


GUIDANCE FOR LOCAL OR REGIONAL GRAZING PLANS: Recommendations and Best Management Practices for Developing and Implementing Prescribed Grazing Plans
California Senate Bill (SB) 675: Prescribed grazing: local assistance grant program: Wildfire and Forest Resilience Task Force (2023-2024)[footnoteRef:2] directs the Range Management Advisory Committee (RMAC) to develop guidance for local or regional grazing plans that include prescribed grazing as a tool for vegetation management. These recommendations are to address the nine (9) specific topics which follow using information provided by Department of Fish and Wildlife personnel, fire ecologists with expertise in the full range of California's vegetation communities, and University of California Cooperative Extension Livestock and Natural resources Advisors and Specialists, as well as input from a diverse array of California stakeholders representing public agencies, private industry, conservation organizations, non-profits, and the public. [2:  https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB675/id/2829536] 

 To further increase the utility of this document, the RMAC will also, as time and resources permit, develop information on potential funding sources, and information on navigating California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance pathways, where required. 	Comment by Author: This is aspirational, and not required by SB 675, but has been repeatedly identified as a need in focus groups. 
‘Prescribed Grazing’ is defined in statute (California Public Resources Code [PRC] § 4004.5[footnoteRef:3]) as the lawful application of grazing by a specific kind of livestock at a determined season, duration, and intensity to accomplish defined vegetation or conservation goals, including reducing the risk of wildfire by reducing fuel loads, controlling undesirable or invasive plants, and promoting biodiversity and habitat for special status species. Prescribed grazing may involve any kinds of grazing animals that can be managed effectively for the purpose. In the United States, cattle, goats, and sheep are the most commonly used.  [3:  https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=4004.5&lawCode=PRC] 

(1) Best practices for identifying and selecting priority areas for prescribed grazing.
A thorough understanding of existing environmental factors supports more effective site selection, and these factors must be considered when selecting and prioritizing areas for prescribed grazing. A site evaluation should document and assess the condition of natural resources and existing infrastructure and identify needs prior to implementation of a grazing plan. Site evaluations should at least include documentation of habitat types and vegetation communities, soil characteristics, slope, and sensitive resources, and waterbodies. The State Lands’ Grazing Packet (RMAC 2025) provides a Management Action Plan (MAP) template which covers the development of grazing management plans, and Section 2.0 provides a thorough description of the various resources that should be assessed prior to or as part of the development of a grazing plan. 	Comment by Author: I feel like the Management Action Plan (MAP) in the State Lands Grazing Packet covers this very thoroughly. Perhaps we pull from that? and/or reference it? 
Areas that may benefit from prescribed grazing can often be identified by the presence of noxious weeds, toxic plants, signs of overuse by wildlife or livestock, and other ecological stressors (Burrows et al. 2015). Incorporating management goals that address fine fuels is an important component of overall site management and requires monitoring outcomes around vegetation biomass and structure to assess if grazing as prescribed is effective at reducing or limiting the build-up of highly flammable fine fuels, which may reduce wildfire risk and support safer and more effective emergency response (Burrows et al. 2015).	Comment by Author: citation
If not carefully planned and managed, grazing may have significant negative impacts on environmental and cultural resources. Factors in a site evaluation that warrant further discussion follow below: 
Sensitive Resources	Comment by Author: Sensitive Resources should be listed. For example, riparian areas, wetlands, surface waters, sensitive plant communities, wildlife habitat, cultural/historical resources, highly erodible soils, etc.
Sensitive resources can include riparian areas, wetlands, surface waters, sensitive plant communities, wildlife habitat, cultural/historical resources, and highly erodible soils.
Livestock, especially when concentrated in a particular area for extended periods or in dense herd sizes or without rotation, can trample riparian areas, compact soils, increase and contribute to erosion and sedimentation in nearby water bodies, and introduce excess nutrients and pathogens.  This degradation can impair water quality, reduce aquatic habitat, and harm native fish and amphibian populations (George et al. 2011).	Comment by Author: Mike-Leave or take this comment. It maybe too knit picky and not needed to pass along: These two seem a bit redundant to me. Maybe better wording would be ‘for extended periods or at high stocking rates or in dense herd sizes,’
Other wildlife habitats may also be disturbed through the alteration of vegetation structure and abundance, associated noise, and physical presence of livestock and managers. Some ground-nesting birds, small mammals, and native pollinators may be particularly vulnerable if livestock disturb nests or reduce the diversity and cover of plants that provide food and shelter (National Research Council 2002). 
Grazing should consider culturally sensitive resources and incorporate site-specific planning to avoid damaging areas of archaeological, spiritual, or historical importance to indigenous communities and those communities with ancestral ties to the land (Donahue 1999).
Desirable vegetation, particularly native perennial grasses and forbs, can suffer if grazing intensity, timing, or frequency is not aligned with ecological needs. Overgrazing (i.e., grazing of a plant before it has fully recovered from a previous grazing) can shift plant communities toward dominance by invasive or unpalatable species, diminishing ecosystem function and forage quality (Bartolome et al. 2014). Properly managed grazing can be a tool to support and promote native plant recovery, enhance biodiversity, and maintain ecosystem balance. Achieving such outcomes requires careful monitoring and adaptive management strategies (Bartolome et al. 2014). 	Comment by Author: citation, or perhaps a book/reference that is good for guiding adaptively managed grazing? 
Infrastructure
Describing and addressing the current state of infrastructure ensures that prescribed grazing objectives—such as improving forage utilization, enhancing native plant communities, and protecting sensitive ecological areas—are achievable and sustainable over time. It also facilitates adaptive management, allowing landowners to prioritize upgrades or repairs that support both ecological goals and livestock productivity. Therefore, it is essential to evaluate and document the condition of existing infrastructure within the area to be grazed. 
Infrastructure includes roads, established trails, watering points, watercourse crossings, water tanks, wells, and permanent fencing, all of which may serve as the backbone of an effective grazing management plan. The placement and condition of infrastructure components directly influence livestock distribution, forage use, animal health, and environmental outcomes (Teague et al. 2013).	Comment by Author: Designated stream crossings can provide a controlled crossing or watering access, thus limiting streambank erosion and streambed trampling. Erosion control practices maintain protective vegetative cover and buffers that will capture, store, and safely release precipitation, reducing the potential runoff of soil or pollutants. 

Water points, for instance, are critical in influencing livestock movement and concentration patterns. Poorly placed or malfunctioning water systems can lead to overgrazing near water sources and underutilization of forage in more remote areas (Gerrish 2004). Ensuring that water infrastructure is operational, evenly distributed, and accessible helps achieve more uniform grazing pressure—often a goal of prescribed grazing (NRCS 2023).	Comment by Author: This is a good example of addressing the previous comment. Problem statement, then solution. 
Roads and access routes are vital for transporting equipment and livestock, checking livestock, and managing livestock placement and grazing schedules. Deteriorated or eroded roads can hinder management efforts and increase the risk of environmental damage, such as sediment delivery into nearby waterways. Additionally, roads in disrepair may limit emergency access or delay movement of livestock, reducing the ability of grazing managers to identify and respond to changes and needs to achieve goals of the grazing plan (Clary & Leininger 2000).
Fencing—whether permanent or temporary—must be evaluated for its ability to contain livestock and create appropriate grazing units. Fences that are broken, poorly maintained, or improperly placed can compromise the any grazing system, allowing livestock to return to previously grazed areas before adequate plant recovery, leading to overgrazing and long-term degradation of vegetation and other resources (Teague et al. 2013). In fire-prone landscapes, it is also advisable to consider wildfire-friendly fencing designs, such as using metal posts or non-flammable materials to reduce potential hazards during fire events.	Comment by Author: citation? Also unclear what the potential hazard is that is created during fire events? 
Evaluating Landscape	Comment by Author: Most of these seem like they can go under one header About evaluating vegetation (structure, composition, etc). 

There is some content about deciding on placement of grazing around infrastructure etc., but that is relatively small compared to the rest of the text, which is all vegetation focused. 

I think we should restructure all this to separate out  maybe the following: 
Landscape Scale Considerations
Vegetation Considerations (Grazing for Fuels is the topic overall, so we don't need a header for that; just incorporate the content as appropriate into each section, e.g, is it landscape feature focused? Vegetation focused?)	Comment by Author: Kristina: START HERE
When planning a prescribed grazing project, careful consideration of project size and the quantity and type of vegetation to be removed is essential to ensure both ecological effectiveness and operational efficiency. These factors influence decisions such as the number and type of livestock needed, the duration and timing of grazing periods, and the suitability of the landscape for rotational or targeted grazing.
Larger landscapes may benefit from multi-species or sequential grazing strategies that can effectively manage vegetation structure while minimizing overgrazing. For example, goats are particularly effective for reducing woody and shrubby biomass, while cattle and sheep may be more appropriate for managing grasses and herbaceous cover (Hart et al., 1993; USDA NRCS, 2023). The spatial scale of the project also affects infrastructure needs—such as fencing, water access, and herding labor—and determines how much of the area can be grazed within a given timeframe without compromising plant recovery or soil health.
Similarly, the amount and type of vegetation targeted for removal directly affects stocking rates and grazing intensity. Heavier fuel loads or dense stands of invasive annual grasses, such as Bromus diandrus (ripgut brome) or Avena fatua (wild oats), may require more intensive, short-duration grazing to reduce biomass before seed set, a critical window for disrupting invasive species cycles (DiTomaso et al., 2017). Conversely, lightly vegetated areas or landscapes dominated by sensitive native species may require lighter grazing or seasonal exclusion to avoid degradation.
Understanding these variables helps determine the optimal location and scale of prescribed grazing within a broader landscape management strategy. For instance, smaller, targeted grazing units can be strategically placed in fuel break zones, near critical infrastructure, or around high-value habitat to meet specific conservation or fire mitigation goals (Launchbaugh & Walker, 2006). In contrast, broadscale rangeland restoration may demand a more flexible, adaptive grazing system that considers multiple paddocks and longer-term monitoring.
Ultimately, aligning project size and vegetation conditions with livestock management capabilities ensures that prescribed grazing supports both ecological restoration and landowner objectives. This balance is key to long-term sustainability and the resilience of rangeland ecosystems.
Understanding Forages 
When assessing whether an area is suitable for prescribed grazing, it’s important to first identify the type of forage present and how it responds to grazing pressure. For instance, tall-growing perennial grasses—whether native or introduced—tend to store much of their energy reserves in their above-ground stems and leaves (Ball et al., 2001). As a result, they are more susceptible to damage from intense or frequent grazing, especially if grazed too low. In contrast, shorter or low-growing grasses, including many native bunchgrasses and some annual species, often store more energy below ground, making them generally more resilient to grazing. Understanding the growth form (short vs. tall) and life-cycle (annual vs. perennial) of the dominant forage species can help determine the timing, duration, and intensity of grazing that will support plant recovery and long-term rangeland health (Ball et al., 2001). Repeated defoliation of these taller grasses significantly reduces leaf surface area—the main site of energy production through photosynthesis—ultimately impairing root development and plant recovery. Although native forage grasses also store energy above ground, they tend to be more tolerant if managed properly (Ball et al., 2001).
Vegetation Characteristics 	Comment by Author: This should be a third level header, it currently is the same level header as the BMP. Same goes for the Regional Input for BMPs section below. Any sub-sections should be a lower-level header than the BMP (i.e., the 1-9 points) within the main header for that BMP. Check throughout to ensure consistent. 
Identifying Vegetation for Grazing
Identifying the plant species present in a grazing area is a critical first step in selecting appropriate livestock and developing an effective grazing plan. A thorough evaluation of vegetation allows land managers to distinguish between toxic and non-toxic species—an essential measure to protect animal health and ensure the success of prescribed herbivory. Understanding the species composition also helps tailor grazing strategies, as some plants are more palatable or nutritious to certain livestock, depending on the season. Without this foundational knowledge, prescribed grazing efforts may be ineffective or even harmful to livestock.
Vegetation Structure	Comment by Author: Should have a header for consistency - how about something like Vegetation Structure?
In addition to identifying plant species, it is essential to evaluate the height and abundance of available forage. These factors influence which animals are best suited for the area, as different species have varying dietary needs and physical capabilities. In addition to choosing livestock, note that animals have their own dietary preferences; 
Grazing for Fire Prevention  
Regions of California identified as fire-prone have increasingly focused on fuels reduction management to decrease the presence of excess vegetation, thereby reducing the severity and spread of wildfires (Nader et al., 2007). Grazing in these areas is effective in minimizing flame height, fire intensity, and the risk of fire spread. CAL FIRE continues to implement fuels-reduction projects across California’s fire-prone regions to reduce wildfire behavior and severity. These efforts focus on creating breaks in fuel continuity to slow fire spread and decrease intensity, ultimately helping to protect both communities and natural resources. 
Research by McBride and Russell highlighted that coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) tends to dominate large, ungrazed landscapes. Notably, in the Berkeley Hills, the researchers observed a significant increase in coyote brush density following a 51-year suspension of grazing. This suggests that the absence of grazing can contribute to the proliferation of fire-prone shrub species.	Comment by Author: Make sure there isn’t an extra space at the beginning of paragraphs; I keep finding random extra spaces at the start of sentences/paragraphs, not sure if intentional, but let’s delete them. 	Comment by Author: CAL FIRE is virtually never involved in prescribed grazing for fuels management, so it is confusing they are mentioned here at all, esp as part of the section header. 	Comment by Author: Should I remove this section? Implemented fuels reduction management b/c of Stephanie suggestion for bpm 1
	Comment by Author: No don't remove it, I just wouldn't focus on CAL FIRE. Or just use them as ONE example. 
Regional Input for Best Practice Management #1: 	Comment by Author: What's listed in BMP #1?
· Sierra Cascade-Inyo (SCI): 

· Northern:

