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The Ranchita Range Study i s a cooperative brushiconversion 
project* I t i s being conducted by the CaliforaiaDiidsion of Forestry, 
•,t.he Agricultural Extension Service and ihe Ranchita Cattle Company 
(Harry Conley, Managing Partner.) the purposes of the Stu<^ are: 
i ) to demonstrate brush range improveinent techniques .developed by 
research an4: 2) to.del^ermine <ind show the economic retiirns of the 
various treatments. 

Work f i r s t began on the Study i n February of I96O. i At that time 
brush was crushed i n preparation for burning on what are now Plots #1 
and #2. (See Plot Layout). This was followed in the f a l l by burning 
and reseeding with perennial grasses. In the spring of I96I, the area 
treated was sprayed with chemicals for ccsitrol of brush and weed 
regrowth. Since that time various treatments have been made to maintain 
and enhance the value of the Study, including yearly grazing t r i a l s 
after the second year. Aside from grazing t r i a l s no treatments have 
been undertaken on Plot #2 since May of 1962, . Plans c a l l for no 
further treatment on this Plot but continued grazing and study of 
vegetative composition changes. I 

There was an attempt to burn the standing brush on Plot #3 at the 
same time the crushed brush was burned; but, due to poor burning 
conditions l i t t l e was accomplishedg Until the spring of 196$ this 
Plot remained as only a comparison for the brush crushing done on the 
other two Plots. 

Because of the excellent results obtained using a brush disk on 
a small t r i a l Plot i n I96O, conversion by disking was undertaken on 
the accessible slopes of Plot #3 i n the spring of 1965. This area 
was disked again and reseeded i n late October, 1965. Plans call f o r 
f i l l c ^ - ^ chemical treatnent for the control of brush and weed 
regroir^, as needed, the folXowing ^ r i n g . 

A suwwy of the involved i n this conversion, along 

Brush was crushed on Plots #1 and #2 i n February, i960, to secure 
a better and siferburn^ Crushing was done with an anchor chain pulled 
Igr two tlHROtors {TD*l8«sJ^ Once techniques for handling the chain were 
worked out^ an average of eig^t acres per hour was crushed in r o l l i n g 
country and four acres per hour on steep canyon sides. 

The cost of crushing Plots #1 and #2: 
95 •area « $1;«37 per acrei Xotal $ia$«20 



Resiiiis 
.Crushing was s a t i s f a c t o r y on old brush stands of Plot #1 but 

young'bru^h-stands of Plot #2 didn't cr^sh well1 Work was planned for 
November 19^9 when brush'was b r i t t l e but, due to a long f i r e season, 
crushing was not done u n t i l February of I96O when sap was up and brush 
was very limber. i -̂to ^^kt 

-m- FIRE LINE CONSTRUCTION 

Firebreaks were constructed around Plots #1, #2 and #3 i n February, 
a- i960. Double l i n e s were cleared about 75 feet apart with brush crushed 
, between. The intervening s t r i p was to be burnt as soon as the grass 

was dry; an economical method of providing wide f i r e l i n e s with a 
^ 5 ,t^^;. minimum of s o i l disturbance. 'Dozer time - 13 hours. 

Results • -.^.u^ - ^, ^ r 

Results were not as s a t i s f a c t o r y as desired. Since work was 
done when the sap was up and brush was limbei^ crushing was i n e f f e c t i v e 
and the s t r i p had to be cleaned with a 'dozer. Total 'dozer time -

c 26 hours. ^ 

The cost^bf f i r e l i n e construction on Plots #1, #2 and #3: 
182 acres @ «1.U8 per acre: ' " .|.x Total $269.88 

BRUSH DISKING 

After several years of i n a c t i v i t y , conversion efforts were 
renewed on Plot #3. Because of r e s u l t s obtained from disking the 
small t e s t Plot adjacent to Plot #3 i n I96O (after f i v e years Plot 
i s s t i l l r e l a t i v e l y free of brush), i t was decided that brush disking 

. should be t r i e d on a larger s c a l e . The objective w i l l be to determine 
the costs and the effectiveness of disking as a method of brush 
removal i n the chaparral type. 

