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This report presents the results of an investigation con-
ducted on Fort Hood, TX, during 1984-1985 to determine
{1) the effect of mechanical chaining on the elimination of
mature stands of Ashe juniper trees, (2) the natural re-
establishment of herbaceous vegetation cover following
chaining, and (3) the effects of chaining on soil erosion
rates.

Results showed that chaining is effective in eliminating
pure stands of juniper trees (99 percent canopy reduction)
and is a viable option for increasing the amount of available
training land while maintaining land resources. Thirteen
months following chaining, the cover produced by the in-
vasion of herbaceous plants (38 percent canopy cover) was
sufficient to protect the soils from excessive erosion. How-
ever, caution should be exercised when chaining on slopes
greater than about 5 to 10 percent or on shallow or other
soils of low productivity.
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FOREWORD

This mvestigation was conducted for Fort Hood, TX, under IAO 380-85, dated 25
May 1985 and for the Office of the Assistant Chief, Headquarters, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (HQUSACE) under Project (OMA funds) FAD No. 001126 dated 25 June 1985,
"Condition and Trend Analyses." The work was performed by the Environmental Division
(EN), U. S. Army Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (USA-CERL). The Fort
Hood Project Monitor was Mr. Emmet Gray, and the OACE Technical Monitor was Mr.
Donald Bandel, DAEN-ZCF-B.

The assistance of the following people in the research is gratefully acknowledged:
John Aken, Charles Coffey, John Cornelius, Don Jones, John McConnell, Carri= Maenius,
Valerie Morrill, and Regina Peterson; with special appreciation to Norman L. Dunbar and
Willie Tschirhart (AFEN-DFE).

Dr. R. K. Jain is Chief of USA-CERL-EN. COL Norman C. Hintz is Commander
and Director of USA-CERL, and Dr. L. R. Shaffer is Technical Director.
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JUNIPER CHAINING: A VEGETATIVE AND SOIL EROSION
ASSESSMENT OF A METHOD OF RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT

ON FORT HOOD, TEXAS

1 INTRODUCTION

Background

One of the main resources the Army needs to train effectively is land.' Currently,
the Army does not have enough land for training; moreover, as technological advances in
mobility and fircpower are made, maneuver areas will effectively become smaller.
Thus, there is an urgent need to improve the "trainability” of Army lands whiie
maintaining the land's environmental integrity.

Infestations of dense brush on Army lands, such as Ashe juniper (Juniperus ashei) on
Fort Hood make maneuver training impossible, eliminates forage for cattle, and in pure
stands, is of little value to wildlife. One example of this problem is the encroachment of
Ashe juniper [Juniperus ashei] on Fort Hood, TX. Historically, Ashe juniper or cedar was
largely restricted to shallow, rocky hillsides called "cedar brakes."* However, when
prolonged overgrazing reduced the frequency of naturally occurring fires, Ashe juniper
became established in fertile lowland sites.® As the juniper grew larger, the number of
shrubs, forbs, and grasses declined.® In many areas, this species now forms nearly pure
stands with a closed canopy and a complete litter layer. Juniper litter also has an
allelopathic effect on many grasses.® One method of reducing dense juniper stands is
chaining. This method of land improvement is evaluated in this report.

Objective

The objectives of this study were to: (1) evaluate the effectiveness of mechanical
chaining in eliminating mature stands of Ashe juniper, (2) evaluate the natural
establishment of vegetation following chaining, (3) estimate the effects of chaining on
soil erosion rates, and (4) establish a general database to increase understanding of

rangeland improvement programs.

“TC 25-2, Training Ranges (Department of the Army [DA], 10 March 1980).

“TC 25-1, Training Land (DA, 3 August 1978).

"C. J. Scifres, Brush Management: Principles and Practices for Texas and the Southwest
(Texas A&M University Press, 1980), pp 1-360.

“R. L. Wink and H. A. Wright, "Effects of Fire on Ashe Juniper Community," J. Range
Manragement, Vol 26 (1973), pp 326-329.

“H. W. Springfield, "Characteristics and Management of Southwestern Pinyon-Juniper
Ranges: The Status of Our Knowledge," USDA Forest Service Res. Pap. 160 (U.S.
Department of Agriculture [USDA], Rocky Mt. Forest and Range Exp. Station, 1976).
5F. Lavin, D. A. Jameson, and F. B. Gamm, "Juniper Extract and Deficient Aeration
Effects on Germination of Six Range Species," J. Range Management, Vol 21 (1968),

op 262-263.
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R Approach

L‘
K 4
1:; Study plots were established in three areas where juniper was recently chained. .
- Ground and canopy cover and botanical composition were surveyed over a 2-year period
to provide data on vegetative dynamics. Soil erosion estimates were then obtained from '
these data and from slope (gradients and lengths) and soil texture analyses. The ;
information collected was then analyzed. This report is the first in a series evaluating £
,E the effectiveness of various rangeland improvement practices. )
,1 ]
. Scope
3
3 This report does not determine the number of acres of juniper or other brush on y
8 Fort Hood that should be chained. Also, it does not assess the impact of chaining on
b wildlife populations or archaeological sites. 5
y Mode of Technology Transfer ;
LS 3
' .
~ It is recommended that the methodologies provided in this report for evaluating
- land restoration programs be incorporated into Army Technical Manual 5-630, Army !
i Natural Resources Land Management.
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2 SITE DESCRIPTION

Fort Hood and Surrounding Region

Fort Hood encompasses about 87972 ha (Figure 1*) and is about 43 km at its
greatest length (north-south) and nearly 42 km at its greatest width. Fort Hood is
located in Coryell and Bell counties in central Texas in the southeast corner of the Cross
Timbers and Prairie Vegetation area.’ This region comprises a large area (about 6.9
million ha) of closely associated prairie and woodland sites.® Topographically, it is
rolling to hilly, with rapid surface drainage. Sharp changes in the vegetation are
associated with differences in soils and topography. Fort Hood generally slopes from
west to east, ranging in elevation from about 190 to 370 m. Cowhouse Creek and Owl
Creek drain most of the installation; both empty into Belton Reservoir along the eastern
border of the installation. Average ~nnual precipitation at Gatesville (Table 1), which is
about 16 km north of the study site, is 826 mm. Precipitation peaks in April, May and
June (34 percent of the annual amount), and is lowest during January, February, and
March (about 19 percent of the annual amount). The average amount of rainfall is
slightly higher on east Fort Hood than on the western side of the installation.

Fort Hood was opened in 1942 and is now the home of the 1st Cavalry and 2nd
Armored Divisions. The 49th Armored Division of the Texas National Guard and their
host groups use North Fort Hood. Until mid-1954, the installation was open range for
grazing; after that, the grazing rights for most of the installation were ieased by the
Central Texas Cattleman's Association.’

Study Sites

Tiwee study sites (Figure 2) located in Training Areas 65 and 66 on north-central
Fort Hood along the southern boundary of Owl Creek Road were chosen as study plots.
Each site appeared to have been tilled until the Army purchased Fort Hood in 1942.
Thus, the chained cover probably represented about 42 years of plant succession (Figures

3 and 4).

Total precipitation in 1984 was 207mm below average and 207 mm above average in
1985 (Table 1). Precipitation was below average during the latter half of the 1984
growing season, but well above average during the first half of the 1985 growing season.

*Figures and tables are located at the end of the report (see p 21).
"F. W. Gould, The Grasses of Texas (Texas A&M University Press, 1975), pp 1-653.

“Scifres.
""(Operation Round-up on at Hood," The Gatesville Messenger, Vol 17 (1954).
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3 METHODS

The three study sites were chained in mid-June of 1984 when soil moisture was
low. The chaining operation consisted of dragging a heavy anchor chain, about 55 m long,
in a loop behind two D-7 crawler tractors. Swath width was approximately 18 m. The
anchor chain weighed about 107 kg/m. Several oak trees that occurred within the stand
of juniper were purposely avoided when chaining.