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 
  
(2) Best practices for developing project plans and metrics for applying, monitoring, and evaluating the effectiveness and impacts of prescribed grazing
Consideration of the project size and amount of vegetation needed to be removed will help determine ideal locations for prescribed grazing.	Comment by Author: This sounds like a recommendation, and I like that. Maybe all the subheaders under each main BMP could be titled like this, and then the discussion goes underneath. 
When planning a prescribed grazing project, one of the first steps is understanding how the size of the land and the amount of vegetation intended to be removed will affect where and how grazing should take place. Simply putting livestock on a piece of land without assessing these factors can lead to overgrazing, poor forage recovery, or missed opportunities to improve pasture health.
Project size matters because it directly impacts how long livestock can stay in one area, how often pastures can rest, and what kind of infrastructure (like fencing or water systems) will be needed. For example, larger parcels may support longer rotations with fewer repeated grazing events, which is important for forage recovery and soil protection. On smaller parcels, grazing may need to be more intensive but carefully timed to avoid damaging desirable vegetation (NRCS, 2023).
The amount and type of vegetation also plays a key role. If the goal is to reduce a large amount of dense, fast-growing invasive grasses or brush, then higher-intensity grazing in short bursts may be effective—especially with goats or mixed-species herds. However, if your rangeland includes native perennial grasses or sensitive habitat areas, you'll want to reduce grazing intensity and increase rest periods to allow regrowth and maintain ecological balance (UCANR, 2016).
By evaluating both the scale of the land and the vegetation load, farmers can identify which areas are best suited for grazing now, and which may need more preparation (e.g., fencing, water access) or deferred grazing to protect plant health. Using tools like pasture maps, forage biomass estimates, and even simple visual assessments can help with this planning. Over time, matching livestock numbers and grazing pressure to what your land can support will improve pasture condition, reduce erosion, and contribute to long-term sustainability.
Residual Dry Matter (RDM) and Grazing Management
Residual Dry Matter (RDM) refers to the remaining plant material, either standing or on the ground, at the beginning of the growing season (Bartolome et al., 2002). Annual measurements of RDM provide insight into the previous grazing season’s impact and help determine appropriate grazing levels for the upcoming season. RDM shows the combined effects of the previous season’s forage production and consumption by all types of livestock (Bartolome et al., 2002). 
Regional guidelines have been created to aid in rangeland management for livestock producers and range managers. The guidelines are intended to help managers assess the proper level of herbaceous forage use (Bartolome et al. 2002). Within this assessment, environmental variations are considered, resulting in various RDM guideline suggestions. 
Given the limited information derived from research on RDM, the amount of fall (autumn) RDM significantly influenced forage productivity and composition at a high rain-fall location, Hopland Field Station site (Heady 1956). The same series of experiments was intended to determine the effects of RDM, and its representation of heavy to moderate grazing on annual rangelands on different sites (Bartolome et al. 2002). This series of studies, lasting from three to five years, showed that residual dry matter had a significant influence on rangeland productivity in areas that had excessive annual rainfall (15 inches), all yearly weather variations considered (Bartolome et al. 2002). However, this experiment did not completely represent the annual range region since they were focused on flat ground and lacked woody plant cover; additional experiments in the Sierra Foothills suggested a larger range of 600 to 1,200 lb/acre of RDM enhances forage production and species richness (Bartolome and Betts 2001). 
Regional guidelines for minimum allowable RDM were initially developed by researchers around 1980, however their data was very limited at the time of their writing. As an effort to expand on these initial regional guidelines, a scorecard was developed by combining site characteristics such as rainfall, canopy cover, and slope, that effect animal use to quickly estimate grazing capacity (Bartolome et al. 2002). This approach can provide useful estimates of grazing capacity and is typically paired with geographic information systems (GIS) to develop mapping of forage availability (Standiford et al. 1999). 
Another method for RDM assessment and measurement is clipping a plot. Though this technique may vary between organizations, the intention is to accurately measure RDM from a representative plot that reflects the overall conditions of the rangeland. Detailed instructions for clipping a plot can be found from articles derived by the University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (Bartolome et al. 2002). 
RDM evaluations are typically conducted in the fall and reflect a combination of the prior season’s forage production, natural breakdown over the summer, and consumption by grazing animals (Bartolome et.al., 2002). This residual material plays a critical role in influencing species composition and forage production for the next season.	Comment by Author: Definitely need more info here; guidance about RDM? There aren't any recommendations here. 
Livestock Selection Guidelines
Different species of grazing animals exhibit distinct foraging behaviors, dietary needs, and habitat preferences. When selecting livestock for a specific area, it is important to consider not only the vegetation type, but also factors such as topography and the presence of potential predators in the surrounding environment (.
Grazing animals are generally categorized into three classes: grazers, browsers, and intermediate feeders (Bartolome et.al., 2002).Grazers, such as cattle, elk, and horses, primarily consume grasses and grass-like plants, preferring areas with abundant ground-level forage. While browsers, which include goats, tend to feed at eye level and prefer shrubs and forbs. Although they favor woody plants, they may consume grasses when available. However, they typically avoid arid, dry areas. Lastly, intermediate feeders like sheep, have flexible diets with few strong forage preferences, allowing them to graze on a wide variety of plant types.	Comment by Author: citations? 
· Proper livestock selection aligned with forage availability, landscape characteristics, and animal behavior improves grazing efficiency and supports land management goals.
The table below shows a succinct chart of different livestock, diet and forage behavior. 	Comment by Author: Recommend adding another column:
Management Considerations
Cattle example: Can cause soil compaction, streambank damage, and increased risk of nutrient and bacterial contamination if unmanaged; rotate frequently, avoid wet areas, and provide off-stream water sources to protect water quality
	Type of Livestock 
	Diet
	      Forage Behavior 

	           Cattle 
	Grazers - Grasses and grass-like plants
	Selective; ideal for large areas

	          Goats 
	  Browser – Shrubs and forbs  
	Access hard-to-reach vegetation. Great for brush reduction and invasive shrub control. 

	                    Sheep 
	  Intermediate feeder – Grasses and forbs 
	Can graze more closely to the ground; ideal for targeted weed control. 

	       Horses 
	  Grazers – prefer high quality grasses
	Typically used in mixed-species grazing, due to overgrazing favored areas. 

	  Other Grazers 
	 Deer, Elk, and Bison 
	Typically considered in mixed-species grazing systems. 


Table 1: Livestock, diet, and forage behavior 
Visual Assessment of Forages 	Comment by Author: everything is visually assessed. If this is specific to forage, let's state that. 
Visual assessment of forage is a critical component when assigning livestock to pastures, paddocks, or other grazing areas. Each forage species has recommended start and end heights that serve as visual indicators for when to begin and end prescribed grazing. These height guidelines help landowners manage grazing to maintain plant health and productivity. The intensity of grazing—how much forage is removed—is another key factor and should align with land management goals. Typically, the start height is determined when a plant exceeds its average growth height, at which point it begins to lose palatability and nutritional value (.
End height recommendations vary by species, but it is essential to remove livestock before plants are grazed too short. Grazing below the crown or root zone can severely damage plants, particularly during drought or dry periods, and significantly extend recovery time.
As such, forage height should be a priority consideration in prescribed grazing plans. It directly influences plant health, regrowth capacity, and forage quality. A general rule of thumb: taller (older) plants tend to be lower in nutritional quality than younger, actively growing plants.
The table below shows commonly measured plant characteristics:
	Plant Type
	Characteristic to Measure

	Grasses
	Canopy cover, basal area, plant height, biomass, or utilization

	Forbs
	Canopy cover, density, or plant height

	Shrubs
	Canopy cover, density, or plant height

	Canada thistle
Knapweeds
Leafy spurge
	Rosette or stem density
Rosette or flower density
Stem density, canopy cover, or biomass

	Downy brome 
	Plant density or biomass


Table 2: Commonly measured plant characteristics 
Targeted Grazing: a natural approach to vegetation management and landscape enhancement 
(Reprinted from Launchbaugh and Walker, 2006, pg. 44) 

Buffer Zones and Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
The identification of buffer zones and environmentally sensitive areas is a critical step in project planning—particularly when implementing practices like prescribed grazing. Buffer zones are transitional areas established between grazed lands and sensitive ecosystems, such as riparian zones, wetlands, endangered species habitats, or culturally significant sites. These zones serve to protect water quality, soil health, and biodiversity by minimizing direct disturbance from livestock activities (California Rangeland Conservation Coalition, 2007).	Comment by Author: Specify buffer zone widths on based slope, soil, and livestock density.

See NRCS's 'width of strips' recommendations (Contour BufferStrips and Riparian Forest Buffer Strips) or the CalVTP Standard Project Requirement HYD-3 WaterQuality Protections from Prescribed Herbivory.	Comment by Author: Add another citation, this isn't really sufficient I don't think. A scientific journal or review paper perhaps. 
FRor example, riparian areas, which are particularly sensitive to erosion and nutrient loading, should be clearly delineated and often require exclusion or restricted access to livestock. Fencing off riparian areas to protect them as a vegetative buffer is the most desirable option. Water should be provided for grazing animals in the form of an on-site stock pond or a portable water source located outside of environmentally sensitive areas (California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, 2021). According to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), maintaining vegetative buffers of appropriate width can significantly reduce sediment, nutrient runoff, and physical disturbance to waterways, benefiting aquatic and terrestrial species alike (CDFW, 2021).	Comment by Author: add CalVTP in references
If accelerated soil erosion is observed, grazing animals should be herded out of an area. Prescribed grazing should avoid occurring on saturated soils that are more vulnerable to compaction, erosion, and runoff. Precipitation patterns should be considered when planning timing of grazing (California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, 2021).
In addition, habitats of special-status species, such as vernal pools or California red-legged frog breeding areas, must be identified early in the planning process. Grazing may still be compatible in some of these areas, but only under carefully timed and monitored conditions to avoid harm to flora and fauna (USFWS, 2017). Use of adaptive management strategies, such as rotational grazing schedules or temporary fencing, helps to balance vegetation goals with habitat protection.	Comment by Author: specify what areas this is talking about	Comment by Author: Recommend explicitly saying prescribed grazing should avoid wet seasons when soils are saturated and more vulnerable to compaction and runoff. 
Climate Factors
Understanding the climate of the region is essential for developing an effective grazing plan. California’s grassland regions typically experience a Mediterranean climate—characterized by wet winters, warm, dry summers, and oceanic influences that moderate temperatures (Keeley, 2002). In these Mediterranean-type ecosystems, many native plant species benefit from managed grazing. Livestock help reduce the dominance of fast-growing, invasive annual grasses that appear each year, allowing native species to better compete and thrive (Keeley, 2002). 	Comment by Author: citation?
Mediterranean-type climates are localized in the coast, valley, and foothill regions of California. This climate supports much of the state’s native grasslands, chaparral, and oak woodlands, and is a key factor in rangeland and grazing management. As mentioned earlier, this climate type is characterized by wet winters, with majority of its precipitation occurring between November and March (Keeley, J.E., 2005) . Dry summers are another characteristic of this climate, with little to no rainfall, between spring and fall seasons. Lastly, irregular rainfall is common in these Mediterranean climates (Keeley, J.E., 2005). Mediterranean climates also have a distinct growing season; most native and annual plants germinate during the first rains, grow through winter (and sometimes spring), eventually dying or going dormant by the summer season (Bartolome et al. 2002).  	Comment by Author: citation?
Landscape-Level Considerations 	Comment by Author: Title each subsection under each main BMP as a recommendation, like a full sentence. Or make this more informative, it is unclear what "Landscape" means just looking at the outline. Could be something like "Landscape-scale Considerations" or "Landscape-Level Considerations) or the like
When developing a grazing plan, the layout of the landscape should be designed to maximize forage production across the rangeland. Three key environmental factors influence this: slope, aspect, and soil type (Keeley, J. E., 2005). To promote consistent and healthy forage growth, it’s ideal to ensure that paddocks within the rangeland do not vary significantly in these characteristics. However, some variation in forage production is expected due to natural differences in terrain and soil conditions.	Comment by Author: Citations? 
If surface water sources exist on the land prior to paddock development, keep in mind that these areas are typically unsuitable for direct livestock use. In such cases, dedicated livestock watering systems must be installed. Planning the location of these water sources early in the layout process will help inform effective fencing design and livestock movement strategies.	Comment by Author: Recommended adding a "rule of thumb" for distance to off-stream drinking water options: 
Steep/rough= no more than ¼ -½ mile 
Rolling = no more than ⅜ -¾ mile
Level = no more than ¾ - 1 mile
Recommended “rule of thumb” for distance to off-stream drinking water options:
· Steep/rough= no more than ¼ -½ mile 
· Rolling = no more than ⅜ -¾ mile
· Level = no more than ¾ - 1 mile
There are several types of livestock watering systems available, with the most common including automatic watering systems, solar-powered systems, and miraco tanks. Selecting the right system depends on the farm's infrastructure, livestock needs, and climate conditions. 
RAT leads to determine most appropriate watering systems based on landscape design? 	Comment by Author: You could make this a statement, then they could expand on it, but it wouldn't really be a "regional thing" generally; more context/project specific, and you could just say that. Examples could be useful though. 	Comment by Author: input on this? 

Continuous Grazing and Prescribed Grazing
Continuous grazing allows livestock unrestricted access to rangeland without any rotation schedule. While simple to implement, this practice can lead to overgrazing and long-term environmental degradation due to the constant pressure on forage plants. Continuous or “rotational” grazing optimizes the timing, frequency, intensity, and selectivity of grazing (Bailey et al. 2019). The goal of rotational grazing differs from continuous grazing, in that the goal of continuous grazing is typically the production of livestock commodities (Bailey et al. 2019). Both methods of grazing ultimately intend to sustain healthy soils, flora, fauna, and water resources that can sustain natural ecological processes (Bailey et al. 2019). 
In contrast to rotational grazing, prescribed grazing involves a planned schedule developed by landowners or land managers to regulate livestock movement and grazing duration. This method provides necessary rest periods for forage plants, which is essential for maintaining plant health and promoting regrowth (UMCD n.d.). Without adequate rest, overgrazing can occur, causing plants to be grazed down to their roots. This causes stress on the plants, forcing them to use more energy and resources to recover, and can ultimately reduce their vigor and persistence over time (UMCD n.d.).
Prescribed grazing supports long-term agricultural viability. Healthier pastures provide more consistent and nutritious forage for livestock, which translates to improved animal health, reduced feed costs, and greater productivity for ranchers. This, in turn, helps stabilize rural economies and contributes to the resilience of working lands (UMCD n.d.). Investing in programs that support prescribed grazing—through technical assistance, cost-sharing, or incentive payments—has the potential to reduce future restoration costs and emergency wildfire response expenditures.
Recovery Periods 
Recovery periods are a foundational component of effective prescribed grazing, especially in California's diverse and often drought-prone landscapes. A "recovery period" is the time allotted for grazed vegetation to regrow and restore its vigor before being grazed again. Inadequate recovery time can result in overgrazing, reduced plant health, soil erosion, and diminished forage production over time.
In California’s Mediterranean climate—characterized by cool, wet winters and hot, dry summers—timing is especially critical (Bartolome et al. 2002). The growing season typically occurs in late winter through spring, making this the optimal period for forage recovery. According to the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), allowing plants to recover during the active growing season is essential for maintaining healthy root systems and ensuring sustainable forage yields (NRCS, 2017). Native perennial grasses, such as Stipa pulchra (purple needlegrass), require longer recovery periods than non-native annual grasses due to their slower regrowth rates.
There are several factors that should be considered when designing recovery periods: 
· Forage species: Rangelands with various species will require different recovery time. For instance, perennials need more time to recover than fast-growing annuals.
· Soil type and moisture availability: Rangelands will vary in their soil type. With this, note that sandy or dry soils may delay regrowth of forages. 
· Previous grazing intensity: Differences in grazing intensity from previous season will determine how long rangelands should rest for; heavily grazed areas will need extended rest.
· Seasonal conditions: Drought years require longer recovery periods.
· Monitoring outcomes: Adaptive management based on on-the-ground conditions ensures flexibility and effectiveness.