In yiay of 1^65 approximately 25 acres of standing brush was 
disked, using a heavy brush disk pulled by a tractor (TD-20). 
•Dozer time - 30 hours. 

In l a t e October, 1965, t h i s plot was disked the second time to 
eradicate brush sprouts and to turn under remaining debris. 'Dozer • 
time - 25 hours. ^ 8 ft f 

The cost of disking (twice: . .-.-'r>.>^-f^ . 
25 acres @ $33.OU per acre: ^ Total $826.00 • 
Results '^-^^^ ^ . ^ ^ X < l ' ^ •̂•-nn.̂ '.̂  - ^ ^ ^ 

e, The f i r s t disking was very e f f e c t i v e i n knocking down and up­
rooting most of the brush. While some brush was turned under by the 
disk, considerable debris remained on the surface. Brush sprouts 
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appeared fewer and l e s s vigorous than had the area been burned 

The second disking was generally effective i n uprooting sprouting 
brush and turning under remaining debris, but some problems were 
encountered. In areas where heavy debris remained the disk became 
clogged or rode over the material. To a l l e v i a t e t h i s problem the 
heaivy concentrations were burned. Following burning the disking 
operation went very smoothly. 

the cost of spot burning: " - i ' 
25 acres @ $5.37 per acre: Total $13U.2U 

OAK TREE TREATMENT ; . . r " ,-• 

Work was done on about four acres at lower end of Plot #2, Trees 
were f r i l l e d and treated with b r u s h - k i l l e r mix of 2, U-D and 2,li,5-T. 
A t o t a l of 155 trees were treated requiring k man hours of work. 
One gallon of chemical was used costing $7.17. 

The cost of treatment, including labor: 
155 trees @ $0.10 per tree: Total $l5.17 

Results . • 
• • . - - • -l' ̂  -' 

Results of tree poisoning were poor. Some top k i l l was evidenced 
but most trees have subsequently recovered, 

BRUSH BURNING AND RESULTS 

Plots were burned on October 17, I960. Poor burning conditions 
prevailed (humidity was never below 50^), A good burn was secured 
on heavy brush where chained down. Poor burn resulted on l i ^ t 
brush even where chained. The standing brush on Plot #3 would not 
burn. 

The cost of equipment and materials for burning: 
182 acres @ $1.92 per acre: Total $3U9..79 

'-̂  ' ' R E V E G E T A T I O N -.; 

Approximately 3h acres of Plots #1 and #2 were seeded November 19 
to 2k of i960, using a small range d r i l l pulled by a l i g h t tractor 
(TD-9). The 3U acres were d r i l l e d i n 26 hours. - ..p- ^ : 

During the same period an additional 3h acres of the steep 
slopes i n Plots #1 and #2 were seeded by hand. A t o t a l of 2k man 
hours were used in t h i s operation. 

The seed mixture used was: .,;i>'''' ' 

Harding grass ' 3.2 lbs./acre 
Perennial ryegrass -̂ - 2.,! lbs./acre 
Smilo 0/7 lbs./acre 

TOTAL 5,0 lbs./acre 
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Approximately 69 acres of Pl o t s #1 and #2.were hand seeded w i t h 
a legume mixture December 5, I96I. (Roughly the same area^ seeded 
w i t h p e r e n n i a l grasses.) The seed mixture of burciover and lana 
vetch was seeded at two r a t e s : About one-half the area was seeded 
at 1^ l b s . burciover t o 5 l b s ; lana vetch, and the other h a l f a t 
h l b s . each of lana vetch and b u r c i o v e r . A t o t a l of hO man hours 
was used f o r the o p e r a t i o n . 