Topographic, soils, vegetative cover, botanical composition, and erosion data were
collected from the study sites during 18-19 July 1984 and 15-16 July 1985.

Topography

Topographic analyses were conducted to estimate soil erosion rates, and thereby
help determine the effect of chaining on erosion rates. Both the length and the steepness
(gradient) of the land substantially affect the rate of soil erosion by water. Slope length
(L) was measured in the field to the nearest 1.0 m, and slope gradient (S) was measured
to the nearest 0.1 percent.

Slope gradient was measured with a Suunto clinometer. Slope length at each
sample point was measured as the straight-line distance from the origin of overland flow
to where runoff enters a defined channel (concentrated water flow) or to where a marked
change in slope occurs. Slope gradient and length were measured at the beginning and
end of each 100-m transect segment. On the middle and western study sites (Figure 2),
where 200-m transects were established, slope measurements were the same for the end
of the first 100-m transect and the beginning (0 m) of the second 100-m transect. Eight
slope gradients and eight slcpe lengths were measured.

Soils

Soils data were obtained to determine their erodibility. Two soil samples were
taken from along each transect at the 25- and 75-m points. These samples (10 for the
study) were collected with a soil auger from the top 150 mm of the soil, and then bagged,
labeled, and analyzed for pH. Soil texture analyses were calculated using the wet-sieve
and hydrometer methods.

Vegetative Cover and Botanical Composition Data

Vegetative cover and the hotanical composition were analyzed to determine how
quickiv and to what degree vegetation establishes itsell arter chaining. On 18-19 July
1984, ore 200-m line transect was established in each of the three study sites (shown as
9 10, and 11 in Figure ). The beginning of oneh transect was located in an area that
appedar»d to he representative of the topography and vegetative cover. The areas were
perirarentiv identified by stake. photographs, and compass bearing (Suunto sighting
compass) on easily recognizable nearby landmarks.  The direction of each transect was
~andemiv ostabiished and recorded by compass bearing,  Nine 0.6-m-long stakes were

pooremed oto the ground nlong edeh transeet at 25-m intervals untis only 20 mm
~emained axposed. For ease of data ecalculations, each transect was divided into two
T cegments, The first 100 m segment was labeled transeet "a,” and the last 100 m

A5 caneled transeet "h.” A subsequent assessment of transect 9a indicated that unlike in

10
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the other transects, the pre-chained juniper cover had not formed a closed canopy and :_f.-'.j
grass cover occurred in the interspaces. Transect 9a was therefore omitted. All data
calculations reported are for transects 9b, 10a, 10b, 11a, and 11b. \'
AR

Ground and canopy observations were made by the point-intercept method at 1-m '
intervals along each line transect (100 observation points per transect). Ground cover .{'
variables (horizontal measures) recorded were bare ground, gravel (10.0 to 20.0 mm), o

rock (> 20 mm), litter (< 10 mm in at least two dimensions), deadwood (> 10 mm in at

les~t two dimensions), and vegetative basal (crown) cover (by species). Canopy cover e

(vertical measures), defined as vegetation not in contact with the ground, was recorded, Sed
by species, at each 0.1-m height interval to 1.99 m where vegetation touched a narrow ‘
(7-mm diameter), vertically positioned measuring rod. Vegetation 2.0 m tall and above :\

was recorded at each 0.5-m interval where vegetation touched a 50-mm-diameter i

measuring rod. Means of all variables were calculated for each 100-m line transect. :.-:'.-

f,‘-‘

Scientific and common names of all plants follow Correll and Johnston,'® except ‘f.‘é

that the common name "live oak" is used in place of "scrub live oak."
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Erosion Estimates Data
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The Universal Soil Loss Equation '' (USLE) was used to estimate soil erosion. The ;:,_.:'
R value (rainfall and runoff factor) for the study sites was 280.'2 Values for K (soil Py
erodibility factor) are of the surface horizon and were calculated using the Soil LA
Erodibility Nomograph.'? The influence of gravel and rock fragments on soil erodibility R
was accounted for in the C (cover) factor.'* The L and S values (slope length and .\‘;\
gradient) were measured in the field to the nearest meter and to the nearest 0.1 percent, ’;-;:
respectively, as explained on p 10. :\_.
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~“D. S. Correll and M. C. Johnston, Manual of the Vascular Plants of Texas (Texas e

Research Foundation, 1970).
''W, H. Wischmeier and D. D. Smith, Predicting Rainfall Erosion Losses—A Guide to
- Conservation Planning, Agriculture Handbook No. 537 (USDA, 1978), pp 1-58.
f"U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service, Texas Office.
: "Predicting Rainfall Erosion Losses—A Guide to Conservation Planning.
“*J. R. Simanton, H. B. Osborn, and K. G. Renard, "Application of the USLE to
Southwestern Rangelands," Proc. Ariz. Sec. Am. Water Resource Assoc. Hydrol. Sec.,
Ariz. Acad. Sci., Vol 10 (1980), pp 213-220.




4 RESULTS

Topography

Each of the three study sites was a swale with gradually increasing elevations to
either side. Each site was drained by a small, centrally located gully. Drainage was to
the north on each site. Ten slope gradients were measured (two from each 100-m
transect at the 25- and 75-m points), ranging from 0.8 to 4.9 percent, with an average
gradient of 3.1 percent. Ten slope lengths were measured and these ranged from 90 to
140 m long (average of 110 m).

Soils

The soil survey of Coryell County15 indicates that the soils of all three study sites
are of the Krum series. However, textural analyses (Table 2 and Figure 5) show that the
clay content of the surface horizon is less than 40 percent (Krum soils are more than 40
percent) and that the textural class is typically clay loam (generally silty clay for Krum
soils); therefore, ail soils are referred to as Lewisville clay loam soils. Lewisville soils
are typically deep and well-drained, with moderate permeability and high available water
capacity. Analyses of soil pH (Table 2) illustrate that the soils are slightly alkaline,
ranging from 8.00 to 8.45. The Lewisville soil series is a component of the clay loam
range site, which has a potential climax plant community of tall perennial grasses (true
prairie). The Soil Conservation Service considered the soil erosion factor (K from the
USLE) to average 0.32.'® However, calculations of K using the Soil Erodibility
g Nomograph'’ yielded an average of 0.21 (Table 2), and this latter value is used here to
estimate soil erosion rates. Maximum allowable soil loss (T) for Lewisville soil is 5.00
tons/acre/year. '8

Vegetative Cover
Ground Cover
A visual examination of unchained stands of juniper adjacent to the chained study

sites in 1984 revealed that the entire surface of the ground appeared to be covered with
juniper leaf litter. No plants were observed under the closed juniper canopy.

T R TN Y

In 1984, about 1 month after chaining, total ground cover was about 68 percent
(Table 3), Juniper litter comprised most of the cover (56 percent), and nonjuniper litter
accounted for 1 percent of the ground cover. Deadwood (all from junipers) accounted for
about 9 percent, and gravel, rock, and cowchips together accounted for less than
2 percent of the ground cover. There was no crown (basal) cover. Of the 32 percent bare
ground, most (25 percent) was exposed (having no canopy over it) and 7 percent had a
canopy over it.

J “*Soil Surveyv of Coryell County, Texas (Soil Conservation Service, 1985).
‘"Soil Survey of Coryell County, Texas.
! "Predicting Rainfall Erosion Losses--A Guide to Conservation Planning.
*3S0il Survey of Coryell County, Texas.
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One year later in July 1985, there was no significant change in total ground cover
(a 2 percent increase from 68 to 70 percent). Also, there was no significant change in
any of the ground cover variables, except deadwood, which decreased significantly
(P < 0.05), from 9 percent in 1984 to 1 percent in 1985. Although not significant, a
1 percent crown cover was present in 1985, that had not been observed in 1984. It is
important to note that although the amount of total bare ground did not change from
1984 to 1985, the portion of exposed bare ground decreased significantly (25 to 12
percent, p < 0.001) and canopied bare ground increased significantly (7 to 17 percent,
p < 0.001). Figure 6 shows the minor change in total ground cover (July 1984 to July
1985), along with the major changes in total canopy cover for each of the five 100-m
transects.