The University of California Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources (UCANR) recommends using adaptive grazing schedules that account for real-time forage conditions rather than rigid calendar dates. This helps protect both ecological function and livestock productivity (UCANR, 2016). In practice, recovery periods can range from 30 to 90 days or more, depending on these factors. Incorporating rotational or deferred grazing systems ensures that no single area is overused, allowing vegetation to maintain its resilience and ecological value—supporting biodiversity, soil health, and fuel load reduction (UCANR, 2016). 
Regional Input for Best Practice Management #2: 
· Sierra Cascade-Inyo (SCI): 

· Northern:

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 

(3) Best practices for using prescribed grazing to increase the diversity and abundance of native species and decrease the abundance of invasive species, including through adaptive management, exclusion areas, wildfire-friendly fencing, and monitoring. 
California’s landscapes, shaped by a Mediterranean climate, support a mix of native perennial grasses, forbs, and shrubs, alongside a wide array of wildlife (Bartolome et al. 2002). However, invasive species, altered fire regimes, and land-use changes have degraded many of these ecosystems. Strategically managed grazing can help restore native plant communities and improve wildlife habitat by controlling invasive species, reducing excessive biomass, and promoting desirable vegetation growth.
Align Grazing Timing with Native Plant Phenology
One of the most critical considerations is the timing of grazing. Grazing during the active growing period of invasive annual grasses (typically late winter to early spring) can reduce their seed production while minimizing damage to slower-growing native perennials (Bartolome et al., 2014). Delaying grazing until after native plants have set seed allows for their regeneration, supporting long-term population resilience.
Manage Stocking Rates and Duration to Prevent Overgrazing
The intensity and duration of grazing must be closely monitored. Overgrazing can damage native species and compact soils, whereas moderate, well-distributed grazing can open up space for native seedlings to establish. Livestock should be moved before utilization exceeds 40–50% of desirable forage species (George et al., 2011).
Use Adaptive Management and Monitoring
Prescribed grazing is not a one-size-fits-all tool. Site conditions, weather, species composition, and land use history require adaptive management supported by robust monitoring. Establishing photo points, vegetation transects, and grazing logs helps track changes and inform future adjustments (USDA NRCS, 2023). Adaptive monitoring is the remodeled version of monitoring programs that consider environmental and socioeconomic conditions, and improved monitoring methods and tools (McCord, Pilliod 2022). 	Comment by Author: Recommend adding specific grazing log suggestions to strengthen understanding of when adaptive management is needed:
Date in / date out
Ground cover / bare ground notes
Riparian or sensitive area status
Soil condition
Invasive species observations
Management actions taken
Next steps / recommendations
Recommendation for adding specific grazing log suggestions to strengthen understanding of when adaptive management is needed:
· Date in / date out
· Ground cover / bare ground notes
· Riparian or sensitive area status
· Soil condition
· Invasive species observations
· Management actions taken
· Next steps / recommendations


Incorporate Exclusion Areas and Buffer Zones
To preserve sensitive ecological features, it's best practice to implement exclusion zones around riparian areas, cultural sites, and rare plant communities. Temporary fencing or herding techniques can keep livestock out of these zones, allowing recovery and protecting biodiversity (Barry et al., 2021). Excluding livestock from riparian areas is one of the most effective ways to prevent direct fecal contamination, streambank erosion, and nutrient loading into surface waters.
Prioritize Wildlife-Friendly Infrastructure
Installing wildlife-friendly fencing supports safe movement for species like deer, elk, and pronghorn. Infrastructure should accommodate both grazing needs and habitat connectivity (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2018).
Integrate Multiple Species or Targeted Grazers
Utilizing different livestock species can enhance management. For instance, goats are effective at reducing woody vegetation and invasive shrubs, while cattle or sheep may be better suited for grass-dominated sites. Mixed grazing can mimic the diversity of natural herbivore guilds and improve outcomes (Launchbaugh & Walker, 2006).
When applied thoughtfully, prescribed grazing offers a scalable, cost-effective method to manage California’s rangelands for both biodiversity and productivity. To maximize benefits, land managers should prioritize adaptive planning, ecological monitoring, and stakeholder collaboration. Supporting these practices with policy incentives, technical assistance, and research partnerships will be essential to scale up positive outcomes.
Regional input for Best Management Practice #3: 
· Northern: 

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo (SCI):

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 
(4) Recommendation for securing sufficient lead resources, including forage, needed to pasture livestock when not engaged in a prescribed grazing project. 
Securing sufficient land and resources to support livestock when not actively engaged in prescribed grazing projects is critical to the success and sustainability of grazing-based vegetation management programs. This ensures animal health, reduces overuse of project sites, and supports long-term ecological and economic viability (California Rangeland Trust 2022). Below is an elaboration of key considerations, with recommendations grounded in peer-reviewed research and agency guidance.
Recommendations for Securing Sufficient Land and Resources to Support Livestock Outside Prescribed Grazing Projects
1. Establish Dedicated Base Pasture or Holding Areas
Livestock used in prescribed grazing programs require off-site pasture when not performing vegetation management work. Required base areas include: 	
· Sufficient lot size to prevent overstocking. 
· Lots must be equipped with adequate forage, water, fencing, and shelter. 
· Managed with rotational practices to avoid soil degradation or invasive species spread.
According to the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), maintaining dedicated pasture ensures animal welfare and preserves the ecological integrity of both base and project lands (USDA NRCS, 2023).
NRCS Prescribed Grazing Conservation Practice Standard (528) emphasizes that livestock must have access to alternative grazing units or confinement areas during rest periods or off-contract times. 
Livestock rest areas - Prescribed Grazing on Pasturelands 
2. Secure Agreements with Public and Private Landowners	Comment by Author: Can RAT elaborate if they have any information on this? 


In California and other western states, cooperative grazing agreements with land trusts, public agencies, or private landowners can provide seasonal pasture when prescribed grazing isn’t occurring. Such partnerships can benefit both parties:
· Landowners receive fuel reduction or maintenance services
· Grazers gain access to additional forage
Programs like the California Rangeland Trust and UC Cooperative Extension offer tools to help graziers formalize such arrangements (Rangeland Trust, 2022; UCANR, 2020).
3. Integrate Forage Planning and Drought Resilience Strategies
Forage availability can vary due to climate, seasonal growth, and drought (. Grazers should:
· Develop a forage budget that estimates livestock needs throughout the year
· Maintain a drought contingency plan (e.g., supplemental feeding, destocking, leasing alternative land)
Forage planning models like those promoted by UCANR’s Ranch Planning resources support these decisions (George et al., 2001).
George et al. (2001) recommend that ranchers identify at least 1.5 to 2 acres per animal unit for seasonal grazing in California's Mediterranean rangelands, adjusting for forage quality and precipitation.
4. Consider Infrastructure and Accessibility
Sites used for holding or base pasture must be equipped with:
· Reliable water access (e.g., troughs, stock ponds, natural sources with appropriate measures in place to prevent bacterial contamination, sedimentation and nutrient loading)	Comment by Author: ‘Natural’ sources should not be used as a primary livestock water source unless appropriate measures are in place to prevent bacterial contamination, sedimentation, and nutrient loading.
· Perimeter fencing for containment and predator control
· Shelter or shade depending on season and species
· Vehicle access for hauling and veterinary support
If grazing contractors are mobile (e.g., targeted goat herders), portable infrastructure like solar-powered electric fencing, mobile troughs, and herder camps may be needed.
5. Explore Incentives and Cost-Sharing Programs
Federal and state conservation programs may help graziers acquire or improve base pasture infrastructure. Examples include:
· NRCS’s Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)
· California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) Healthy Soils Program
· USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA) Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)

Regional Input for Best Practice Management #4: 
· Sierra Cascade-Inyo (SCI): 

· Northern:

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 
(5) Best practices for building community support and engaging with public and private landowners to improve the implementation and outcomes of a prescribed grazing plan.
Collaborative Planning and Partnerships	Comment by Author: Citations? 
I. With the Regional Action Teams (RATs) derived from the California Wildfire regions form regional plans to prioritize areas for grazing and coordinate efforts, increasing the scale and impact of projects.
Education and Outreach
Success Stories of Prescribed Grazing: 
California resident, Marie Hoff, shared her story about her experience evacuating her home in 2017 due to a wildfire. Hoff explains how she’d never been in that situation before, and wasn’t sure what to do next, “In 2017 I evacuated my home in Northern California from a wildfire for the first time in my life.  I was 34 years old, had never evacuated from a fire before, and was not aware of anyone I knew who had either, despite the entirety of those 34 years taking place in California...” (Hoff, 2020). Hoff goes onto explain her newly founded drive for fire reduction efforts. 
Just like Hoff, most Californians worry about the safety of their homes, property, and belongings because of the recurring wildfires. As an effort to spread community awareness, Hoff suggests prescribed grazing as a solution to decreasing the abundance of unwanted vegetation, ultimately decreasing the likelihood and severity of wildfires (Hoff, 2020). Alongside the apparent decrease in wildfire spread, the California native includes the other benefits prescribed grazing provides. For instance, she suggests prescribed grazing is the most climate appropriate method, as grazing decreases more carbon than it emits (Hoff, 2020). More suggestions related to food and fiber production, economical boosts, and our future climate are also mentioned. 
Furthermore, California residents like Marie Hoff experience the recurring threat of wildfires and their devastating impacts. Sharing relatable stories such as Hoff’s can resonate with many Californians, prompting greater interest in learning about the benefits of prescribed grazing. By increasing public awareness and understanding of its role in fire mitigation, support for implementing prescribed grazing as a proactive fire-reduction strategy may grow. 
Workshops and Demonstration Projects 	Comment by Author: RAT input? 
i. Swanton Pacific Ranch's Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) program educated professionals on wildfire fuel mitigation and vegetation management to accelerate efforts for a more sustainable and fire-resilient California landscape.
Addressing Landowner Concerns	Comment by Author: RAT input
II. Listen to landowner needs and tailor grazing plans to accommodate other land uses (e.g., recreation, wildlife habitat)
III. Provide clear information on liability, fencing, water access, and animal management to reduce perceived risks.
IV. Develop agreements or contracts that outline roles, responsibilities, and expectations for all parties. 
i. STATE LANDS GRAZING PACKET: Guidebook, including Instructions for Use of the Grazing  Agreement and Management Action Plan (MAP) Templates
Engage Community Champions and Grazing Advocates	Comment by Author: Can Cole and Mark input here? 

V. Partner with well-regarded landowners, local ranchers, or targeted grazing professionals (e.g., Cole Bush, Mark Gutierrez) to act as liaisons.
i. Match.Graze California Grazing Exchange – Connecting livestock producers & those with available cropland or forage to graze
ii. Member Directory of California Woolgrowers association
iii. Find a goat herd for hire
Host Demonstration Projects and Field Days	Comment by Author: RAT leads to elaborate 
Ideas include inviting stakeholders and other relevant parties to observe grazing in action i.e see animal behavior, fuel reduction, and habitat restoration outcomes firsthand.
Regional Input for Best Management Practice #5: 
· Northern:

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo (SCI): 

· Coastal Inland:

· Southern: 

(6) Methods to identify opportunities to house and maintain shared grazing infrastructure	Comment by Author: Stephanie to do this BMP 


You said:
Write a one pager that describes Senate Bill 675 , Number 6 point, about Methods to identify opportunities to house and maintain shared grazing infrastructure. Methods to identify opportunities to house and maintain shared grazing infrastructure. A list of suggested start up tools has been created and the websites where to find these tools.
ChatGPT said:
Here’s a concise, professional one-pager draft you could use to describe Senate Bill 675 (SB 675), focusing on Point 6:

Senate Bill 675 – Shared Grazing Infrastructure (Point 6)
Overview
A key provision of the bill is Point 6: Methods to identify opportunities to house and maintain shared grazing infrastructure.
Purpose of Point 6
Shared grazing infrastructure—such as portable fencing, livestock water systems, corrals, and handling equipment—is critical to the success of prescribed grazing projects. However, individual landowners and producers often face high start-up costs that limit their ability to implement or expand grazing as a land management tool. Point 6 addresses this challenge by encouraging the identification and coordination of opportunities to develop, house, and maintain shared infrastructure that can be accessed by multiple producers, agencies, or community organizations.
Methods to Identify Opportunities1111111111
1. Inventory Local Resources – Survey existing grazing infrastructure available through Resource Conservation Districts (RCDs), UC Cooperative Extension, County Agricultural Departments, and producer groups.
2. Regional Partnerships – Establish cooperative agreements among landowners, ranchers, land trusts, and agencies to share infrastructure resources across properties.
3. Centralized Equipment Hubs – Develop storage and management facilities (“tool libraries”) for prescribed grazing equipment, maintained by local agencies or producer networks.
4. Funding and Incentives – Leverage grants, cost-share programs, and community investment funds to purchase and sustain shared infrastructure.
5. Training and Access Systems – Create clear guidelines, reservation systems, and training programs for safe use of shared equipment.
6. Monitoring and Maintenance Plans – Assign responsibility for equipment upkeep to ensure long-term functionality and equitable use.
Suggested Start-Up Tools
 A preliminary list of resources has been identified to support infrastructure development and coordination:
· Prescribed Grazing Equipment Guide – https://acrobat.adobe.com/id/urn:aaid:sc:VA6C2:9c64bf97-f463-4df5-adb7-845b7a30d6dc	Comment by Author: This is a place holder. I don't know how to link the excel spread sheet.  
· California Cattlemen’s Association – https://calcattlemen.org
· California Woolgrowers Association - https://californiawoolgrowers.org/
Conclusion
Point 6 of SB 675 is designed to reduce barriers to prescribed grazing by creating cost-effective, community-based solutions for infrastructure. By coordinating shared resources, California can expand grazing as a sustainable land management practice, increase wildfire resilience, and strengthen agricultural communities.