The cost f o r d r i l l seeding, i n c l u d i n g seed:' 
3h acres @ $lU.38 per acre: T o t a l $U89.01 

The cost f o r hand seeding, i n c l u d i n g seed: 
3h acres @ $7.5? per acre: T o t a l $2^7.38 

The cost f o r legume seeding, i n c l u d i n g the seed: 
69 acres @ $5.U7 per acre: T o t a l $377.20 

Reseeding of P l o t #3 was done f o l l o w i n g the second d i s k i n g 
using a heavy 10-foot range d r i l l p u l l e d by a TD-20 t r a c t o r . I t 
was planned t h a t t h i s operation be done c o n c u r r e n t l y w i t h d i s k i n g 
using a tandem setup. However, a f t e r several attempts t h i s p l a n 
was given up as i m p r a c t i c a l . 

Since no other -equipment was a v a i l a b l e the heavy t r a c t o r was 
used t o p u l l the d r i l l ; a smaller u n i t would have been more 
economical. The 25 acres were d r i l l e d i n 12 hours. ' ' 

The f o l l o w i n g -seed mixture was used: . " " 

Harding Grass^'^ '[ - ' U.O l b s . / a c r e i 
" : Smilo •- -'̂  ' - "' 0.5 lbs./acre 

Lana vetch liid • viv [^.q lbs./acre 
Burciover , - ' ^ 2.0 lbs./acre 

TOTAL ' I0.5 Ibs./acre 

The cost f o r d r i l l seeding^ i n c l u d i n g seed: 
25 acres @ $ll4.35 per acre: T o t a l ,,$358.86 

Results ,. . 'v- .• 

The 3h acres d r i l l seeded w i t h p e r e n n i a l grasses ( l a r g e l y i n 
P l o t #1) d i d w e l l . I n A p r i l , I96I, these seeded grasses covered l 5 ^ 
of the t o t a l ground area. I n s p i t e of an estimated loss of 50^ of 
seeded p l a n t s during the summer of I96I, they increased t o cover 30^ 
of the t o t a l ground area by March of I962 and have continued t o 
increase since. 

Results, of the 3h acres of p e r e n n i a l grass land seeded were 
only f a i r . I n A p r i l of I96I these seeded p l a n t s covered 1% of the 
t o t a l ground area and increased t o h% by March of I962. Further 
increases have been observed y e a r l y . 



The legume seeding was almost a complete f a i l u r e . The f a i l u r e , 
we b e l i e v e , was due l a r g e l y t o birds" eatmg the uncovered seeds and 

ni: .i-^'- ' severe 'competition from seeded and n a t i v e grasses. .̂̂  -

::;,y\y:^,''::-^..--:^h^ r e s u l t s of d r i l l seeding P l o t #3 are not y e t known, 

F 0 L L .0 W - U.P-, G 0-N T R 0 L . 

• SPRAYING • . ^ . 

Approximately 110 acres of Plots #1 and #2 were sprayed w i t h a 
2,U-D + 2,U,5-T her b i c i d e m i x t u r e by h e l i c o p t e r on May 3, .1961. This 
spraying .was done t o c o n t r o l brush regrowth and competing weeds. 

y-;.j^-l-:. FoHowing i s the mixture used and the a p p l i c a t i o n r a t e : 

2,i;-D + 2,h,5-T ih l b s . a c i d e q u i v a l e n t ) .. .. 1' galV-pel* acre 
D i e s e l . 1 g a l , per acre 
Water ..':;̂''7.'''' ̂  . 8 g a l s , per acre 

^V. "'.::TOTAi • .vlO g a l s , per acre 

.U;' ̂  '-the'cost of spra y i n • : • ' V̂ '̂̂ -' ;' 
110 acres' @ $9.5? per acre: _ $1,0^2.26 
Results -.vo 

Results of spraying were very good. Measurements taken i n 
March of 1962 show a d e n s i t y decrease of brush 'sprouts'of *73^ and 
•a d e n s i t y decrease of n a t i v e f o r b s of 6^%, Both the seeded grasses 
and n a t i v e grasses shox-'ied a s u b s t a n t i a l increase over-the'area. 

