monitoring is an important part of vegetation management to ensure that the agreed 
to desired outcomes are being achieved and impacts to the other party are being minimized or 
mitigated. 

 
 
 
 
Monitoring and Communication 
 
Individual and joint monitoring of management outcomes and communication of these results 
between the parties or stakeholders involved is critical for the successful integration of livestock 
and timber operations.  Monitoring should include a review of the application and success of the 
grazing management plan or system, the timber management plan and operations, the Grazing 
Timber Agreement (GTA) and the forest regeneration as per Appendix 3 of the Grazing Timber 
Integration Manual.   
 
The Draft Forest Range Assessment Tool - Level 1 Status Assessment (Forest Range Health 
Assessment Working Group 2007) is one tool that can be used to provide early warning of 
problems related to either forest management impacts on grazing or grazing impacts on forest 
regeneration.  The use of this tool will ensure the achievement of the reforestation standards and 
maintain forage for livestock.  If the results of this assessment indicate a potential issue, a variety 
of tools or management actions may be considered and applied to achieve successful integration.   
   
 
 
Additional Information 
For additional information on integrating livestock grazing and timber harvest please contact your 
local SRD office toll free at 310-0000.  
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