Regional input for Best Management Practice #6: 
· Northern: 

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo (SCI):

· Coastal Inland:

· Southern: 

(7) Best practice to use prescribed grazing to support and enhance prescribed burns and other vegetation management projects.
Integrate Grazing and Burning in Planning
California wildfires are directly linked to three factors: topography, weather, and vegetation (Schohr et al. 2021). Though factors like topography and weather are uncontrollable, vegetation is manageable through prescribed grazing and prescribed fire. With this, fire frequency and intensity can be significantly reduced by decreasing the continuity of landscape (Schohr et al. 2021).  
Additionally, prescribed burns decrease the intensity of wildfires, because it safely eliminates flammable material such as under brush, dead wood, pine needles, etc., while decreasing the pace of wildfire spread. 

Managing Residual Dry Matter (RDM) Levels
Understanding Residual Dry Matter (RDM) levels and how to measure them is an essential component in developing grazing plans. As mentioned earlier, RDM is the remaining amount of dry plant material on the ground from the previous grazing season (Bartolome et al. 2002). Regional guidelines have been created to aid in rangeland management for livestock producers and range managers. The guidelines are intended to help managers assess the proper level of herbaceous forage use (Bartolome et al. 2002). Within this assessment, environmental variations are considered, resulting in various RDM guideline suggestions.
Select Appropriate Livestock and Stocking Rates
Select appropriate livestock and stocking rates based on vegetation type and management goals. Goats are generally effective for shrub and woody fuel reduction, while cattle are generally efficient at consuming fine herbaceous fuels (Barry & Huntsinger 2021; DiTomaso 2000; Barry 2015). Adjust stocking rates and duration to avoid overgrazing, maintain soil health, and ensure sufficient fuel reduction without damaging desirable plant communities (Barry 2015; Barry & Huntsinger 2021).
A livestock selection table is provided under Best Management Practice 1; refer to this for more information. 
Synchronize Grazing with Burn Timing
When implementing grazing before burning, use livestock to reduce fine fuels in advance of prescribed burns, especially in areas where high fuel loads could lead to uncontrollable fire behavior. Strategic timing and intensity of grazing prior to burning can help ensure that fuel loads are at optimal levels for safe and effective prescribed fire application (D’Antonio et al, 2002).
If grazing is decided for after burning, implement grazing post-burn to maintain reduced fuel loads and prevent rapid regrowth of invasive species or excessive biomass accumulation. Patch-burn grazing (PBG) is a grassland management practice that mimics the natural interplay of fire and grazing. Grazers, such as cattle, preferentially feed in recently burned patches, leaving unburned areas to accumulate vegetation, which then serves as fuel for future burns. This creates a dynamic, shifting mosaic of burned and unburned, grazed and ungrazed patches, increasing habitat heterogeneity—variability in vegetation structure, composition, and density—which is fundamental to supporting biological diversity. (Patch-Burn Grazing (U.S. National Park Service), n.d.)
Address Site-Specific Considerations
Addressing site-specific considerations to tailor practices to local ecosystems, sensitive areas, and management objectives is essential in the efficacy and efficiency of grazing planning. Consider soil type, slope, climate, and proximity to communities or critical infrastructure when planning grazing and burning (Stuth, J.W. 1996). Engaging stakeholders such as landowners, agencies, and fire professionals in planning and implementation will ensure safety, compliance, and shared objectives.

Monitor, Evaluate, and Adapt
· Implement robust monitoring protocols for vegetation, fuel loads, soil health, and ecosystem response. Use data to adjust grazing and burning strategies as needed.	Comment by Author: Angelina do this 8/20 
· Document outcomes and adapt management based on monitoring results, ecological feedback, and changing site conditions.
Regional Input for Best Management Practice #7: 
· Northern:

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo:

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 

(8) Best practices for use of prescribe grazing for reducing wildfire risk in and near fire-threatened communities, as that term is defined in paragraph (2) subdivision (b) of Section 4124.5*.	Comment by Author: Should we add the cities within counties' list that I created to support this BMP?

* For purposes of this subdivision, “fire-threatened communities” means those communities in high and very high fire hazard severity zones, identified by the State Fire Marshal pursuant to Section 51178 of the Government Code, or Article 9 (commencing with Section 4201) of this code, or on the “Fire Risk Rection Community” list maintained by the board pursuant to Section 4290.1.
· https://calfire.box.com/s/kmvz8h4nngyzcl6walqxfnz34g01jtas
Written by Austin Rutherford from the University of Arizona, Targeted Grazing | Rangelands Gateway provides information on targeted grazing, which has been used in urban-wildland interfaces to help protect cities from the threat of wildfire.
Strategic Planning and Community Engagement
Some community engagement and strategic planning can begin by working with local fire agencies, landowners, and community organizations to identify priority areas for fuel reduction near homes, roads, and infrastructure in the wildland-urban interface (WUI). These organizations can help develop explicit goals for fuel load reduction, defensible space, and ecosystem protection.
i. Integration with Community Wildfire Preparedness Plan (CWPP) : Align prescribed grazing projects with local CWPPs and regional wildfire prevention strategies to maximize effectiveness and secure community buy-in.
Targeted Grazing Implementation
To begin the implementation Choose the approprtoiate species for the vegetation type goats for shrubs and ladder fuels, sheep or cattle for fine grasses.
Adjust animal numbers and grazing duration to achieve desired residual dry matter (RDM) targets before peak fire season, typically aiming for RDM levels that minimize fire spread and intensity. 
Precision grazing by use fencing, herding, or virtual fencing to concentrate grazing in high-risk zones, such as around community perimeters, evacuation routes, and critical infrastructure. Note, permanent fencing has to be wildlife friendly. Resource WildlifeFriendlyFences.pdf.
i. Virtual fencing ‘game-changer’ for ranchers grazing cattle | UC Agriculture and Natural Resources
Contracting and Liability	Comment by Author: RAT Leads input for this section 
ii. Use detailed contracts that specify grazing objectives, animal care, timing, access, and liability, as recommended by the 2025 Prescribed Herbivory White Paper Update DRAFT 
iii. Work with experienced targeted grazing contractors, such as those recommended by the California Wool Growers Association’s Targeted Grazing Committee, to ensure best practices and animal welfare standards are met.
i. Contract Grazers | UC Agriculture and Natural Resources
Risk Assessment
i. Begin with mapping and assessing community boundaries, vegetation types, and fire hazard severity zones to identify the highest priority areas for fuel reduction.
i. Fire Hazard Severity Zones | OSFM
WUI considerations
Targeted grazing is increasingly being used as a management tool in recreation areas and the wildland-urban interface (WUI) to reduce fuel loads and shrub density (Taylor 2006). In practice, grazing lowers surface fuels (1- and 10-hour fuels) and can break up dense brush stands. The process of grazing often tramples fine fuels and incorporates them into the soil, which reduces ignition risk (Nader et al. 2007). When browsing species are used, they can trim ladder fuels, mimicking the fire-pruning effects of low-severity fires and raising the height to live crown. These outcomes make targeted grazing an effective strategy for managing fuel breaks, the WUI, and escape zones after the initial treatment of larger fuels, as well as for preventing excessive regrowth of grass and brush and disrupting the continuity of fuel loads (Taylor 2006).
Prioritizing grazing treatments focuses on zones such as community edges, evacuation routes, and places with heavy fuel accumulation where grazing can most effectively reduce fire danger (Barry 2015; Davies et al. 2022). Continuous monitoring of fuel reduction outcomes and adaptive management ensure the approach remains effective over time (Derner et al. 2022). Engaging local agencies, landowners, and residents is essential to ensure the risk assessment reflects real conditions and that prescribed grazing projects have community support (Biggs et al. 2021; Barry 2015).
iv. Targeted Grazing | Rangelands Gateway
Regional Input for Best Management Practice #8: 
· Northern:

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo:

· Coastal Inland:

· Southern:
 
(9) Other recommendations to increase the pace and scale of prescribed grazing at the local and regional levels, where appropriate. 
Expand and Streamline Funding Opportunities	Comment by Author: Can someone with more knowledge about funding opportunities please help me fill in this section? 
i. Utilize Wildfire Prevention Grants | CAL FIRE: These grants already fund prescribed grazing projects in and near fire-threatened communities. The program covers costs for planning, fencing, water infrastructure, and implementation.  
ii. CAL FIRE‘s Grant Programs Infographic
iii. Funding for Prescribed Grazing Projects:The 2025-26 Budget: Proposition 4 Spending Plan enables agencies such as CAL FIRE to provide grants for fuel reduction, which explicitly includes prescribed grazing eligible. This funding can be used for planning, implementation, and necessary infrastructure such as fencing and livestock watering systems, lowering operational barriers for landowners and grazing contractors. Proposition 4’s funding and policy provisions will help increase the pace and scale of prescribed grazing across California, especially in fire-threatened communities and wildland-urban interfaces.
iv. Community supported grazing in Ojai through Graze Ojai: Ojai Valley’s Community Supported Grazing Program | Ojai Valley Fire Safe Council
Streamline Environmental Review and Permitting
Utilize CalVTP for CEQA Streamlining. The California Vegetation Treatment Program (CalVTP), streamlines California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance for wildfire prevention projects, including prescribed grazing, through its Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR). By using the CalVTP EIR, project proponents can reduce the time and cost of CEQA review, making it easier to implement prescribed grazing and other vegetation treatments across the state. To further expand prescribed grazing at local and regional scales, agencies and land managers are encouraged to prioritize CalVTP use and provide training on its application, supporting more efficient wildfire resilience and ecological restoration efforts
i. Project Specific Analysis (PSA) – required environmental documentation: PSA Template
ii.  Project-Specific CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations Template
iii.  CalVTP Project Example including Prescribed Herbivory: South Coast Herbivory Project:
I. CalVTP Project ID 2023-21 Project-Specific Analysis
iv. Appendix F, Sample of Prescribed Herbivory BMPs in an approved CalVTP Project: Attachment F Prescribed Herbivory BMPs 2023-21
I.  Note: all approved CalVTP PSAs and environmental documentation can be found on the CalVTP Environmental Documentation webpage
Build Technical Capacity and Regional Coordination
Efforts to support regional planning can be made by encouraging long-term, landscape-scale planning and coordination among California Tribes, California Prescribed Burn Associations, California Fire Safe Council, California Association of Resource Conservation Districts, UC Cooperative Extension, and state agencies to maximize the effectiveness of prescribed grazing.	Comment by Author: Are we keeping these hyperlinks as is? 
Another effort is to establish regional centers for shared grazing equipment and infrastructure to reduce individual project costs and logistical barriers. California Grazing Exchange – Connecting livestock producers & those with available cropland or forage to graze is an example of a source that connects contract grazers with available herds and locations open for grazing.
Further efforts include the Range Management Advisory Committee (RMAC) workshops that emphasize the importance of logistics, planning, and collaboration, discussing funding sources and the development of grazing agreements and infrastructure to support the idea of shared resources and reduce barriers for successful grazing projects. Examples of past workshops can be found at Range Management Advisory Committee Archives under “Workshops”.
Increase Participation and Engagement
Some ways to increase participation and engagement include: 
1. Encourage both public and private landowners to participate by offering contracts and technical support, increasing the pool of land available for prescribed grazing.Rancher Technical Assistance Program – California Cattle Council
2. Build community support by implementing outreach and education campaigns to demonstrate the benefits and safety of prescribed grazing, addressing concerns and building local buy-in. This can include the expansion of outreach and education to demonstrate prescribed grazing’s benefits and safety, addressing community concerns and misconceptions. An example of this follows below: 
a. Fuels and Vegetation Education Program Homepage - Swanton Pacific Ranch - Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo education by Swanton Pacific Ranch's Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) program provides workshops with educated professionals on wildfire fuel mitigation and vegetation management to accelerate efforts for a more sustainable and fire-resilient California landscape.
Regional Input for Best Management Practice #9
· Northern:

· Sierra-Cascade Inyo:

· Coastal Inland: 