FOLLOW-UP.SPRAYING 'V.-' 

• '̂V̂  On'̂ May 23, ,1962, approximately 68 acres'of Plots :#1 and #2 
were' spot sprayed v j i t h a h e r b i c i d e mixture of ̂ ,I|.-D and 2,l4.,5-T i n 
an e f f o r t t o k i l l the s u r v i v i n g brush sprouts. Both a backpack 
mist, blower and hand.operated spray cans were used f o r t h i s f o l low-up 

"I work. ''Below i s the h e r b i c i d e mixture used f o r t h i s f o l l o w - u p work: 

Xi;G« I.3iic. 2,I|-D + 2,U,5-T (U-lbs. acid) ..^.."^r i g a l . ,,,3. 
Diesel . : • ;̂'•. <f '1 gal,,.,..,.; , 

. Water ^ . \'Z .,: ; -K-:. ,--̂' ' 3' gals>'' l'-. r 
T̂ ^̂  5 _ :\L.V^.,l:r' • ' t o t a l : '̂ '̂  ̂ v'--;'';' ; . 7 .5.gais. 

''fhe cost of follow-up Spraying: " 
68 acres @ $3.6? per acre: T o t a l $2h9M6 
Results ^ • ' "^"^'7.' 

Results of the follow-up., spraying x̂ êre very good on the area 
t r e a t e d by the m i s t blower but only f a i r on the area t r e a t e d by the 
hand c a r r i e d spray cans. A d d i t i o n a l follow-up treatment was necessary 
t o maintain the area brush free.-
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SECOND FOLLOW-UP SPRAYING: 

^ " A second spot spraying was undertaken on 32 acres of Plot #1 i n 
« A p r i l of 196k to control continuing brush encroachment. A 2,l4-D + 

! • 2,h,5-T mixture was applied using backpack hand spray cans. The 
following are the mixture and application rates: 

.2,1;-D + 2,U,5-T ih l b s . acid equivalent) 0.25 gal./acre 
'Diesel 0.25 gal./acre 

: ....: . ^ % t e r . 0.75 gal./acre 
^̂ •̂̂  TOTAL L " ' - -.r- .^.^ 1.25 gals./acre 

' The cost of spraying Plot #1: 
, 32 acres @ $3.61 per acre: ^ ̂  J; 'lotal $115.U5 

Results ^ . • , : .„ / 

•-f.v,̂  Yhe r e s u l t s of-the second follow-up spraying were good. I t 
was estimated that 90% of the brush treated was eliminated following 
spot spraying. 

EROSION CHECK DAMS • - _ 

In early December of I 9 6 I , a system of 8 erosion check dams 
was constructed i n the g u l l i e s of Plots #1 and #2 in an effort to check 
erosion, increase i n f i l t r a t i o n and h a l t s o i l deposition below the 

' project. A small TD-9 was used for dam construction. 

^ ̂ -̂̂  The cost of dam construction: . 
- $9.30 per dam: ^^^^-^ $7ii.U0 

.The cost of second year dam cleaning: - -
$6.12 per dam: - T o t a l $i|8.95 

XL. Results . 

ti,y-vii;/: ^ Dams worked very w e l l . A l l were nearly f i l l e d with s i l t after the 
r heavy rains of early I 9 6 2 . Only one dam washed out and the s i l t from 

i t was collected i n another dam below. Hardly any additional, s o i l 
and s i l t were deposited below the project. 

••, F E R T I L I Z A T I O N T R I A L S & T R E A T M E N T 

FERTILIZER TRIALS 

dit^- An exploratory f e r t i l i z e r t r i a l was established on Plot #1 
October 15, 1963. The purposes were to : 1) determine s o i l 
d e f i ciencies on the Study, 2) analyze the economic aspects of range 
f e r t i l i z a t i o n and 3) follow-up the o v e r - a l l plans for the Study, 
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The t r i a l t e s t e d f o r d e f i c i e n c y of the elements Nitrogen, 
Phosphorus and sulphur. M u l t i p l e a p p l i c a t i o n s of these elements were 
made alone i n combination at the r a t e of 60 pounds of desired 
element or elements per acre. 