Canopy Cover

Juniper Canopy Cover. Before chaining, the juniper stand was even-aged,
averaging about 4.5 m in height with a closed canopy. These stands were impossible to
walk through and at lower levels the branches were completely dead since light was
unable to penetrate the canopy.

In 1984, about 1 month after chaining, all juniper cover was within 1.6 m of the
ground's surface. A breakdown of juniper cover in (0.1-m height increments above the
ground (Table 4) revealed that cover was most dense within 0.3 m of the surface (about
10 to 14 percent canopy cover for each 0.1-m height interval). Above 0.3 m, cover
decreased gradually from 6 percent (0.4-m height interval) to less than 1 percent at
intervals 1.3 to 1.6 m above the soil surface. Total canopy cover for juniper was 34.2
percent, of which only 1 percent was live (Figure 7). Note that total juniper canopy
cover is much less than the sum of canopy cover for all height intervals, because a
portion of each canopy layer overlaps with part of the canopy of other layers.

Twelve months later, juniper cover had decreased within each 0.1-m height
interval, but these differences were not significant (Table 4). However, total juniper
canopy cover decreased significantly (P < 0.05), from 34 to 25 percent. Of the 25
percent juniper canopy cover, approximately 3 percent was live (Figure 5) and 22 percent
was dead.

Nonjuniper Canopy Cover. Before chaining, no forbs and grasses were observed
under the juniper canopy. Several small live oak trees (Quercus fusiformis) were
observed intermingled in the juniper canopy.

After chaining, in July 1984, nonjuniper canopy cover was virtually absent. In fact,
all 0.1-m height intervals contained less than 1.0 percent canopy cover (Table 5 and
Figure 8). At 2 m and above in height, all 0.5-m intervals also contained less than 1.0
percent canopy cover per layer. Total nonjuniper canopy cover averaged 1.4 percent.

In July 1985, there was a significant increase in nonjuniper canopy cover for each
layer from 0.1 to 0.8 m above the surface of the ground (Table 5 and Figure 8). Each
0.1-m height interval below 0.8 m contained more than 1.0 percent canopy cover; of

these, the lower three layers contained about 10 percent (0.3-m height interval) to 14 B

percent (0.1-m height interval) canopy cover. Above 0.8 m, there were no significant b} ;

changes in nonjuniper canopy cover. However, total nonjuniper canopy cover increased 2 :::

significantly (P < 0.001), ‘from an average of 1.4 percent in 1984 to 38.2 percent in 1985. o
et

Juniper and Nonjuniper Canopy Cover Combined. I[n 1984, 1 month after chaining, — -
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three height intervals contained most of the cover--11.2 percent (0.1-m height interval),
13.6 percent (0.2-m), and 11.6 percent (0.3-m). Above 0.3 m, total canopy cover
gradually decreased from 6.0 percent (0.4-m height level) to less than 1.0 percent in
areas higher than 1.2 m. Total canopy cover averaged 35.4 percent.

In July 1985, the amounts of cover at each of the lower 0.3-m height intervals
increased significantly (0.1 m, 11.2 to 24.6 percent, P < 0.001; 0.2 m, 13.6 to 23.6
percent, P < 0.001; 0.3 m, 11.6 to 17.4 percent, P < 0.01). There were increases in
canopy cover at higher intervals, but none of these increases were significant (Table 6).
Total canopy cover showed a significant increase, from 35.4 to 62.4 percent (P < 0.001).
Figure 9 illustrates the changes in the amounts of cover at the first ten 0.1-m height
intervals (to 1-m) between 1984 and 1985.

Botanical Composition
Life Forms

Before chaining and 1 month after chaining, two species of trees were present:
Ashe juniper and live oak. Buffalo grass (Buchloe dactyloides), a perennial, was also
observed.

One year later in July 1985, 25 species of plants were recorded (Table 7). Of these,
two were trees (Ashe juniper and live oak), three were grasses (Texas grama [Bouteloua
rigidisetal, buffalo grass, and hairy tridens (Erioneuron pilosum]), one was a vine (white
honeysuckle [Lonicera albifloral), and 19 were forbs. Of the forbs, 11 were annuals (two
species of ecroton [Croton monanthogynus and Croton texensis], prairie euphorb
[Euphorbia missurical, pasture heliotrope [Heliotropium tenellum], prickly lettuce
[Lactuca serriola], crownseed [Pectis angustifolial, redseed plantain [Plantago
rhodosperma) common broomweed [Xanthocephalum dracunculoides], lemmon beebalm
[Monarda citriodora], cocklebur [Xunthium strumarium], and narrowleaf sumpweed [Iva
angustifolial), and eight were perennials (prairie bundleflower [Desmanthus leptolobus],
prairie bluet [Hedyotis nigricans], plains black-foot [Melampodium leucanthum], Texas
salvia [Salvia texana], Dakota vervain [Verbena bipinnatifidal, Hedeoma drummondii [no
common name), slender greenthread [Thelesperma simplicifolium], and western ironweed
[Vernonia baldwinii]). No shrubs were recorded.

Relative Canopy Cover by Species

Relative canopy cover does not identify changes in total canopy cover with time,
but it does document the contribution of each species to total cover. In this study, it is
possible to quantify and visually illustrate changes in the contribution of each species to
total cover within space and time.

In 1984, about 1 month after chaining, dead juniper accounted for 87 to 100 percent
of total cover at each 0.1-m height interval (Figure 10). Live juniper accounted for an
additional 0 to 8 percent of total cover at each of these height intervals. Together, dead
and live juniper comprised about 92 to 100 percent of all cover at each 0.1-m height
interval. (Grasses and forbs were present only at the 0.1-m height interval and
contributed about 7 percent to total cover. Several small live oak trees (purposefully
avoided during the chaining operations), which were intercepted at the 0.5-m and 1.0-m
height intervals, contributed about 3 percent and 7 percent, respectively, to total cover
at each of these intervals. There were 25 plant intercepts ("hits") above 1.0 m, all
hetween 1.1 and 4.5 m; of these, 21 intercepts were dead juniper, and four were live oak.
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In 1985, about 13 months after chaining, dead and live juniper made up less than 60
percent of total cover at most heights (Figure 11). At the lower heights (0.1 to 0.3 m),
juniper accounted for about 35 to 40 percent of total cover. Grasses and forbs were
present at all height intervals through 1.0 m. At lower heights, primarily 0.1 to 0.3 m,
herbaceous vegetation accounted for about 60 percent of total cover. At these heights,
two species of croton, vervain, black-foot, and bluet were particularly common,
contributing about 35 to 50 percent of total cover at each height interval.

At higher intervals, particularly 0.5 to 0.9 m, broomweed and lemmon beebalm
accounted for about 25 to 40 percent of total cover. Common broomweed acccunted for
about 25 to 35 percent of total cover at the 0.5- to 0.9-m height ihtervals. About 16
other species of grasses and forbs made up about 35 percent of total cover at the 0.1-m
level and less than 15 percent of total cover at each of the higher intervals. There were
10 hits above 1.0 m, all between 1.1 and 4.0 m; of those, seven were dead juniper and

three were live oak.

Soil Erosion Estimates

The primary factors influencing soil erosion are (1) rainfall intensities and amounts
(R factor of the USLE), (2) soil erodibility, which is largely a product of soil texture (K
factor of the USLE), (3) steepness of the land in combination with slope length (LS factor
of the USLE), and (4) the amount of ground and canopy cover available to protect the soil
from raindrop impact and surface water runoff (C factor of the USLE). In general,
erosion increases as (1) and (3) above increase, as (4) decreases, and as the soils
(2) increase in silt.