· Southern: 
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APPENDICES
Selected Resources 
(this may be expanded on, but is a first stab at compiling some resources for RATs to utilize; please add more resources as you include them in the outline/guidance below):
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2025 Task Force Strategic Action Plan Prescribed Herbivory Working Group
· Most recent Recommendations to increase the pace and scale of prescribed grazing (ExpandingRx Grazing_ActionPlan_20250130.docx) draft from working group: https://calfire.box.com/s/sae422l7y77q378izoctwy585hywrjsh (Cole, Bart, and Katie Delbar, all RMAC members, were involved in developing this)
· New Files from Forest Schafer (Task Force deliverables folder embedded in Local/Regional Guidance folder https://calfire.box.com/s/0utysg1kly5uuv5m2kjqxjansure7hf0): 
· RxGrazingWorkGroup_InitialScope_20241212.docx 
· ExpandingRx Grazing_ActionPlan_20250319.docx 
Resources from recent (2025) CRCC/Rustici Symposium presentations: 
· 2025 Rustici Symposium Poster - RMAC M. Horney 
· 2025 CRCC Symposium - S. Larson 
2024 RMAC Educational Workshop
There is not a lot from this workshop in terms of resources; if there are any, Stephanie would maybe have them. But here is the agenda for that day for a list of speakers we can contact for resources and input: 
Resources from 2024 SRM Symposium 
In partnership with the Society for Range Management Targeted Grazing Committee, the Range Management Advisory Committee hosted a panel symposium on prescribed herbivory in forests and rangelands with speakers in academia, state government, and private industry spanning California, Idaho, Minnesota, and Saskatchewan, Canada. Panelists included:
· Kelly Anderson with the Minnesota Department of Agriculture; Bianca Artadi-Soares, owner-operator of Star Creek Land Stewards and Talbot Sheep Company
· Cole Bush, owner-operator of Shepherdess Land & Livestock and the Grazing School of the West
· Matt Gabica, owner-operator of We Rent Goats
· Dr. Marc Horney, Certified Rangeland Manager (CRM) and Associate Professor at California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo
· Dr. Stephanie Larson, Director of the University of California Cooperative Extension for Sonoma County
· Lee Sexton, owner-operator of Sexton Grazing & Consulting
· Dr. Kristina Wolf, CRM and Senior Environmental Scientist for the Board of Forestry & Fire Protection
Speaker presentations slides (where applicable) are linked below, along with a Supplementary Resources List that includes links to relevant literature and websites, and provides access to a public Box drive with hosted files to ensure long-term access to shared documents.
· Prescribed/Targeted Grazing Resources List: Supplementary Resources List
· Additional Background Resources Folder
· Presentations: 
· Speaker Sections 1–4, with slides from B. Artadi-Soares, C. Bush, M. Gabica, M. Horney, and K. Wolf
· S. Larson – Section 2, Targeted Grazing
· S. Larson – Section 3, Match.Graze
2023 CA Wildfire Conference Resources
In partnership with Ventura County Resource Conservation District and Ventura County Wildfire Collaborative, Coastal Quest hosted a 3-day exchange bringing together a diverse group of wildfire practitioners to focus on understanding, preventing, and recovering from wildfires. Day 1 focused on Planning and Collaboration; Day 2 focused on Solutions and Actions; and Day 3 comprised four different field tour options, including one on “Wildfire Mitigation and Adaptive Management Practices: Prescribed Grazing and Burning”. Members and staff for the RMAC participated in panel Session 6 on Day 2: “Adaptive Management: Prescribed Grazing and Burns”.
· California Wildfire Conference Homepage
· Conference Program (there might be information of interest in other talks, not sure, but here is a link so you can investigate the other talks)
· Prescribed Grazing/Burning Session Presentations
· Day 2, Session 6: Prescribed Grazing and Burns Session Recording
· K. Wolf – Prescribed Grazing and Burns 
· C. Bush – Adaptive Management and Prescribed Grazing
· J. Stackhouse – Prescribed Burning
· T. Winning – Air Quality
2023 RMAC Educational Series
NAVIGATING THE APPLICATION AND PERMITTING PROCESS FOR WILDFIRE FUELS TREATMENT USING TARGETED GRAZING
This half-day no-cost workshop was held in person and virtually during the morning session of the Joint Range Conference “Rangeland and Fire”, a partnership of the Range Management Advisory Committee and the California Rangeland Conservation Coalition. As CAL FIRE and the State of California continued to ramp up investments for increasing fuel treatments to manage high fuel loads and reduce wildfire risk, the tool of using livestock to treat fuels has garnered increased attention for its potential to managing combustible vegetation. Participants learned about a variety of funding sources available to support wildfire prevention projects and activities in and near fire threatened communities that focus on increasing the protection of people, structures, and communities. In this workshop, CALFIRE, UC Extension advisors, and grazing managers offered general guidelines for developing applications for fuel reduction projects utilizing grazing through Request for Proposal (RFP) processes, and for developing successful grazing agreements. Speakers also provided information required for major elements of the funding application process and important considerations for wildfire fuel mitigation using prescribing grazing.

Speakers included RMAC Vice-Chair and UCCE Marin and Sonoma County Director and Livestock Range Management Advisor, Dr. Stephanie Larson; CAL FIRE Sonoma-Lake-Napa Unit Battalion Chief Marshall Turbeville; RMAC Chair and professor of Rangeland Ecology & Management in the Animal Science Department at California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, Dr. Marc Horney; Owner of Walking C Livestock, Principal of Koopmann Rangeland Consulting, and Area Land Manager for the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Clayton Koopman; and Ryan Nielsen of TN Cattle. This workshop was produced with support from California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) Training Program.

Supplemental Materials
· Joint Range Conference Flyer
· Workshop Recording 
· 2023 Joint Range Conference: Rangelands and Fire Agenda
· K. Wolf - RMAC Operations
· S-Larson - Match.Graze
· M. Turbeville – Grazing from a Firefighter’s Perspective
· FAVE Event Webpage
TARGETED GRAZING FOR FUEL REDUCTION: CASE STUDIES FROM EAST BAY REGIONAL PARKS DISTRICT
This all-day public workshop was an opportunity to learn about targeted grazing with a combination of cattle, sheep, and goats as part of a vegetation management and fuels reduction strategy. Participants improved their understanding of why people might choose targeted grazing as part of a vegetation management and fuels reduction strategy, and how that gets implemented. Fuels Reduction Coordinator at East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD), Steve Keller, explained what is required to manage a grazing contract on a day-to-day basis. Rangeland Specialist at EBRPD, Allison Rofe, discussed the goals of the East Bay Regional Park’s livestock grazing program including treatment, design, permitting pathway, and methodology of partnerships. Star Creek Land Stewards' Bianca Soares highlighted targeted grazers' ability to adapt methods based on project goals and differences in species' grazing styles. This workshop was produced with support from California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) Training Program.
Supplemental Materials
· Star Creek Land Stewards Educational Flyer
· East Bay Regional Parks District RFP
· East Bay Regional Parks District Standard Contract for Services
· East Bay Regional Parks District Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan
· East Bay Regional Parks District Grazing Maps
· East Bay Regional Parks Fire Hazard Severity Maps
· FAVE Event Webpage
TARGETED GRAZING FOR FUEL REDUCTION: CASE STUDIES FROM THE RANCHO JAMUL ECOLOGICAL RESERVE AND HOLLENBECK CANYON WILDLIFE AREA (HCWA)
This all-day public workshop was an opportunity to learn about targeted grazing with cattle as part of a vegetation management and fuels reduction strategy. Co-sponsored by the California-Pacific Section of the Society for Range Management spring meeting, participants learned about targeted grazing as a vegetation management and fuels reduction strategy in the Wildland-Urban Interface while incorporating conservation values into strategic management. This is the furthest south this kind of grazing management for combined fuels management conservation values is documented to occur in California, about seven miles north of the Mexico border in Jamul, California. Tracie Nelson, Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) and Rancho Jamul Ecological Reserve (RJER) biologist, reviewed the context of the grazing project, including property-wide goals and special-status species, including the Burrowing Owl and rare Otay Tarplant; rancher John Mark Austel of 4J Land & Cattle described his grazing planning process, working with partners at RJER and HCWA including CAL FIRE, CDFW, and U.S. Border Patrol, and managing multiple often competing factors; Sarah McCutcheon of the US Geological Survey spoke about the San Diego Management and Monitoring Program for the regional conservation of sensitive species and habitats under the Natural Community Conservation Act; Dr. James Bartolome of U.C. Berkeley professor and Dr. Felix Ratcliff of LD Ford Consultants in Rangeland Conservation Science spoke about the collaborative San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) project in which researchers across a variety of institutions work to understand how grazing and burning affect grasslands and restoration success, and Dr. Bartolome also discussed the development and use of Ecological Site Descriptions; Raul Alvarado of the Natural Resources Conservation Service provided valuable information on NRCS programs, including funding opportunities and technical support for ranchers; CAL FIRE Battalion Chief Pete Scully shared insights into the effectiveness of grazing and other fuels treatments for fire and fuels management; and Matthew Shapero, Livestock and Range Advisor for the U.C. Cooperative Extension in Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties, shared research behind the science of fuels management and fire danger as it relates to livestock grazing and manipulation of fine fuels. Morning and afternoon refreshments were provided by the San Diego-Imperial County Cattlemen’s Association, and San Diego Cattlewomen’s Association, respectively. This workshop was produced with support from California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) Training Program.  
 Supplemental Materials
· May 8, 2023 Flyer
· May 8, 2023 Agenda
· John Austel – 4J Land & Cattle Grazing Management
· Sarah McCutcheon – Sensitive Species Handout
· Matthew Shapero – Science of Grazing and Fire
· NRCS – EQIP Factsheet
· J. Bartolome and F. Ratcliff – SANDAG Grazing Study
· Ratcliff et al. 2022 – Grazing, Fuels, and Fire Behavior
· Barry & Huntsinger 2021 Grazing & Conservation
ECOLOGICAL MANAGEMENT OF FIRE-PRONE LANDSCAPES: PRESCRIBED GRAZING IN THE OJAI VALLEY
Sponsored by the Ojai Valley Fire Safe Council (OVFSC) and Range Management Advisory Committee, this all-day public workshop was an opportunity to learn about targeted grazing with goats and sheep within the context of OVFSC's multi-stakeholder approach to community-wide fire-safety and ecological resilience working with graziers, fire fighters, ecologists, natural resource experts, community organizations, and U.C. Cooperative Extension. Site visits and grazing demonstrations occurred at the Besant School of Happy Valley and the Thacher School, where grazing with sheep and goats is being utilized to manage fuel loads and fire risk in these high-risk communities.
Chris Danch, Executive Director of the OVFSC shared details about the formation and implementation of the Ojai Valley Community-Supported Grazing Program (CSGP), including relationships with graziers and partners; trade-offs in short-and long-term ecological goals and outcomes; challenges, constraints, and successes; and funding mechanisms. Owner-operator Cole Bush of Shepherdess Land & Livestock spoke about the evolution and intricacies of co-developed goals, grazing planning and management, and monitoring outcomes within an adaptive management framework. Matthew Shapero, Livestock and Range Advisor for the U.C. Cooperative Extension in Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties, shared research behind the science of fuels management and fire danger as it relates to livestock grazing and manipulation of fine fuels. Tom Maloney, Executive Director of the Ojai Valley Land Conservancy (OVLC), described local opportunities for prescribed grazing in OVLC’s stewardship programming within the context of ecological stewardship and a fire-safe, fire-ready community. Michael Leicht, owner-operator of Ventura Brush Goats, walked participants through the ins and outs of grazing planning in complex wildfire-urban landscapes. Morning refreshments were provided by local women-owned Pinhole Coffee and sponsored by Cole Bush of Shepherdess Land & Livestock.
 Supplemental Materials
· May 16, 2023 Flyer
· May 16, 2023 Agenda
· Ojai Valley Fire Safe Council Community Supported Grazing Program
· M. Leicht – Ventura Brush Goats
· Biomass Reductions and Fire Hazard, M. Shapero – UCANR
· Siegel et al. 2022 – Grazing & Wildfire in California
· California Fire Safe Council-Fuels Treatment Success Stories
· Putting Nature to Work Series: Prescribed Grazing for Ecological and Wildfire Resilience
· Stewards of the Land
· Prescribed Herbivory for Wildfire Prevention Treatment
· Regenerate Ojai 
· UCANR Grazing for Fire Prevention
PRESCRIBED HERBIVORY FOR FUELS REDUCTION: GRAZING PLANNING AND PERMITTING IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
In this workshop, representatives from CALFIRE (Department of Forestry & Fire Protection), Caltrans (Department of Transportation), the CDFW (California Department of Fish & Wildlife), and CP SLO’s (California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo) Range Program discussed the steps involved in the development of grazing agreements (‘licenses’) on State lands and beyond. Len Nielson, CAL FIRE Staff Chief for Prescribed Fire and Environmental Protection, provided an in-depth review of CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) processes and requirements. Julea Shaw, Environmental Scientist with the CDFW, spoke about CDFW Excess Vegetation Removal (Grazing) Permit Process. Dr. Marc Horney, Associate Professor at CP SLO, discussed requirements for contracting on State lands and general guidelines for developing applications for fuel reduction projects utilizing grazing. Lisa Worthington, CalTrans Chief of the Office of Vegetation and Wildfire Management, described the process of obtaining a CalTrans encroachment permit for prescribed herbivory. This workshop was produced with support from California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Fuels and Vegetation Education (FAVE) Training Program.
Supplemental Materials 
· May 19, 2023 Agenda
· Webinar Recording
· L. Nielson - CAL FIRE CEQA Permitting Process
· L. Worthington - Caltrans Vegetation Management Program
· J. Shaw - CDFW Grazing Permits
· Caltrans Vegetation and Wildlife Management Map Viewer
· FAVE Event Webpage
SALINAS RIVER VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PROJECT: GRAZING FOR FUELS REDUCTION IN A RIPARIAN CORRIDOR
Sponsored by Althouse & Meade and the Range Management Advisory Committee, this all-day public workshop was an opportunity to learn about targeted grazing in a riparian area with goats in conjunction with mechanical methods to reduce fuel loads in an active riparian area in a first-of-its-kind Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement that provides the mechanism for a long-term grazing plan. Collaborators from the City of Paso Robles’ Fire Department, San Luis Obispo (SLO) Firesafe Council, Althouse & Meade Consulting, and grazing operator The Goat Girls provided insight into this long-term vegetation management project in a California riverbed fuel model. Thank you to Althouse & Meade Consulting for providing a bountiful presentation of refreshments and snacks.  
Beth Reynolds, owner-operator of The Goat Girls, discussed logistics of targeted grazing within the scope of the 100-acre project, grazing post-fire and post-mastication, and the use of sheep and/or goats to achieve desired vegetative goals. Participants viewed areas managed by grazing and a goat grazing demonstration and discussed the necessary supporting infrastructure and equipment. City of Paso Robles' Fire Department Battalion Chief, Jay Enns, provided background on the site history and described how fires in the Salinas Riverbed led to a State of Emergency and multi-faceted approach to reduce fuel load in the short-term with plans to transition to a long-term vegetation management plan. Chief Enns reviewed regulatory hurdles and required permits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the CA Dept of Fish and Wildlife for fuels management in a riparian area zoned within city limits on a long-term basis. Dan Turner, Director of SLO Firesafe Council, shared information on funding sources and considerations for administrative support to secure funding for the project. Althouse & Meade's owner-founder Lynnedee Althouse discussed goals of the Salinas River Vegetation Management Project including unique environmental constraints and necessary adaptations for grazing management within a watercourse. Biologist and certified arborist Daniel Keeley described identification and prioritization of fuel reduction areas, grazing needs, and compatibility and/or need for other vegetation methods (e.g., mechanical treatments). Senior biologist and project manager Valerie Mattos described environmental permitting considerations for this grazing project within riparian areas.
Supplemental Materials
· May 26, 2023 Flyer
· May 26, 2023 Agenda
· L. Althouse Permitting and Policy
· J. Enns Salinas River Tour
· Salinas River Project Approved Press Release