Results • ' ' 

Results obtained from measurements of t h i s t r i a l were i n ­
conclusive w i t h respect t o treatments. These d i s a p p o i n t i n g r e s u l t s 
were a t t r i b u t e d t o three f a c t o r s : 

1) Low r a i n f a l l (12 inches) 
2) Rodent Damage 
3) Vegetative composition d i f f e r e n c e s ' . 

Nevertheless i t was f e l t t h a t there was s u f f i c i e n t response t o 
economically j u s t i f y l a r g e scale Nitrogen f e r t i l i z a t i o n . 

FERTILIZATION: 

December 2, I96I1, 32 acres of P l o t #1 x̂ ras f e r t i l i z e d x^rith Urea a t 
the r a t e of 60 pounds elemental Nitrogen per acre. The a p p l i c a t i o n 
was made by f i x e d x-jing a i r c r a f t . ,• 

The cost of f l y i n g and f e r t i l i z i n g (133 l b s . Urea per a c r e ) : 
32 agres @ $9.53 per acre: T o t a l $30)4.91 
Results 

While i t i s not possible t o evaluate the r e s u l t s of f e r t i l i z a ­
t i o n alone, the t r i a l s i n d i c a t e d t h a t an approximate r e t u r n of 
109^ of the investment could be expected under co n d i t i o n s which 
p r e v a i l e d during the 19^3 - 19614 season. Since conditions•were much 
b e t t e r d uring the 1961; - 1965 season, the net r e t u r n from f e r t i l i z a t i o n 
was probably f a r i n excess of the 109^ p r o j e c t e d . 
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P R O J E C T C O S T S S U M M A R Y 

Chargeable Costs f o r the Conversion Work Done 
On 119 Acres of Plots # 1 and #2 

$ 2 , 2 1 6 . 3 9 

Ui.oU 

$1,588.21; 

2U.U3 

Chargeable Costs f o r the Conversion Work Done 
- On 25 Acres of P l o t #3 ' • 

T o t a l Chargeable Cost $1,335.05 

Average Cost Per Acre 7/ - \.^40 

• ;. P l o t #1 

To t a l Chargeable Cost 

Average Cost Per Acre •; • • 

: : • • V ̂  P l o t #2 

T o t a l Chargeable Cost 

Average Cost Per Acre ..-



"1 

G R A Z I N G M A N A G E M E N T . :V 

PROGEIlfURE :.Y-::i. 

Stoeker c a t t l e have been grazed on both plots beginning i n the 
spring of I 9 6 2 . No grazing vjas conducted i n I 9 6 I , the f i r s t year after 
seeding, giving the seeded plants a chance to become established. 
Steers, h e i f e r s , or a mixture have been used, depending which happened 
to be available on the ranch at.the time needed. I n 1962, I 9 6 3 , and 
19614 grazing was done simultaneously on both Plots #1 and #2. I n 1965 
the same animals were rotated betw:een the plots. Present grazing plans 
c a l l for f a l l and winter grazing on Plot 1 and Plot 2 after the f i r s t 
of the year. . , - ) . , ; 

Grazing Procedures - Table 1 i-

Year and 
Plot No. 

No. 
Head Date On Date Off 

Days 
Grazed 

Average 
Weight On 

Average 
Weight Off 

1962 P l c j i 1 .: • 17 a March 21 A p r i l 20 30 5 3 1 " 630 
Plot 2 13 a March 21 April 20 30 510 ; 593 
Plot 1 17 a Augo 15 Oct. 1 k6 667; 721 
Plot 2 13 a Aug. 15 Oct. 1 I46 670 ;.; 710 

1963 Plot 1 19 b April- 15; .August 5 i l l 572 • • 7lj8 
Plot 2 12 b April 15 August 5 111 578 , 7i|2 

19614 Plot 1 18 a Feb. 114 May 16 91 65I4 .. 766 
Plot 2 12 a Feb. • May 16 91 617 V;-̂  739 

1965 Plot 1- 30 c Jan. .20 March I 8 57 372 - I4I49 

Plot 2 30 c March 18 June 2 75 IiIj9 560 
Plot 1- 30 c June 2 J u l y 21 I49 560 60i4 

Footnote: a. replacement heifers. 
b. steers 
c. mixed 

RltfSULTS AND RETURNS -. : . 