As noted on p 11, R for Coryell County is 280, K as determined from soil samples is
0.21 (Table 2), LS is 0.51 (Table 8), and the vegetation cover before chaining was
estimated at 100 percent for canopy cover and 100 percent for ground cover (almost all
juniper litter cover), yielding a C of 0.01. The estimated soil erosion rate for the sites
before chaining is therefore, 280 x 0.21 x 0.51 x 0.01, which is equal to 0.30
tons/acre/year of soil erosion (Table 9).

One month after chaining in 1984, vegetation canopy cover was reduced to 68
percent and ground cover to 35 percent, yielding a C of 0.06. Thus, soil erosion had
increased sixfold to 1.80 tons/acre/year (280 x 0.21 x 0.51 x 0.06 = 1.80 tons/acre/year)
due to the immediate effects of chaining. However, this amount of cover was still
adequate to keep soil erosion rates below the allowable limit of 5.00 tons/acre/year. One
year later in July 1985, vegetative canopy cover increased to 70 percent and ground
cover increased to 62 percent, yielding a C of 0.05. This increase in cover reduced soil
erosion from the 1.80 tons/acre/year calculated in July 1984 to 1.50 tons/acre/year (280
x 0.21 x 0.51 x 0.05 = 1.50 tons/acre/year).
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5 DISCUSSION

Change in Vegetation Cover

Ground cover before chaining was about 100 percent. Most of the ground cover was
made up of juniper leaf litter. The immediate effect of chaining was to reduce total
ground cover to 68 percent. This increase in bare ground was due to the exposure of sub-
surface soil when the roots were ripped from the soil. By July 1985, ground cover had
increased to 70 percent. It may require several years for ground cover to increase
significantly and much of this increase will likely be from litter accumulation. Grasses,
which acecumulate litter much more quickly than forbs, could possibly be seeded aerially
if forage production for grazing is required.

Canopy cover of juniper before chaining was about 100 percent. Chaining was
extremely effective in eliminating live juniper cover. Immediately after chaining (July
1984), juniper cover was reduced to 35 percent with about 1 percent remaining alive and
33 percent dead. Forb and grass cover was essentially absent (1 percent). Twelve
months later in July 1985, juniper cover was further reduced to 25 percent, with about 3
percent live and 22 percent dead. Forb and grass canopy cover greatly increased from 1
percent to about 38 percent (Figure 12). From July 1984 to July 1985, total canopy cover
increased from 35 to 62 percent.

Change in Botanical Composition

Before chaining, the site consisted of a dense cover of juniper with a few live oak
trees interspersed among the juniper crowns. It was impossible to walk through the
woodland and assess the understory, but visual observations indicated that an understory
was essentially absent. The first quantitative survey conducted immediately after
chaining confirmed that a plant understory was essentially absent. Only one observation
of buffalo grass and two unidentifiable dead forbs were observed on the three study sites.

In July 1985, species diversity increased to 25. All of the new species were forbs,
except for one vine (white honeysuckle) and two grasses (Texas grama and hairy
tridens). Of the 19 forbs, 11 were annuals and eight were perennials. No shrubs were
recorded. Two species of croton, bluet, vervain, and black-foot made up most of the low
(0.1 to 0.3 m) herbaceous cover, while broomweed and beebalm made up most of the
higher (0.4 to 0.9 m) herbaceous cover (Figure 9).

\li‘ !'.\‘- o ,

In a study of chained redberry juniper (Juniperus pinchotii), Ueckert, et al.,'’
reported that production of native grasses and forbs did not increase the first year after
removal of mature juniper. However, they attributed this to below-normal spring rainfall
and the low range condition on the study area. No information could be found on the
vegetational response to chaining of Ashe juniper. Rippel, et al.,”” reported that
although many areas have been chained, few have been evaluated for vegetational
response to the treatment.

RN

‘9D, N. Ueckert, S. G. Whisenant, D. C. Landford, and V. Polochek, "Control of Redberry
Juniper Seedlings," Rangeland Resources Research, Consolidated Progress Report 3665
(Texas Agricultural Experiment Station, 1980), pp 1-112.

‘9p. Rippel, R. D. Pieper, and G. A. Lymbery, "Vegetational Evaluation of Pinyon-
Juniper Cabling in South-Central New Mexico," J. Range Management, Vol 36, No.l
(1983), pp 13-15.
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Change in Soil Erosion Rates

Soil erosion estimates using the USLE indicate that soil erosion rates at all stages,
both before and after chaining, are within acceptable limits of soil loss tolerances (5.00

tons/acre/year).

Williams, et al.,’! and Gifford, et al.,?? reported differences in water infiltration
and sediment rates at random points between 28 chained and 28 nearby unchained pinyon-
juniper sites in Utah. Results indicated that conversion of these woodlands to grasslands
did not necessarily increase infiltration rates or reduce sediment yields.

Chaining on slopes greater than about 5 to 10 percent or on soils less productive
(shallow, rocky soils) than the ones evaluated here should be monitored closely for signs
of excessive soil erosion.

Effectiveness of Chaining

Ashe juniper is not susceptible to broadcast applications of phenoxy herbicides
normally used for range improvements. 23 Chaining is the most recommended practice
for controlling stands of juniper. It is particularly recommended where trees do not
exceed 18 in. in diameter and population density does not exceed 1000 plants per
acre.?" These figures will vary, depending on tractor size and width of the swath.

Chaining alone generally offers only temporary benefits to brush problems. To
prolong the life of the original mechanical chaining treatment, fire has been used as a
follow-up treatment. The uprooting of Ashe juniper trees during the chaining process
brings the chained juniper cover close to the surface of the ground, leaving it accessible
to fire. Also, the young juniper irees (less than about 2 m in height) that become
established after chaining are easily killed by fire. Wink and Wright found that during a
dry spring, where the amount of fire fuel was 1000 kg/ha, 99 percent of the chained Ashe
juniper cover (piles from chaining) was consumed and 99 percent of the young juniper
trees less than 1.8 m tall were killed by headfires. If it takes 15 years for seedling
juniper to grow to 2 m tall, then burning on a 15-year cycle is adequate to control

juniper.

Soil moisture is a primary consideration before conducting a burn. With good soil
moisture, plants can begin to grow immediately after the burn, recovery is rapid, and soil
erosion is minimal. Williams, Gifford, and Coltharp found that on chained pinyon-juniper
sites in Utah, water infiltration and erosion were strongly affected by the percentage of
bare soil surface and by plant crown cover. Other parameters that are important to
consider before burning are wind speed, air temperature, and relative humidity. Wink
and Wright recommended burning Ashe juniper during wind speeds of 16 km/hr, an air
temperature of 23°C, and relative humidity of 28 percent.

""G. Williams, G. F. Gifford, and G. B. Coltharp, "Infiltrometer Studies on Treated Vs.
Untreated Pinyon-Juniper Sites in Central Utah," J. Range Management, Vol 22 (1969),
pp 110-114.

’’G. F. Gifford, G. Williams, and G. B. Coltharp, "Infiltration and Erosion Studies on
Pinyon-Juniper Conversion Sites in Southern Utah," J. Range Management, Vol 23
(1970), pp 402-406.

"3Seifres.

‘“Seifres.
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Burning is reported to increase yields of little bluestem 23 (Schizachyrium
scoparium); however, Texas wintergrass (Stipa leucotricha) will not tolerate burning.
Spring fires kill many undesirable forbs such as common broomweed. However, some

' brush species, such as flame-leaf sumac (Rhus lanceolata), respond very favorably to
burning.

-"Wink and Wright.