PRESCRIBED GRAZING PLANNING FOR WILDLAND FUELS REDUCTION
In this workshop, participants increased their understanding of how to develop an objectives-based, Grazing Management Plan (GMP) that addresses wildland fuels reduction objectives. Representatives from U.C. Cooperative Extension (UCCE), professional rangeland consulting firms, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and academic institutions dove into the many nuanced requirements and needs in the development of a Grazing Management Plan. Dr. Larry Ford, LDFord Consultants in Rangeland Science, described the similarities, differences, and purposes of GMPs and Resource Management Plans, and Grazing Agreements, and how they interrelate, and described the different kinds of monitoring that may be conducted for different purposes and at different levels of management. Morgan Doran, UC Cooperative Extension Advisor for Livestock and Natural Resources for Ventura County, followed with a summary of objectives and outcome-based grazing planning, trade-offs associated with different goals, and how objectives may vary depending on the institution, environment, and timeline of the grazing project. USDA NRCS Rangeland Management Specialist Alan Bower detailed the information needs and sources for developing a context-based site description to inform the grazing planning, and the role of NRCS and Resource Conservation Districts may play in assisting land managers and livestock graziers. Roxanne Foss, Senior Ecologist with Vollmar Natural Lands Consulting, LLC, followed with a presentation on monitoring and adaptive management, including the development of monitoring plans in alignment with the goals and objectives of the GMP, the different types of monitoring and monitoring metrics, and the role of monitoring results in an adaptive management process. Dr. Marc Horney, Associate Professor of Animal Science at Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo, reviewed rangeland resource concerns and constraints, types of GMPs, and permitting. Lastly, UC Cooperative Extension Livestock and Natural Resources Advisor and Santa Clara County Director Dr. Sheila Barry brought the various management pieces together, describing the mechanics of putting the plan into practice.
Supplemental Materials
· June 6, 2023 Agenda
· M. Doran - Goals and Objectives
· L. Ford and F. Ratcliff - Plans and Agreements
· R. Foss - Adaptive Management
· A. Bower - Grazing for Wildland Fuels
· S. Barry – Grazing License
2023 Applying for a Wildfire Prevention Grant – with a focus on Prescribed Grazing projects 

CAL FIRE’s Wildfire Prevention (WP) Grants Program provides funding for wildfire prevention projects and activities in and near fire threatened communities that focus on increasing the protection of people, structures, and communities. In this webinar, CALFIRE and UC Extension specialists explained the ins and outs of applying for the current WP Grant cycle to fund prescribed grazing projects. Details discussed included the application process, when a grazing plan is required, the basics of grazing for fuel reduction, and considerations when planning grazing projects for wildfire fuel mitigation.
These presentations are available due to a partnership between the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection's Range Management Advisory Committee and Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo.
· Workshop Recording
· Event Flyer
· Event Webpage
· Applying for a Wildfire Prevention Grant
· Grazing for Fuel Reduction
· Grazing from a Firefighter’s Point of View
Also see the Wildfire Prevention Grants Program.
Regional Approach	Comment by Author: We need to identify somehow the counties that fall into two or more regions. Perhaps we can create a table that covers this? Let's do that. I will put a sample table in here - that will be better than text. 

Also, where did these come from? We need to explain how we came up with this list. 

And, is it done? there seem to be missing cities/items/blanks throughout. 
Insert paragraph about the four regions, how they were developed, and reference the Task Force webpages/SAP. I put some content below to get you started. 
Regional Action Teams
Regional Action Team (RAT) Leads are named for each region, below. The Local/Regional Grazing Guidance will be developed to cover the entire state and will include locally- and regionally-based contextual recommendations and guidance, based on the four regions developed by the Task Force (Regional Profiles and Resource Kits). These regions are as follows: 
* Note: Counties marked with an (*) contain areas in another region as well.
Region 1: Coastal Inland 
· Team Lead(s): Dr. Marc Horney, mhorney@calpoly.edu & Devii Rao, deviirao@ucanr.edu 
· Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno*, Kern*, Kings, Madera*, Marin*, Mariposa*, Merced, Monterey, San Benito, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Stanislaus, Tulare*, Ventura*	Comment by Author: I added this to the table, not sure if the town list is complete (doubt it, there are more than four cities/towns in Alameda - also, how were those four chosen in the first place?) 	Comment by Author: I added this one to the table too as an example, since it overlaps regions. 
Region 1: Sierra-Cascade-Into (SCI)
· Team Lead(s): Dr. Kristina Wolf, Kristina.Wolf@bof.ca.gov & Noah Lopez, noah@wrstrat.com 
· Counties: Alpine, Amador, Butte*, Calaveras, El Dorado, Fresno*, Inyo, Kern*, Lassen, Madera*, Mariposa*, Modoc*, Mono, Nevada, Placer*, Plumas, Shasta*, Sierra, Siskiyou*, Tehama*, Trinity*, Tulare*, Tuolumne, Yuba*
Region 3: Northern 
· Team Lead(s): Dr. Stephanie Larson, slarson@ucanr.edu
· Counties: Butte*, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn, Humboldt, Lake, Marin*, Mendocino, Modoc*, Napa, Placer*, Sacramento, Shasta*, Siskiyou*, Solano, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama*, Trinity*, Yolo, Yuba*
 Region 4: Southern 
· Team Lead(s): Cole Bush, bcb@shepherdesslandl.co & Joel Kramer, joel.kramer@rcdsandiego.org
· Counties: Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, Ventura*
Table 1. Regions, Counties, and Towns
	County, Township, or Locality	Comment by Author: Add Table caption (can only do in Word app, not online Word)
	Coastal Inland
	Sierra-Cascade-Inyo
	Northern
	Southern

	Alameda County
	X
	
	
	

	Castro Valley (Alameda County)
	X
	
	
	

	Oakland (Alameda County)
	X
	
	
	

	Oakland Hills (Alameda County)
	X
	
	
	

	Berkeley (Alameda County)
	X
	
	
	

	Fresno County
	X
	X
	
	

	Bretz Mill	Comment by Author: Not sure which regions these fall in since the text below is not correct (see comments in the text below related to the regions/counties/cities. 	Comment by Author: These towns/ areas listed within each county are per CAL FIRE's fuels reduction management project map - Fuels Reduction | CAL FIRE
	
	
	
	

	Auberry
	
	
	
	

	Dinkey Creek
	
	
	
	

	Barnes Mountain
	
	
	
	

	Matthews Mill
	
	
	
	

	Shaver Lake Heights
	
	
	
	

	Miramonte
	
	
	
	

	Pinehurst
	
	
	
	

	Cedarbrook
	
	
	
	

	Bald Mountain
	
	
	
	

	Alcalde Hills
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Northern 	Comment by Author: Not sure what this is... there is no North Coast Inland region. Correct and ensure the localities listed do match what this was supposed to be, whatever that is. 	Comment by Author: It also looks like things got copied and pasted into this whole section multiple times for some of the regions... 

Review and correct so only one region is reflected and all towns in that region are reflected only once (ENSURE WE ARE NOT INCLUDING THE SAME TOWNS ACROSS REGIONS, I don't think that would happen, but if it does let me know, seems unlikely or at least rare) 
· BUTTE: Paradise, Berry Creek, Concow, Parkhill, Yankee Hill, Hurleton, Oroville Junction, Deadman Ravine, De Sabla, Magalia, Musty Buck Ridge, Cohasset Ridge, and Butte Valley
· COLUSA: Arbuckle, Goat Mountain, Pacific Ridge,
· DEL NORTE: French Hill, Adams Station, Smith River, Gasquet, Patrick Creek, Washington Peak, Child’s Hill, Del Norte Coast Redwoods State Park,
· GLENN: Willows, Elk Creek, Rocky Ridge, Glenn, Orland, Cory,
· HUMBOLDT: Johnsons, Berry Glenn, Orick, Murrelet State Wilderness, Redwood National Park, Blue Creek Mountain Range, Orleans, Hoopa, Pine Ridge, Ranger Mountain, Bald Hills, Wautec, Eureka, Redway, Garberville, Thorn Junction, Telegraph Ridge, Shelter Cove, Humbolt Redwoods State Park, Bull Creek, Weott, Miranda, Buckeye Mountain, Petrolia, Schoolhouse Hill, Lone Star Junction, Willow Creek, Westhaven, Gold Bluffs, Gibson Ridge
· LAKE: Upper Lake, Scott’s Mountain, Lucerne, Long Valley Ridge, Soda Bay, Thurston Lake, Anderson Flat, Salminas Resort, Siegler Mountain, Cobb Valley, Lower Lake, Harbin Mountain, Castle Rock Springs, Vann, Elk Mountain, Kesley Creek, Mahnke Peak, Jim Davis Peak,
· MARIN: Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Larkspur, King Mountain, Ross Hill, San Anselmo, Fairfax, Bald Hill, Bon Tempe Lake, Pams Blue Ridge, Sleepy Hollow, San Geronimo, Green Hill, Lagunitas, Lucas Valley – Marinwood, Marinwood, China Camp State Park
· MENDOCINO: Lake Mendocino, Vichy Springs, The Forks, Cleland Mountain, Montgomery, Orrs Springs, Pine Ridge, Whiskey Springs, Fort Bragg, Hesser Addition, Mendocino Woodlands State Park,
· MODOC: Modoc National Forest, Spalding Butte, Egg Lake, Lookout, Splawn Mountain, Manzanita Mountain, Deer Spring Ridge, Swaegart Flat, Canby, Lonepine Butte, Alturas, Modoc National Wildlife Refuge, Lake County, Cedarville,
· NAPA: Pope Valley, Howell Mountain, St. Helena, Spanish Flat, Mark West Springs, Yountville, Atlas, Steel Canyon Resort, Woodleaf, Spanish Valley (Berryessa Estates), Sage Canyon,
· PLACER: Auburn, Applegate, Gillis Hill, Camels Hump, Granite Bay, The Ceadars, French Meadows, Grayhorse Valley,
· SACRAMENTO: (east) Rancho Murieta, Van Vleck/shooting center, Browns Creek
· SHASTA: Redding, Cloverdale, Branstetter, Westwood, Gore Ranch, Clear Creek, Niles Canyon, Rancheria, Midway, Inwood, Shingletown, Manton, Viola, Eskimo Hill, Manzanita Chute, Red Lake Mountain, McCumber Flat, Thatchers Meadows, Dersch Meadows, Lookout Mountian, Davis Mountain, Flat Top Mountain, McMullen Mountain, Whitmore, Burney, Haynes Flat, Swede Creek Plains, Wengler, Hillcrest, Montgomery Creek, Williams Ranch, Gomez, Dana, Cayton, Harlow Place, Big Bend, Shasta Lake, Midway
· SISKIYOU: Big Springs, Kilgore Hills, Yreka, Greenhorn Park, Hawkinsville, Craggy Mountain, Vesa Bluffs, Badger Mountain, Scott Bar Mountains, Baker Flat, Milk Ranch Meadows, Walker Bridge Ranch, Fort Jones, Cheeseville, Etna, Scott Valley, East Fork Scott, Callahan, Scott Mountains, Hayes Clutch, Sugar Hill, Smith Hill, Paradise Hallow, Beauty Flat, Cottage Grove, Clear Creek, Fort Goff, Happy Camp, Hoskin, Lone Pine Bar, Ti Bar, Ogaromtoc Lake (East), Offield Mountain, Somes Bar, Black Mountain, Orleans, Forks of Salmon, Bestville, McCloud, Elk Flat, Garner Mountain, Bray, Tennant, Cougar, Grass Lake, Jerome, Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, Tulelake, Weed, Mount Shasta, Igerna, Hammond Ranch, Howard, Azalea, Lake Siskiyou, Deetz,
· SOLANO: Rockville Hills Park, Green Valley, Suisun Reservoir, Cement Hill
· SONOMA: Camp Thayer, Bridgehaven, Santa Rosa, Bennet Mountain, Glenn Ellen, Stuart Canyon, West Verano, Fairville, Talay Creek, Goat Rock, Mohrhardt Ridge, Seaview, Toners Place, Fort Ross State Historic Park, Pole Mountain, Little Black Mountain, Reef Campground, Sea Ranch, Timber Cove, Del Mar Point, Gualala Point, Valley Crossing, Walsh Landing, California Coastal National Monument,
· SUTTER:
· TEHAMA: Red Bluff, Bend, Hooker, Mitchell Glutch, Highway 36W, Dairyville, Brown Place, Elkhorn Ridge, Tomhead Mountain, Budden Canyon, Mineral, Mill Creek, Lyman Springs, Paynes Creek, Howell Ridge, Black Butte Lake, Woodson Bridge Natural Preserve, Stinger Creek, Log Spring Ridge, Valentine Ridge
· TRINITY: Weaverville, Lewiston, Junction City, Browns Mountain, Muser Hill, Musser Hill, Dragon Mountain, Ruth, Forest Glen, Hyampom, Burnt Ranch, Peanut
· YOLO: Black Mountain, Casey Flats, Tancred, Rumsey, Putah Creek
· YUBA: Stanfield Hill, Rancho Loma Rica, Dobbins, Oregon House, Frenchtown, Hedge Hill, Yuba Foothills, Brownsville, Beale Air Force Base, Daughtery Hill, Camptonville, Challenge, Woodleaf, Plumas Lake, Yuba Foothills