6 CONCLUSIONS

Chaining is an effective management tool for eliminating mature, pure stands of
Ashe juniper. Juniper stands having a near 100 percent canopy cover were reduced to
about 1 percent live cover 1 month after chaining. One year later, Ashe juniper cover
remained low (3 percent live). In 1985, all live juniper cover was within 0.8 m of the
ground's surface, leaving it easily controlled by follow-up burning.

The natural establishment of herbaceous vegetation (secondary succession)
following chaining was rapid and botanically diverse. One month after chaining, there
was less than 1 percent herbaceous canopy cover, but 12 months later, herbaceous canopy
cover had increased to 38 percent. The number of identified herbaceous species
increased from one to 22 over the same time period. Nineteen of the 22 herbaceous
plant species recorded in 1985 were forbs (three were grasses); about half were annuals
and half perennials. One year after treatment, the vast majority of the herbaceous cover
was made up of four annuai forbs (common broomweed, lemmon beebalm, and two
species of croton) and three perennials (prairie bluet, Dakota vervain, and plains black-

foot).

Estimates of soil erosion rates using the USLE indicate that chaining does not
increase soil erosion beyond acceptable limits (5.00 tons/acre/year). Estimated erosion
rates averaged 0.30 tons/acre/year, before chaining, 1.80 tons/acre/year, 1 month after
chaining, and 1.50 tons/acre/year 12 months later.

The information collected during this study will increase understanding of the
effects of mechanical chaining, provide information to resource managers for
formulating land management decisions, and serve as a database for assessing future
changes in soil and cover resources.
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Figure 1. General location map of Fort Hood and the study sites.
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Figure 2. Location of the three chained study sites on Fort Hood, TX.
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Figure 3. Aerial photograph showing the dense, even-~ged stand of chained Ashe
juniper about 1 month after chaining.

Figure 4. Photograph of a site about 1 month after chaining.
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1984 £ E
- 25 hits above 1.0m (1.1m to 4.5m), of which, 52
X 21 are dead juniper and 4 live oak E g
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Figure 10. Relative canopy cover by species at each 0.1-m height interval in 1984
(1 month after chaining).
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1985
10 hits above 1.0m (1.1m to 4.0m), of which,
7 are dead juniper and 3 live oak

<«— Total "hits”
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Figure 11. Relative canopy cover by species at each 0.1-m height interval in 1985 T
(13 months after chaining). :"‘-'_.:f
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Month

January
February
Mazch
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Total

Table 1

Monthly Precipitation (mm) Recorded by Month at
Gatesville, TX.* (Gatesville is about 168 km north
of the chained study sites.)

1951-80 Average 1984
45,7 37.1
63.8 21.3
48.8 92.2
84.3 13.5

116.3 67.1
78.2 27.7
51.1 44.5
55.6 4.6
93.0 17.8
82.3 127.3
58.4 58.4
48.3 107.4

825.8 618.9

*Data are from the National Weather Service, Waco, Tx.
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Table 2

Soil Erodibility Values (K of USLE), pH, and Soil Particle Size (%)
Distribution in the Surface Horizon on the Study Sites

[: Particle Size
t Mechanical Analysis - Wet Sieve Hydrometer
. Very Very
Sample Coarse  Coarse Medium Fine Fine Total Texture K-Factor
, No. pH Sand Sand Sand Sand Sand Sand Sand Silt Clay Class Vaiue
- 9b 8.30 .10 6.80 9.54 11.14 11.80 46.38 56 29 15 SA LOAM 0.26
9b 8.35 2.74 3.44 3.14 3.36 3.60 16.28 35 36 29 C LOAM 0.19
1A 8.02 3.58 5.34 4.98 3.68 2.94 20.52 48 29 23 LOAM 0.16
b 10A 8.00 1.76 1.60 1.46 1.30 1.64 7.76 32 53 15 S LOAM 0.29
108 8.30 0.94 1.58 2.18 2.44 9.36 16.50 27 38 35 C LOAM 0.22
108 8.45 1.18 1.94 2.12 2.24 2.18 9.66 36 31 313 C LOAM 0.17
11A 8.11 1.60 1.62 1.24 1.10 1.98 7.54 29 32 39 C LOAM 0.17
11A 8.29 2.74 3.2 2.42 2.22 2.70 13.20 34 32 34 C LOAM 0.15
1B 8.24 3.14 1.14 4.60 4.14 4.76 20.78 37 37 26 LOAM 0.22
118 8.19 0.52 1.36 1.02 1.16 1.30 5.36 34 52 14 S| LOAM 0.25
Averages  B.23 2,53 3.09 3.27 3.28 4.23 16.40 36.8 36.9 26.3 0.21
Table 3
Percent Ground Cover 1 Month (July 1984) and 13 months
(July 1985) After Chaining
Transects (1984) Transects (1985) Signifi
cance ***
Ground Cover Variables gb 10a 10b 1la b Mean 9% 10a 10b 1l1s 11b  Mean Level
Total Bare Ground 54 35 18 18 34 31.8 46 31 17 20 35 29.8
Exposed Bare (iround 40 32 13 13 28 25.2 20 15 3 6 18 12.4 0.001
Canopied Bare Ground R} 3 5 5 6 6.6 26 16 14 14 17 17.4 0.001
Gravel 5 - - : 1.0 2 10 1 - - 2.6
Rock 2 0.4 1 1 - 1 0.6
Cowchips - ! - 0.2 - - - - - 0.0
Neadwood 5 17 6 14 15 9.4 1 3 ! 1 - 1.2 0.05
Litter (Juniper) 11 51 72 66 51 56.2 48 52 7 717 60 62.8
Litter (Nonjuniper) - 4 1 - 1.0 1 3 ) 1 - 1.8
Crown (basat) - - - 0.0 I - - 1 4 1.2
Total Ground cover 16 65 82 82 66 68.2 54 69 83 80 65 70.2
*Fxposed and canapied bare ground are subdivisions of total bare ground.
**Total ground cover is the sum of all ground cover variables except total bare ground. Total bare ground plus total -
ground cover is equal to 100 percent. S
“**Significance based on a t test of the means. e
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Percent Juniper Canopy Cover 1 Month (July 1984)

Table 4

and 13 Months (July 1985) After Chaining

Vertical Transects (1984) Transects (1985)
Canopy Significant Difference
(Meters) 9% 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean 9b 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean fletween Years*
6.0 - 0.1 14 5 4 9 10 10.4 4 7 18 13 9 10.2
0.1-0.2 12 9 17 15 15 13.6 4 4 20 7 6 8.2
0.2 -0.3 6 7 19 13 13 11.6 5 4 15 6 8 1.6
0.3 -0.4 3 4 11 4 8 6.0 3 14 2 1 5.2
0.4 - 0.5 4 5 5 5 6 5.0 5 6 1 8 1.4
0.5 - 0.6 6 2 3 3 7 4.2 3 4 6 2.6
0.6 - 0.7 3 2 4 3 4 3.2 6 ! 4 4 3.0
0.7 - 0.8 2 1 1 2.0 2 - 3 1 2 1.6 -
0.8 -0.9 3 1 1 8 2.6 3 - 1 2 4 2.0 -
0.9-1.0 1 1 1 5 1.6 - 1 2 6.6 -
1O - 1.1 2 6 1.6 1 ! 2 0.8 -
1.1 1.2 1 1 5 1.4 ) 0.2 -
12013 3 0.6 1 - ! 0.4
1.3 1.4 | I 0.4 - - -
1.4 1.5 - - - - - - -
1.5 - 1.6 1 0.2 - - - - -
Fotal
Canupy
Cover 30 19 16 40 36 342 19 10 39 30 29 25.4 0.01
*Significance between years Lased on a t test of the means.
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Table 5

Percent Nonjuniper Canopy Cover 1 Month (July 1984)
and 13 Months (July 1985) After Chaining

Vertical
Canopy
(Meters)

Transects (1984) Transects (1985)

9% 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean 9% 10a 10b lla 11b Mean

Significant Difference
Hetween Years*

0.0 - 0.1

u.1 0.2

0.2 03

[
&2
wn

3
o
3
(=4

1.0 3.5
3.5 - 4.0
4.0 - 4.5
Total

Canopy
Cover

| 1 ! I 0.8 15 18

26 17 14 12 L] 15.

*Significance between years based on a t test of the means,
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Tablie 6

ining

Percent Total Canopy Cover 1 Month (July 1984)
and 13 Months (July 1985) After Cha

Transects (1985)

Transects (1984)

Vertical
Canopy

Significant Difference

Between Years®

10a 100 1la b Mean 9b 10a 10b tia 1ib Mean

9b

(Meters)

0.001

24.6

23

30

3]

19

11.2

tu

0.1

Y

0.001

23.6

14

19

34

an

13.6

15

.

0.01

17 17.4

14

26

13 13 11.6 13

ty

8.0

17

6.0

0.4

"y

7.2

4.4

4.2

[es]

3.2

0.7

it 6

2.8

2.0

2.8

0.4

R

8]

0.8

0.8

0.2

1.4

w

0.4

0.6

0.

0.2
0.2

0.2

0.4

"

DR

APy

0.001

53 62.4
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Table 7

Botanical (Species) Compositon and Percent Canopy Cover for Each
0.1-Meter Height Interval (July 1984 and July 1985)

. lleight Interval (0 10 0.1 m)
Transects (1984) Transects (1985)
- Species
Common Name/Scicntific Name % 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean % 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean

Texas Grama

Bouteloud rigidiseto - - ! - - 0.2
Ruffalograss

Huchloe dactviondes - - - 1 0.2 - 1 2 0.6
(‘roton

(roton texensts and

monanthogyrius - - - - - - 1 2 ] 0.8

Prairie Bundlefiower
Desmanthus leptolobus - - - - - | - 3 - - 0.8

Hairy Tridens

Frioneuron pilosum - - - - - . 1 0.2
\
’ Prairie Fuphorh
\ Fuphorbia missurica . 1 . 0.2

Prairie Hluet
Hedyolis mgricans - - - - 1o 9 4 - - 4.6

Pa«sture Heliotrope
Heliotropium tenellum . - . 1 . : 0.2

Ashe Juniper (Jead)

Jumperus ashet 14 5 14 9 10 10.4 q 7 15 14 8 9.0
Ashe Juniper (live)
) Juniperus ashet - - - - - 3 2 1 1.2
Prickly Lettuce
Iactuca serriola : - - - 1 - 0.2
white Honeysuckle
Loricera alhiflora - - - - - - - 1 - 0.2
Plains Black Toot
Melampodiam leucanthun : : 1 1 - 3 1.0
} - .
. Crownsecd
Pectis angustifolm - 1 B . 0.2
Hedseed Plantan
Plantago rhodosperma 1 - - 0.2
Fesas Salvin
Salvia tecana - - 1 - ! 0.4
Dakota Vervain
Verbena bipmnatifida - : - 1 2 4 3 2.0
Common Broomweed '\\
Nanthocephalum drocatnculontes . 1 1 0.4 ’\.
»
~
4%
aknewn forhs | 0.2 2 1 4 1.4 f\
"\
Unknown grasses ! | 0.4 | 1 0.4 -
Unknowe sedge - | 1 0.4
Totlal 1984 Canopy Cover = 11.2% Total 1985 Canopy Cover - 24.6%
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Table 7 (Cont'd) AN
PN
e
AQ
Height Interval (0.1 0.2 m) >,
Transects (1984) Transects (1985)
Species
Common Name/Scientific Name 9b 10a 10b (] 11h Mean 9b 108 10b 11a 11b Mean
Croton
(‘roton texensis and
monanthogyvnus i 8 3 7 3 5.0
Prairie Euphorb . ‘.').
Fuphorbia mussurica 1 ) - - 0.4 .}\’:
S
Hedeoma drummondi [ - - - 0.2 R
o
| Prairie Bluet 5,"..‘
I Hedvotis rigricans 8 5 8 4.2
|
! -1
| Ashe Juniper (dead) L
: Jumperus asher 12 7 17 15 15  13.2 4 4 19 7 5 7.8 e
LR
Ashe Juniper (live) _-"._-:
Juniperus ashe: 2 0.4 1 - 1 0.4 :-";\:,
‘A
Plains Biack foot bt
Melampodunm lencanttoim 4 1 - - 1 1.2 o
o
Crownseed ‘./-j‘,,.
Pectis angustitoha 1 - - 0.2 .
.{_.:‘_
Redseed PMlantain _'ﬂ:._:
, : rhodospe 1 - - - . o
Plantage rhodosperma 0.2 N,
Siender Greentheead .
Thelespera simphcfoloan - 1 - . 0.2
Dykota Vervam
Verbena bipimnatilida 7 I | 2 2 2.6
Western fronweed
vernoma boldwini - : 1 - 0.2
Ceannon Hrovmwesd
Nanthocephaloam deacanc o ydes 1 2 0.6
U'nknow forbs 1 - 1 - 0.4
Total 1984 Canopy Cover = 13.6% Total 1985 Canopy Cover = 23.6%
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’ Table 7 (Cont'd) "
I <,
23
lieight Interval (0.2 to 0.3 m)
~
Transects (1984) Transects (1985) R
Species .t
Common Name/Scientific Name b 10a 10b 1la I1b  Mean 9b 10a 10b 1la 11b  Mean :‘; )
- 4
R
Croton .
Croton texensis and
monanthogvnus - - - - - - 2 1 5 5 3 3.2
.
Prairie Fuphorb )
Kuphorbia missurica - - - - - - - 2 1 - 1 0.8 ‘:-“
»
Wt
Hedeoma drummondii - - - : - 1 - - - - 0.2 Y
P
Prairie Bluet
Hedvotis nigricans - - - - - - 3 3 2 - - 1.6 .
&r
Pasture Heliotrope *-:
Heliotropium tenellum - . - - - - - | - - 1 0.4 f\.‘-
S
oY
Ashe Juniper (dead) »”
Jumiperus ashet 5 7 19 13 13 114 5 4 14 6 6 7.0 3
A}
Ashe Juniper (live)
Juniperus asher 1 - . - - 0.2 1 - 2 0.6 »
l.‘
Plains Black foot o
Melampodium levcanthum - - - - - : - - - 2 0.4 '.':
lemmon Beebalm _‘-'.
Monarda citriodora - - - - - - - - 1 - - 0.2 e
live Oak L
Quercus fusiforms - - - : 1 - - - 0.2 +.
L
Dakota Vervain :-'
Verbena bipinnatifida : - : . B - 2 1 ! ! 2 1.4 -
"
Cocklebur 7
Nanthium strumarium - - . . ) ’ . ° ) ! B 0.2 >
PR
Common Broomweed ":"
Nanthocephalum dracunculowdes - - - - - 1 - ] - 0.4 .
l~. -
Unknown forbs - - - - g 3 1 - : 0.8 '_\'
| N
Total 1984 Canopy Cover = 11.6% Total 1985 Canopy Cover = 17.4% -
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Table 7 (Cont'd)

Height Interval (0.3 to 0.4 m)