Sierra-Cascade-Inyo 
· ALPINE: Grover Hot Springs State Park, Mesa Vista,
· AMADOR: Fiddle Town, Pine Acres, Clinton, Mount Zion, Pine Grove.
· BUTTE: Paradise, Berry Creek, Concow, Parkhill, Yankee Hill, Hurleton, Oroville Junction, Deadman Ravine, De Sabla, Magalia, Musty Buck Ridge, Cohasset Ridge, and Butte Valley
· CALAVERAS: Forest Meadows, Rocky Hill, Big Trees, Canyon View, Copperopolis, Rancho Calaveras, and San Andreas
· EL DORADO: McCulloh, Glenridge Park, Blacksmith Flat
· FRESNO: Bretz Mill, Dinkey Creek, Barnes Mountain, Matthews Mill, Auberry, Shaver Lake Heights, Miramonte, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Bald Mountain, Alcalde Hills,
· INYO: Owens Valley, Aberdeen,
· KERN: Shirley Meadows, Kernville, Glennville, Tehachapi Valley, Stallion Springs, Bear Valley, Rowen, Pleito Hills, Grapevine, Woody, Halfway House, Bena,
· LASSEN: Susanville, Roop Mountain, Willow Creek, Aspen flat, Janesville, Honey Lake Valley (north), Carl Flat, Sang Hill, Big Valley Mountains, Alderman Ridge, Jimmerson Mountain, Day
· MADERA: Nipinnawasee, Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, Crane Valley, Wishon, North Fork, Goat Mountain, Thornberry Mountain, Potter Ridge, Crook Mountain, Indian Lakes Estates, Cascadel Woods, Whiskey Falls, Crane Valley,
· MARIPOSA: Stumpfield Mountain, Magoon Hill, Bootjack, Mariposa, Bridgeport, Bullion Mountain, Buckingham Mountain, Jerseydale, Wawona, Yosemite Valley, Greeley Hill, Yosemite West,
· MODOC: Modoc National Forest, Spalding Butte, Egg Lake, Lookout, Splawn Mountain, Manzanita Mountain, Deer Spring Ridge, Swaegart Flat, Canby, Lonepine Butte, Alturas, Modoc National Wildlife Refuge, Lake County, Cedarville,
· MONO: Crestview, Mammoth Lakes,
· NEVADA: Rough and Ready, Grass Valley, Banner Mountain, Nevada City, Buckey Ridge, Burlington Ridge, Chalk Bluff Ridge, Washington, Grouse Ridge, Sagehen Hills, Alder Hill, Truckee, Union Valley, south Donnor Lake, Bald Mountain,
· PLACER: Auburn, Applegate, Gillis Hill, Camels Hump, Granite Bay, The Ceadars, French Meadows, Grayhorse Valley,
· PLUMAS: Quincy, Keddie, Hot Springs, Paxton, Spanish Ranch, Bean Hill, Meadow Valley, Cromberg, Sloat, Greenhorn, Portola, Whitehawk, Mohawk Vista, C-Road, Taylorsville, Wheeler Peak,
· SHASTA: Redding, Cloverdale, Branstetter, Westwood, Gore Ranch, Clear Creek, Niles Canyon, Rancheria, Midway, Inwood, Shingletown, Manton, Viola, Eskimo Hill, Manzanita Chute, Red Lake Mountain, McCumber Flat, Thatchers Meadows, Dersch Meadows, Lookout Mountian, Davis Mountain, Flat Top Mountain, McMullen Mountain, Whitmore, Burney, Haynes Flat, Swede Creek Plains, Wengler, Hillcrest, Montgomery Creek, Williams Ranch, Gomez, Dana, Cayton, Harlow Place, Big Bend, Shasta Lake, Midway,   
· SIERRA: Independence Lake, Campbell Hot Springs (Randolph Hill), Balls Canyon, Calpine, Pliocene Ridge, Alleghany, Forest, Goodyears Bar, Oxford Mill
· SISKIYOU: Big Springs, Kilgore Hills, Yreka, Greenhorn Park, Hawkinsville, Craggy Mountain, Vesa Bluffs, Badger Mountain, Scott Bar Mountains, Baker Flat, Milk Ranch Meadows, Walker Bridge Ranch, Fort Jones, Cheeseville, Etna, Scott Valley, East Fork Scott, Callahan, Scott Mountains, Hayes Clutch, Sugar Hill, Smith Hill, Paradise Hallow, Beauty Flat, Cottage Grove, Clear Creek, Fort Goff, Happy Camp, Hoskin, Lone Pine Bar, Ti Bar, Ogaromtoc Lake (East), Offield Mountain, Somes Bar, Black Mountain, Orleans, Forks of Salmon, Bestville, McCloud, Elk Flat, Garner Mountain, Bray, Tennant, Cougar, Grass Lake, Jerome, Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, Tulelake, Weed, Mount Shasta, Igerna, Hammond Ranch, Howard, Azalea, Lake Siskiyou, Deetz,
· TEHAMA: Red Bluff, Bend, Hooker, Mitchell Glutch, Highway 36W, Dairyville, Brown Place, Elkhorn Ridge, Tomhead Mountain, Budden Canyon, Mineral, Mill Creek, Lyman Springs, Paynes Creek, Howell Ridge, Black Butte Lake, Woodson Bridge Natural Preserve, Stinger Creek, Log Spring Ridge, Valentine Ridge
· TRINITY: Weaverville, Lewiston, Junction City, Browns Mountain, Muser Hill, Musser Hill, Dragon Mountain, Ruth, Forest Glen, Hyampom, Burnt Ranch, Peanut
· TULARE: Tulare, Porterville, West Visalia, Badger, Advance, Milk Ranch/Case Wilderness Study Area, Cabin Cove, Case Mountain, Cahoon Mountain, Springville, Milo, California Hot Springs, Packsaddle Meadow, Balance Rock, Fountain Springs, East Porterville, Lake Success, River Island Country Club, Hartland, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Fane, Ponderosa, Eshom Valley,
· TUOLOME: Tuolumne, Ralph, Diamond Bar B Ranch, Twain Harte, Sierra Village, Long Barn, Lakewood Highlands, Comstock Ranch, Cedar Ridge, Columbia, Arastraville, Mount Prevo, Quail Ridge Ranch, Apple Valley Estates, Sylvan Lodge, Strawberry, Bumblebee, Pinecrest, Spring Gap, Cow Creek, Phoenix Lake,
· YUBA: Stanfield Hill, Rancho Loma Rica, Dobbins, Oregon House, Frenchtown, Hedge Hill, Yuba Foothills, Brownsville, Beale Air Force Base, Daughtery Hill, Camptonville, Challenge, Woodleaf, Plumas Lake, Yuba Foothills

Coastal Inland
ALAMEDA: Castro valley, oakland, oakland hills, Berkeley
CONTRA COSTA: Moraga, Alamo, Gudde Ridge, Lafayette, Walnut Creek, San Pablo Ridge, Briones Valley,
FRESNO: Bretz Mill, Dinkey Creek, Barnes Mountain, Matthews Mill, Auberry, Shaver Lake Heights, Miramonte, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Bald Mountain, Alcalde Hills,	Comment by Author: this is listed exactly the same as the above region, but that is definitely not right. While one county may end up in more than one region, it seems doubtful that multiple cities in that same county also fall into more than one region. I can see that maybe happening on occasion, but not often. 
KERN: Shirley Meadows, Kernville, Glennville, Tehachapi Valley, Stallion Springs, Bear Valley, Rowen, Pleito Hills, Grapevine, Woody, Halfway House, Bena,
KINGS: 
MADERA: Nipinnawasee, Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, Crane Valley, Wishon, North Fork, Goat Mountain, Thornberry Mountain, Potter Ridge, Crook Mountain, Indian Lakes Estates, Cascadel Woods, Whiskey Falls, Crane Valley,
MARIN: Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Larkspur, King Mountain, Ross Hill, San Anselmo, Fairfax, Bald Hill, Bon Tempe Lake, Pams Blue Ridge, Sleepy Hollow, San Geronimo, Green Hill, Lagunitas, Lucas Valley – Marinwood, Marinwood, China Camp State Park
MARIPOSA: Stumpfield Mountain, Magoon Hill, Bootjack, Mariposa, Bridgeport, Bullion Mountain, Buckingham Mountain, Jerseydale, Wawona, Yosemite Valley, Greeley Hill, Yosemite West,
MERCED: San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, Atwater, Castle
MONTEREY: Del Monte Forest, Pebble Beach, Del Rey Oaks, Carmel, Carmel Highlands, Willams Canyon, Carmel Valley, Baronet Estates, Palo Corona-White Rock, Twin Peaks, Notleys Landing, Mescal Ridge, Bottchers Gap, Skinner Ridge, Big Sur,
SAN BENITO: San Juan Canyon, Fremont Peak State Park, Hollister Hills, Ridgemark,
SAN FRANCISCO: 	
SAN JOAQUIN:
SAN LUIS OBISPO: Hausna, Temettate Ridge, Blacklake, Pippin Corner, Parkhill, Santa Margarita, Santa Margarita Reservior, Big Baldy, Camp San Luis Obispo, Los Osos, California Coastal National Monument, San Luis Hill, Avila Beach, Pismo Beach, Saucelito Creek, Lake Nacimiento, Santa Lucia Range, Hearst San Simeon State Historical Monument, Pine Mountain, Cambria, Harmony Headlands State Park, Cayucos
SAN MATEO: Huddart County Park, Redwood Park, Belmont, Half Moon Bay, Kings Mountain, El Granada, Mills Canyon Park, Burlingame Gardens, Pacifica, Brisbane, Crestview Park, Eaton Park, Wunderlich County Park, Sky Londa, La Honda, Haskins Hill, Deer Park Ridge, China Flat, Butano State Park, Ano Nuevo, Pomponio Ranch, Los Trancos/Vista Verde Haz
SANTA BARBARA: West Mesa, Alta Mesa, Lower State, Summerland, Montecito, Toro Canyon, Mission Canyon, Sycamore Canyon, Cielito, Foothill, San Roque, Isla Vista, Cathedral Oaks, Shepard Mesa, El Captain State Beach, Las Flores Canyon, Tajiguas, Refugio State Beach, Mission Hills, Vandenberg Village, Orcutt, Figueroa Mountain, Santa Ynez Mountains, Buell Reservior, Gaviota, San Augustine,
SANTA CLARA: Saratoga Quarry Park, Sanborn County Park, Los Gatos, Lexington Hills, Lake Elsman, Table Mountain (north), Morgan Hill, Joseph D. Grant County Park, Halls Valley, Alum Rock Park, Metcalf Motorcycle County Park, Santa Teresa Hills, Calero Reservoir County Park, Ben Lomond, Mission Springs, Henry Cowell Redwoods State Park, Blue Ridge High School, Finley Ridge, Mount Madonna, Mount Madonna West,
SANTA CRUZ: Twin Lakes, Capitola, Santa Rosalia Mountain, Hinckley Ridge, Soquel Demonstration State Forest, Watsonville, Santa Cruz, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Davenport, Aptos Hills,
STANISLAUS: 
TULARE: Tulare, Porterville, West Visalia, Badger, Advance, Milk Ranch/Case Wilderness Study Area, Cabin Cove, Case Mountain, Cahoon Mountain, Springville, Milo, California Hot Springs, Packsaddle Meadow, Balance Rock, Fountain Springs, East Porterville, Lake Success, River Island Country Club, Hartland, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Fane, Ponderosa, Eshom Valley,
VENTURA: North Bank, Ventura, Mira Monte, Meiners Oaks, Oak View, East Foster Park, North Ojai, Vickers Hot Springs, Ojai, Hopper Mountain National Wildlife Refuge, Fairview Canyon, Sulphur Mountain, Piru, Moorpark, Las Posas Hills, Blue Point, Dominguez Canyon, Rodeo Flat, Sulphur Springs, Timber Canyon, Oat Mountain, Alamos Canyon, Grade Valley, Santa Rosa Valley, Tierra Rejada Valley

Southern
A. North Coast Inland: 
BUTTE: Paradise, Berry Creek, Concow, Parkhill, Yankee Hill, Hurleton, Oroville Junction, Deadman Ravine, De Sabla, Magalia, Musty Buck Ridge, Cohasset Ridge, and Butte Valley
COLUSA: Arbuckle, Goat Mountain, Pacific Ridge,
DEL NORTE: French Hill, Adams Station, Smith River, Gasquet, Patrick Creek, Washington Peak, Child’s Hill, Del Norte Coast Redwoods State Park,
GLENN: Willows, Elk Creek, Rocky Ridge, Glenn, Orland, Cory,
HUMBOLDT: Johnsons, Berry Glenn, Orick, Murrelet State Wilderness, Redwood National Park, Blue Creek Mountain Range, Orleans, Hoopa, Pine Ridge, Ranger Mountain, Bald Hills, Wautec, Eureka, Redway, Garberville, Thorn Junction, Telegraph Ridge, Shelter Cove, Humbolt Redwoods State Park, Bull Creek, Weott, Miranda, Buckeye Mountain, Petrolia, Schoolhouse Hill, Lone Star Junction, Willow Creek, Westhaven, Gold Bluffs, Gibson Ridge
LAKE: Upper Lake, Scott’s Mountain, Lucerne, Long Valley Ridge, Soda Bay, Thurston Lake, Anderson Flat, Salminas Resort, Siegler Mountain, Cobb Valley, Lower Lake, Harbin Mountain, Castle Rock Springs, Vann, Elk Mountain, Kesley Creek, Mahnke Peak, Jim Davis Peak,
MARIN: Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Larkspur, King Mountain, Ross Hill, San Anselmo, Fairfax, Bald Hill, Bon Tempe Lake, Pams Blue Ridge, Sleepy Hollow, San Geronimo, Green Hill, Lagunitas, Lucas Valley – Marinwood, Marinwood, China Camp State Park
MENDOCINO: Lake Mendocino, Vichy Springs, The Forks, Cleland Mountain, Montgomery, Orrs Springs, Pine Ridge, Whiskey Springs, Fort Bragg, Hesser Addition, Mendocino Woodlands State Park,
MODOC: Modoc National Forest, Spalding Butte, Egg Lake, Lookout, Splawn Mountain, Manzanita Mountain, Deer Spring Ridge, Swaegart Flat, Canby, Lonepine Butte, Alturas, Modoc National Wildlife Refuge, Lake County, Cedarville,
NAPA: Pope Valley, Howell Mountain, St. Helena, Spanish Flat, Mark West Springs, Yountville, Atlas, Steel Canyon Resort, Woodleaf, Spanish Valley (Berryessa Estates), Sage Canyon,
PLACER: Auburn, Applegate, Gillis Hill, Camels Hump, Granite Bay, The Ceadars, French Meadows, Grayhorse Valley,
SACRAMENTO: (east) Rancho Murieta, Van Vleck/shooting center, Browns Creek
SHASTA: Redding, Cloverdale, Branstetter, Westwood, Gore Ranch, Clear Creek, Niles Canyon, Rancheria, Midway, Inwood, Shingletown, Manton, Viola, Eskimo Hill, Manzanita Chute, Red Lake Mountain, McCumber Flat, Thatchers Meadows, Dersch Meadows, Lookout Mountian, Davis Mountain, Flat Top Mountain, McMullen Mountain, Whitmore, Burney, Haynes Flat, Swede Creek Plains, Wengler, Hillcrest, Montgomery Creek, Williams Ranch, Gomez, Dana, Cayton, Harlow Place, Big Bend, Shasta Lake, Midway
SISKIYOU: Big Springs, Kilgore Hills, Yreka, Greenhorn Park, Hawkinsville, Craggy Mountain, Vesa Bluffs, Badger Mountain, Scott Bar Mountains, Baker Flat, Milk Ranch Meadows, Walker Bridge Ranch, Fort Jones, Cheeseville, Etna, Scott Valley, East Fork Scott, Callahan, Scott Mountains, Hayes Clutch, Sugar Hill, Smith Hill, Paradise Hallow, Beauty Flat, Cottage Grove, Clear Creek, Fort Goff, Happy Camp, Hoskin, Lone Pine Bar, Ti Bar, Ogaromtoc Lake (East), Offield Mountain, Somes Bar, Black Mountain, Orleans, Forks of Salmon, Bestville, McCloud, Elk Flat, Garner Mountain, Bray, Tennant, Cougar, Grass Lake, Jerome, Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, Tulelake, Weed, Mount Shasta, Igerna, Hammond Ranch, Howard, Azalea, Lake Siskiyou, Deetz,
SOLANO: Rockville Hills Park, Green Valley, Suisun Reservoir, Cement Hill
SONOMA: Camp Thayer, Bridgehaven, Santa Rosa, Bennet Mountain, Glenn Ellen, Stuart Canyon, West Verano, Fairville, Talay Creek, Goat Rock, Mohrhardt Ridge, Seaview, Toners Place, Fort Ross State Historic Park, Pole Mountain, Little Black Mountain, Reef Campground, Sea Ranch, Timber Cove, Del Mar Point, Gualala Point, Valley Crossing, Walsh Landing, California Coastal National Monument,
SUTTER:
TEHAMA: Red Bluff, Bend, Hooker, Mitchell Glutch, Highway 36W, Dairyville, Brown Place, Elkhorn Ridge, Tomhead Mountain, Budden Canyon, Mineral, Mill Creek, Lyman Springs, Paynes Creek, Howell Ridge, Black Butte Lake, Woodson Bridge Natural Preserve, Stinger Creek, Log Spring Ridge, Valentine Ridge
TRINITY: Weaverville, Lewiston, Junction City, Browns Mountain, Muser Hill, Musser Hill, Dragon Mountain, Ruth, Forest Glen, Hyampom, Burnt Ranch, Peanut
YOLO: Black Mountain, Casey Flats, Tancred, Rumsey, Putah Creek
YUBA: Stanfield Hill, Rancho Loma Rica, Dobbins, Oregon House, Frenchtown, Hedge Hill, Yuba Foothills, Brownsville, Beale Air Force Base, Daughtery Hill, Camptonville, Challenge, Woodleaf, Plumas Lake, Yuba Foothills