Transects (1984) Transects (1985)
Species
Common Name/Scientific Name 9 10a 10b i1a 1lb Mean 9b 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean
troton
Croton {exensis and
monanthogvnus - - - - i 1 1 1 1 1.0 )
~ ',
"
Narrowiesal Sumpweed \‘.\:
v angustifola - - - ! : : 0.2 :'.p:',l.
o
\she Jumiper (dead) AN
Lumperas ashel 3 3 1 4 8 5.8 3 13 2 3 4.2 PR
a .
Ashe Juniper (live) p
Juniperus ashi - 1 0.2 - - 1 - 4 1.0
white Honeys iekle '_: '_'
fanteere albiflora : - . - ’ - 1 . 0.2 A
. ?..
Pemaon Beeba'm ; .";-,
Monarda citriodora - - - : - 1 - - 0.2 ’\'-\ )
tommon Bronnweed
Nuriihocephalian draconcalondes 1 1 - 1 0.6
Uinknown {rbs - 1 1 1 - 0.6
Total 1984 Canopy Cover = 6.0% Total 1985 Canopy Cover = 8.0%
tieight Interval (0.4 to 0.5 m)
Transects (1984) Transects (1985)
Spocies
cCommon Name/Scientific Name 9b 10a 10b lia 1ib Mean 9b {0a 1Cb Ila iib Mean
Soarrowlieaf Sumpweed
v angustfalia 2 - . - - 0.4
\sieduniper (dend)
fant perns oshed 4 3 5 5 [ 4.6 4 - 6 } 5 3.2
S Juniper ave)
Farperas avhes 2 0.4 1 3 0.8
Cecnnen Beetonin
Afonedg ctrraddong - - ] - 0.2
Ve UINR
Quercas fustlorm.s 1 0.2 - : - - -
Pako's Vervan
Verbena bipimnatof ida : - 1 - 0.2
Cocnman Hrooimweed
Natdhooephalum dracanculondes i Ll 2 1 2.0
Vakrow e bart. 1 i 0.4
Total 1984 Canopy Cover - 5.2% Totul 1985 Canopy Cover - 7.2%
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Table 7 (Cont'd)

Species
Common Name/Scientific Name

Height tnterval (0.5 0.6 m)
Transects (1984)

10a 10b 18 11b Mean

Transects (1985)

11b Mean

Ashe Juniper (dead)
Jumiperus ashei

Ashe Juniper (live)
Juniperus ashe

Lemmon Becbalm
Monarda citriodora

lave Oak
Quercus fustforms

Dakota Vervain
Verbena tupmnatifida

Common Broomweed
\anthocephalum dracunculotdes

9b 10a 10b ila
3 1
1
1
! 3 2

0.2

0.2

1.2

Total 1984 Canopy Cover  4.2%

Total 1985 Canopy Cover - 4.4%

Species
Common Name/Scientific Name

Height Interval (0.6 0.7 m)
Transeccts (1984)

10a 10b 1la 11b Mean

Transects (1985)

9b 10a 10b 1la

Ashe Juniper (dead)
Jumiperus ashei

Ashe Juniper (live)
Jurmiperus ashe

temmon Beebiulm
Monarda critriodora

Common Hroomweed
Nanthocephatum dracuncalondes

Unknown Forb

3.3
4

11b Mean
4 2.8
0.2 ]
.:.
0.2 4
2.0
0.2

Total 1984 Canc v Cover = 3.2%
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Table 7 (Cont'd)

DO A B e R S D B A R e

Height Interval (0.7 0.8 m)

Transects (1984)

Transects (1985)

Species

Common Name/Scientific Name 9b 10a 10t 1la tib Mean Sb 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean
Ashe Juniper (dead)

Juniperus ashei - 1 1 1 1.8 2 - 3 2 1.4
Ashe Juniper (live)

Jumperus ashet - - 1 - - 0.2 - 1 0.2
l.Lemmon HBeebalm

Monarda citrrodora - i - - 0.2
Common Broomweed

Vanthocephalum dracunculondes - - - - 1 3 - 1 - 1.0

Total 1984 Canopy Cover = 2.0% Total 1985 ("anopy Cover = 2.8%
Height Interval (0.8 - 0.9 m)
Transects (1984) Transects (1985)

Species
Common Name/Scientific Name 9b 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean 9 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean
Ashe Juniper (dead)

Juniperus ashei 3 - 1 1 8 2.6 3 1 2 4 2.0
Common Broomweed

Xanthocephalum dracunculoides i 3 0.8

Total 1984 Canopy Cover - 2.6% Total 1985 Canopy Cover - 2.8%
Height Interval (0.9 - 1.0 m)
Transects (1984) Transects (1985)

Species
Common Name/Scientific Name 9b 10a 10b 11a 11b Mean 9b 10a 10b l11a 11b Mean
Ashe Juniper (dead)

Jumperus ashei 1 1 ! 5 1.6 1 2 0.6
Lemmon Heebaim

Monarda citriodora 1 0.2
live Oak

Quercus fusiformis - 1 - - 0.2 -

Total 1984 Canopy Cover = 1.8%
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Table 8 '
Kd
SS
Calculation of Slope Gradients and Lengths ;;'_
(LS Values of USLE) on the Three Study Sites 2]
g
Transect Slope Gradient (%) Slope length (Meters) LS Value -3
vJ
9h 4.9 110 0.95 ”
: 2.1 90 0.29 o
N
10s 4.0 140 0.73 A
3.5 120 0.57
-~
10b 3.5 120 0.57 ~
2.0 110 0.29 -
a 0.8 90 0.14 o
3.7 90 0.55 R
b 3.7 90 0.55
2.8 140 0.43
)
Avecrages 3.1% 110 0.51 '::
-~
“
Table 9 ,-Cj',
l 3 H H : s s |.'-.
§ Changes in Soil Erosion Estimates Before Chaining, 1 Month
After Chaining (1984), and 13 Months After Chaining (1985) "~
Soil Erosion Estimates :"'.
o,
[P
Before Dozing/ 1 Month After 13 Months After .'F‘-
Chaining Dozing/Chaining Dozing/Chaining '
[]
Litter 100.00 57.2 64.6 ~
Pl
Crown 0 1.2 -
'.-
Deadwood - 9.4 1.2 ::\
Rock 0.4 0.6 B
. »
Gravel : 1.0 2.6 ~
-
Cowchips - 0.2 0 “:.:
u\‘i
h\.
Total Ground Cover 100.00 68.2 70.2 ;
A
Total Canapy Cover 100.00 35.4 62.4
Cover (€} Fnetor Lon (.06) (.05) Ry
%
Estimated Erosion by Category o
A - RXKYLSHO) 0
A - (280)C2DLKINC) 0.30 1.80 1.50 O
~
g W
Allowable soil loss (T} 5.00 tons/acre/year
RS
.:;
"
A
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ATTN: DEH (15) ATTN: FEngr Studies Center
21st Support Command ATTN: Engr Topographic Lab.
ATTN: DEH (12) ATTN: ATZA-DTE-SU
USA Berlin ATTN: ATZA-DTE-EM
ATTN: DEH (11} ATTN: R&D Command
USASETAF
ATTN: DEH (10) CRREL, ATTN: Library 03755
Allied Command Europe (ACE)
ATTN: DEH (3) WES, ATTN: Library 39180
8th USA, Korea (19) HQ, XVl Airborn Corps
and Fort Bragg

USA Japan (USARJ) ATTN: AFZA-FE-EE 28307
ATTN: AJEN-DEH 96343
ATTN: DEH-Honshu 36341 Area Engineer, AEDC-Area Office
ATTN: DEH-Okinawa 96331 Acnold Air Force Station, TN 37389

416th Engineer Command 60623 Chanute AFB, Il. 61868
ATTN: Facilities Engineer 1345 CES/DE, Stop 27

US Military Academy 10966 Norton AFH, CA 92409
ATTN: Facilities Engineer ATTN: AFRCE-MX/DEE
ATTN: Dept of Geography &

Computer Science AFESC, Tyndall AFH, FL. 32403
ATTN: DSCPER/MAEN A
NAVFAC
AMMRC, ATTN DRXMR-WE 02172 ATTN: Engineering Command (7)
ATTN: Division Offices (6)

USA ARRCOM #1299 ATTN: Naval Public Works Center (9)