Sierra Cascade Inyo:  
ALPINE: Grover Hot Springs State Park, Mesa Vista,
AMADOR: Fiddle Town, Pine Acres, Clinton, Mount Zion, Pine Grove.

BUTTE: Paradise, Berry Creek, Concow, Parkhill, Yankee Hill, Hurleton, Oroville Junction, Deadman Ravine, De Sabla, Magalia, Musty Buck Ridge, Cohasset Ridge, and Butte Valley
CALAVERAS: Forest Meadows, Rocky Hill, Big Trees, Canyon View, Copperopolis, Rancho Calaveras, and San Andreas
EL DORADO: McCulloh, Glenridge Park, Blacksmith Flat
FRESNO: Bretz Mill, Dinkey Creek, Barnes Mountain, Matthews Mill, Auberry, Shaver Lake Heights, Miramonte, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Bald Mountain, Alcalde Hills,
INYO: Owens Valley, Aberdeen,
KERN: Shirley Meadows, Kernville, Glennville, Tehachapi Valley, Stallion Springs, Bear Valley, Rowen, Pleito Hills, Grapevine, Woody, Halfway House, Bena,
LASSEN: Susanville, Roop Mountain, Willow Creek, Aspen flat, Janesville, Honey Lake Valley (north), Carl Flat, Sang Hill, Big Valley Mountains, Alderman Ridge, Jimmerson Mountain, Day
MADERA: Nipinnawasee, Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, Crane Valley, Wishon, North Fork, Goat Mountain, Thornberry Mountain, Potter Ridge, Crook Mountain, Indian Lakes Estates, Cascadel Woods, Whiskey Falls, Crane Valley,
MARIPOSA: Stumpfield Mountain, Magoon Hill, Bootjack, Mariposa, Bridgeport, Bullion Mountain, Buckingham Mountain, Jerseydale, Wawona, Yosemite Valley, Greeley Hill, Yosemite West,
MODOC: Modoc National Forest, Spalding Butte, Egg Lake, Lookout, Splawn Mountain, Manzanita Mountain, Deer Spring Ridge, Swaegart Flat, Canby, Lonepine Butte, Alturas, Modoc National Wildlife Refuge, Lake County, Cedarville,
MONO: Crestview, Mammoth Lakes,
NEVADA: Rough and Ready, Grass Valley, Banner Mountain, Nevada City, Buckey Ridge, Burlington Ridge, Chalk Bluff Ridge, Washington, Grouse Ridge, Sagehen Hills, Alder Hill, Truckee, Union Valley, south Donnor Lake, Bald Mountain,
PLACER: Auburn, Applegate, Gillis Hill, Camels Hump, Granite Bay, The Ceadars, French Meadows, Grayhorse Valley,
PLUMAS: Quincy, Keddie, Hot Springs, Paxton, Spanish Ranch, Bean Hill, Meadow Valley, Cromberg, Sloat, Greenhorn, Portola, Whitehawk, Mohawk Vista, C-Road, Taylorsville, Wheeler Peak,
SHASTA: Redding, Cloverdale, Branstetter, Westwood, Gore Ranch, Clear Creek, Niles Canyon, Rancheria, Midway, Inwood, Shingletown, Manton, Viola, Eskimo Hill, Manzanita Chute, Red Lake Mountain, McCumber Flat, Thatchers Meadows, Dersch Meadows, Lookout Mountian, Davis Mountain, Flat Top Mountain, McMullen Mountain, Whitmore, Burney, Haynes Flat, Swede Creek Plains, Wengler, Hillcrest, Montgomery Creek, Williams Ranch, Gomez, Dana, Cayton, Harlow Place, Big Bend, Shasta Lake, Midway,   
SIERRA: Independence Lake, Campbell Hot Springs (Randolph Hill), Balls Canyon, Calpine, Pliocene Ridge, Alleghany, Forest, Goodyears Bar, Oxford Mill
SISKIYOU: Big Springs, Kilgore Hills, Yreka, Greenhorn Park, Hawkinsville, Craggy Mountain, Vesa Bluffs, Badger Mountain, Scott Bar Mountains, Baker Flat, Milk Ranch Meadows, Walker Bridge Ranch, Fort Jones, Cheeseville, Etna, Scott Valley, East Fork Scott, Callahan, Scott Mountains, Hayes Clutch, Sugar Hill, Smith Hill, Paradise Hallow, Beauty Flat, Cottage Grove, Clear Creek, Fort Goff, Happy Camp, Hoskin, Lone Pine Bar, Ti Bar, Ogaromtoc Lake (East), Offield Mountain, Somes Bar, Black Mountain, Orleans, Forks of Salmon, Bestville, McCloud, Elk Flat, Garner Mountain, Bray, Tennant, Cougar, Grass Lake, Jerome, Lower Klamath National Wildlife Refuge, Tulelake, Weed, Mount Shasta, Igerna, Hammond Ranch, Howard, Azalea, Lake Siskiyou, Deetz,
TEHAMA: Red Bluff, Bend, Hooker, Mitchell Glutch, Highway 36W, Dairyville, Brown Place, Elkhorn Ridge, Tomhead Mountain, Budden Canyon, Mineral, Mill Creek, Lyman Springs, Paynes Creek, Howell Ridge, Black Butte Lake, Woodson Bridge Natural Preserve, Stinger Creek, Log Spring Ridge, Valentine Ridge
TRINITY: Weaverville, Lewiston, Junction City, Browns Mountain, Muser Hill, Musser Hill, Dragon Mountain, Ruth, Forest Glen, Hyampom, Burnt Ranch, Peanut
TULARE: Tulare, Porterville, West Visalia, Badger, Advance, Milk Ranch/Case Wilderness Study Area, Cabin Cove, Case Mountain, Cahoon Mountain, Springville, Milo, California Hot Springs, Packsaddle Meadow, Balance Rock, Fountain Springs, East Porterville, Lake Success, River Island Country Club, Hartland, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Fane, Ponderosa, Eshom Valley,
TUOLOME: Tuolumne, Ralph, Diamond Bar B Ranch, Twain Harte, Sierra Village, Long Barn, Lakewood Highlands, Comstock Ranch, Cedar Ridge, Columbia, Arastraville, Mount Prevo, Quail Ridge Ranch, Apple Valley Estates, Sylvan Lodge, Strawberry, Bumblebee, Pinecrest, Spring Gap, Cow Creek, Phoenix Lake,
YUBA: Stanfield Hill, Rancho Loma Rica, Dobbins, Oregon House, Frenchtown, Hedge Hill, Yuba Foothills, Brownsville, Beale Air Force Base, Daughtery Hill, Camptonville, Challenge, Woodleaf, Plumas Lake, Yuba Foothills

Coastal Inland: 
ALAMEDA: Castro valley, oakland, oakland hills, Berkeley
CONTRA COSTA: Moraga, Alamo, Gudde Ridge, Lafayette, Walnut Creek, San Pablo Ridge, Briones Valley,
FRESNO: Bretz Mill, Dinkey Creek, Barnes Mountain, Matthews Mill, Auberry, Shaver Lake Heights, Miramonte, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Bald Mountain, Alcalde Hills,
KERN: Shirley Meadows, Kernville, Glennville, Tehachapi Valley, Stallion Springs, Bear Valley, Rowen, Pleito Hills, Grapevine, Woody, Halfway House, Bena,
KINGS: 
MADERA: Nipinnawasee, Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, Crane Valley, Wishon, North Fork, Goat Mountain, Thornberry Mountain, Potter Ridge, Crook Mountain, Indian Lakes Estates, Cascadel Woods, Whiskey Falls, Crane Valley,
MARIN: Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Larkspur, King Mountain, Ross Hill, San Anselmo, Fairfax, Bald Hill, Bon Tempe Lake, Pams Blue Ridge, Sleepy Hollow, San Geronimo, Green Hill, Lagunitas, Lucas Valley – Marinwood, Marinwood, China Camp State Park
MARIPOSA: Stumpfield Mountain, Magoon Hill, Bootjack, Mariposa, Bridgeport, Bullion Mountain, Buckingham Mountain, Jerseydale, Wawona, Yosemite Valley, Greeley Hill, Yosemite West,
MERCED: San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, Atwater, Castle
MONTEREY: Del Monte Forest, Pebble Beach, Del Rey Oaks, Carmel, Carmel Highlands, Willams Canyon, Carmel Valley, Baronet Estates, Palo Corona-White Rock, Twin Peaks, Notleys Landing, Mescal Ridge, Bottchers Gap, Skinner Ridge, Big Sur,
SAN BENITO: San Juan Canyon, Fremont Peak State Park, Hollister Hills, Ridgemark,
SAN FRANCISCO: 	
SAN JOAQUIN:
SAN LUIS OBISPO: Hausna, Temettate Ridge, Blacklake, Pippin Corner, Parkhill, Santa Margarita, Santa Margarita Reservior, Big Baldy, Camp San Luis Obispo, Los Osos, California Coastal National Monument, San Luis Hill, Avila Beach, Pismo Beach, Saucelito Creek, Lake Nacimiento, Santa Lucia Range, Hearst San Simeon State Historical Monument, Pine Mountain, Cambria, Harmony Headlands State Park, Cayucos
SAN MATEO: Huddart County Park, Redwood Park, Belmont, Half Moon Bay, Kings Mountain, El Granada, Mills Canyon Park, Burlingame Gardens, Pacifica, Brisbane, Crestview Park, Eaton Park, Wunderlich County Park, Sky Londa, La Honda, Haskins Hill, Deer Park Ridge, China Flat, Butano State Park, Ano Nuevo, Pomponio Ranch, Los Trancos/Vista Verde Haz
SANTA BARBARA: West Mesa, Alta Mesa, Lower State, Summerland, Montecito, Toro Canyon, Mission Canyon, Sycamore Canyon, Cielito, Foothill, San Roque, Isla Vista, Cathedral Oaks, Shepard Mesa, El Captain State Beach, Las Flores Canyon, Tajiguas, Refugio State Beach, Mission Hills, Vandenberg Village, Orcutt, Figueroa Mountain, Santa Ynez Mountains, Buell Reservior, Gaviota, San Augustine,
SANTA CLARA: Saratoga Quarry Park, Sanborn County Park, Los Gatos, Lexington Hills, Lake Elsman, Table Mountain (north), Morgan Hill, Joseph D. Grant County Park, Halls Valley, Alum Rock Park, Metcalf Motorcycle County Park, Santa Teresa Hills, Calero Reservoir County Park, Ben Lomond, Mission Springs, Henry Cowell Redwoods State Park, Blue Ridge High School, Finley Ridge, Mount Madonna, Mount Madonna West,
SANTA CRUZ: Twin Lakes, Capitola, Santa Rosalia Mountain, Hinckley Ridge, Soquel Demonstration State Forest, Watsonville, Santa Cruz, Swanton Pacific Ranch, Davenport, Aptos Hills,
STANISLAUS: 
TULARE: Tulare, Porterville, West Visalia, Badger, Advance, Milk Ranch/Case Wilderness Study Area, Cabin Cove, Case Mountain, Cahoon Mountain, Springville, Milo, California Hot Springs, Packsaddle Meadow, Balance Rock, Fountain Springs, East Porterville, Lake Success, River Island Country Club, Hartland, Pinehurst, Cedarbrook, Fane, Ponderosa, Eshom Valley,
VENTURA: North Bank, Ventura, Mira Monte, Meiners Oaks, Oak View, East Foster Park, North Ojai, Vickers Hot Springs, Ojai, Hopper Mountain National Wildlife Refuge, Fairview Canyon, Sulphur Mountain, Piru, Moorpark, Las Posas Hills, Blue Point, Dominguez Canyon, Rodeo Flat, Sulphur Springs, Timber Canyon, Oat Mountain, Alamos Canyon, Grade Valley, Santa Rosa Valley, Tierra Rejada Valley
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