ATTN: DRCIS-RI! ATTN: Naval Civil Engr Lab. (D)

ATTN: DRSAR IS
ATTN: Library, Code [LOBA NCEL 93043
AMC - Dir., Inst., & Serve
ATTN: DEH (23} Defense Technicai Info. Center 22314
ATTN: DDA (2)
DLLA ATTN: DLA-WI 22314
Engr Societies [.ibrary, NY 10017

DNA ATTN: NADS 20305
Natl Guard HBureau instl. Div 20310

FORSCOM
FORSCOM Engr, ATTN: AFEN-DEH US Govt Print Office 22304
ATTN: DEH (23) Receiving Sect/Depository Copies (2}
HSC US Army Env, Hygiene Ageray
ATTN: HSLO F 78234 ATTN: HSHB F 21010
ATTN: Facilities Engineer
Fitzsimons AMC 80240 National Bureau of Standards 20899
Waiter Reed AMC 20012
325
INSCOM - Ch, Instl. Div 08/84

ATTN: Facilities Engineer (3)
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INR Team istribution ',-‘
K
l
nret of tngineers ft. Buchanan, PR (0934 Army Ammunition Plants
ATING O DAEN- 2R Y ATTN: Facility Engr/€nv Office lLake (ity 64U5b
ATUN DAEN-CWZ-R () ATIN:  SARIC-0 pt
ATUNG DAEN-CWR-R (2) Ft. Greely 98733 lone tar 754y y
ATING O DALN frE -1 ATIN: Facility Engr/tnv Office ATIN:  “AL S IN it
Aty PAINGLLE ST (L) Longharn /b0 /u a
ATIN O OALN-BLR () Ft. Leavenworth, kS 66027 ATIN:  SARLO-C
ATIN DAEN-ZCE (U} ATTN: ATZLCA-SA Louisiana 711y2
ATTN: SARLA-4
Can ', Army bngr Dist Ft. Lee, VA 23801 Milan 3825 N
AT eyl itury Functions (31) ATTN: DRXMC-MR-1 (5) ATTN.  SARMI-EN -
AN Military Mlanniog Section® Radford 2414] ﬂ:
‘kansan Tity, Umaha, Raltimore, Ft. Monroe, YA 23651 ATTN:  SARRA- ¢
New York, Norfolk, Alaska, ATTN: ATEN-ADCSEN (3) volunterr 34701 N
Mobitle, Sdvannah, Lus Angeles, ATTN: ATEN-FE-NR (4} ATTN:  SARVO.D
W amento, bort Worth LR
Ft. Richardson, AK 99505 US Army Medical genginecring ios,
Ao g drntrict, thicago  bubNA ATTN: Facility Engr/Env Office and Development . ahoratory ¢1/ul R,
AT Nt ONCTPE SRR AlTN: Env. Protection and Res. Jiv, e
Ft. Sam Houston, TX 78234 >
Cemy by vy, New Englang 02]04 ATTN: HQ, HSCM-R Institute for water Kesupurces 22Uty .?J-
Yioow dequlatary Functions ATTN: J. Delli Priscols M.
Ft. Shafter, HI 96854 ‘\}
Arvy bogr vy, North Central 60605 ATTN: Facility Engr/Env Office Director, uSA-WES  391M1 .$..
ATUN thiet  fagr Div ATTN: WES-ER w?
Ft. Wwainwright, AK 99703 :
Aty fnge Tommand, burope ATTN: Facility Engr/Env Office US Naval Agaedemy 1407 (/)
S ew Ture, NV 094y (!
Indicated Fac. tisted in DA PAM 210-1 Chief, Naval Operations 2036, . v,
tr irmy 4407 ATTN: Facility Engr/tnv Office (949) ATTN: The Library ‘~.',_
ATIN A TTMLLED - E D N
Sehofield Barracks, H1 96857 Kirtland A, NM  =7117 LN
Dhed Inf iy 7)) 3duud ATTN: facility Engr/Env Office ATIN: Ot h"-
A My "
Army Depots Riy USAF/LEEiu h >
ihitary Aogdemy L9, Anniston 36201 WASH DC 20330 At
ATTN O Liept ot Mechanics ATTN:  SDSAN-DS-FE
ATy Cihrary Red River 75501 Patrick AfH, FL 129725
ATTN: SDSRR-S ATTN: XRy ;\('.
The ey Uanrary [ANRAL-BY 20510 Sacramento .‘.,‘-
ATTN Aray tudtes Section ATTN:  SDSSA-SDF Tyndall AFR, FL 42403 -
Savannah 61074 ATINL  AFEC/ECA F.o.
Araanent Materie) Readiness Command 61201 ATTN: SDSLE-A ATTN:  AFESC-TST l.’-,’
AT, YRR Sharpe 95331 ATTN:  AFESC/DEV §3) .
ATTN:  SDSSH-ASF f..'f.
Armawat 880 1 ommand  0/401 Sierra 96113 Uept of Transportation Lidbrary 2U5%; I
ATy bai Eagpr Doy 0t ATTN:  SDSSE-FE
Tobyhanna 1B4by tnv. Protestion Agency (ERAY A0 00 — -
Aviatioan %) omnand b ling ATTN:  SDSTO-AF '.'
AT LRDAY R Tovele B4u74 Federal Aviation Admintstration /ot o .
ATTN:  SOSTE-FW Chief, Canatruction and Maiatenan . \_"
ot o ations a0t [ lactronio g ATTN:  SDSTE-NA Standrds Branch, AN -S540 '\f._
Materiel Regdiness Command U702 ATTN:  SOSPU-A '~-’.‘
ATTN DR, eLLST ATIN: SDSTE-UM Institute »f Jefense Analysn, '\)\
ATTN:  SDSTE-SE Arlingtan vA 202 P~J’
retense Logrstics Agency aa 'y
ATING DLA-gy t) 22314 Arsenals Office of Mymt “wve | MN TP AA ks
ATTN AL 1Y 22314 Pine Bluff 71611 -
Transportation Rogear. h flgard &0 0 & -
D RV L AR R Rocky Muuntain 80022 v
ATIN DRTTS-A () Vetorans Adqmintste t1 . .2
Watervliet 12189 favironneatal Flaanag vy, 6o \.'.
wpot yatem  ommand 1201 ' .
AT TR e Aberdeen Yroving Ground, M3 Jlodh f-_"
ATTN:  DRsTE-PP-E \*
Flecto oy RAG Lommand 20753 ATIN: DAC-ARI/E 2luly
AN Vb Hp-e A . .
“nemical Lystems Lahoratory 2101y Y
CReny oF UTIRALOM 134 ATIN:  STLAP-PE-E () fo
AL et 14) ATIN: DRUAR-CIT-¢ N
reteoand lervices Activities 61061 Jugway Proving Ground  #H4y/» ’
ATy RO ATIN:  STeop-pp

ATING STEDP-MT-L-t ()
Solntelingen e and ecurit, 227210

tlectronic Proving Ground  nhbll
Misaile Materrel Readiness Command 35809 ATIN:  STHip_($-5

ATy HRLMT oy
ATy B AL lefterson Proving tiround 4750
ATIN:  STH P-4 0-N
M laty bquipment AN Command
ATy, BRI Yuia 'roving Lround  Kh3ed
ATING  STpvp.apg
Tt ALrargtaye E48 Cogmmand dR0Gy
AT AL, Army Amnunttion Plants
ATy ROTA Holstan  {lbby
ATIN: YARMO-EN
o ks toand Avigtion Materie) indtana 47111
Yestiness ommgnd R ATTN:  SAR[M-EN
ATTHN LRt lowa 5¢618
ATIN:  SARIN-EN
o welvnde GA 20060 Fansas (i1ty 67357
ATy Alla ot (2] ATTIN:  ARKA-it

ATy ArcMiye, Section iy 270
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