The c a t t l e were brought from the plots to the scales and i^rMghed 
at approximately 8:30 a.m. i^jith no shrink. Animal Unit Month (AIM) data 
was based on average weight during the grazing period. The standard 

•= ranch practice i s to s e l l c a t t l e with a 3 per cent pencil shrink. I t 
• was f e l t the same procedure should be used to estimate grazing returns. 
Thus production weights were shrunk 3 per cent then and average price 
of $25/cwt was used for the years 1962, 1963̂ , and 1965; i n 196ii $l8/cwt 
was used. 
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Grazing Results - Table 2 

1 acres) 
Total Production Production/ii .ere 

Year Pounds Beef A.U.M, 's Pounds Beef A.U.M. 's 
1962 2,600 27.6 I48.I • .51. 
1963 3,350 I i 7 . 5 • 62..0 • .88 . 
I96I4 2,020 38.2 ^ I 3 7 . I j ̂  ' .71 
1965 3.620, 51.0 . 6 7 . 0 .95 
Total 11,590 16b.3 . - 21I4.5 3.05 

2 ( 6 5 acres) 

1962 1,600 21.2 2 l j . 6 .32 
1963 1,970 26.8 30.3 

19614 l , l i 7 0 2I4.6 22.6 .38-

1 9 6 5 3,330 38.8 51.2 .60 

Total 8,370 • 113.ii 128.7 1.7i4 

Investment - Returns - Table 3 

Plot 1 ; 

Year 

1962 

1963 

19611 • 

1 965 ' 

Total 

Plot 2 

1962 

1963 

19614 
1965 

Total 

Improvement 
Cost/Acre 

$29.90 

II.IJ4 
fEiTpU 

$214. Ii3 

$214. 1j3 

Estimated 
Return/Acrex-

. $ 1 1 . 7 6 

:• 15.0I4 

6.53 

16,26 

• fIl9T59 

$ 5.97 

7.35 

3.95 

12.I42 
$29.71 

% Recovered 
On Investment 

39.3 

89.6 

111.5 
120.8 

2I4.I4 
5I1.I4 
70.7 

121.6 

ĉ- Return = 3% production weight x average price. ($25/cwt - I 9 6 2 , 6 3 , 65 
^ , • and $l8/cwt - I 9 6 I 4 . ) 

. p u t u r e ;w o r.k - ' • 

legume inoculation^ 
Recent studies have shown ine f f e c t i v e inoculation a probable cause 

for f a i l u r e i n the establishment of legumes under range land conditions, 
This condition i s probably more pronounced i n ar i d areas pr i o r to 
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r a i n f a l l . For this reason dry inoculation was t r i e d on a portion of 
Plot #3 and a new pelleted inoculation technique was tested on the 
remaining portion of Plot #3. I t i s hoped that these inoculation 
techniques w i l l enhance the chances of legume establishment. 

FOLLOW-UP SPRAYING 

Plot #1 and Plot #3 w i l l be spot sprayed to control brush 
encroachment for the l i f e of the project. The object being to deter­
mine the cost necessary to maintain a brush-free condition. A comparison 
w i l l be made to determine the effect of brush removal techniques 
(mechanical versus burning) on follow-up spraying costs. 

FERTILIZATION 

F e r t i l i z a t i o n t r i a l s w i l l be conducted for the l i f e of the project 
to determine i f further f e r t i l i z a t i o n i s economically j u s t i f i e d . I f 
t r i a l s show j u s t i f i c a t i o n , f e r t i l i z a t i o n w i l l be continued on selected 
portions of this study. 

S U M M A R Y A N D C O N C L U S I O N S 

The study has been successful i n demonstrating advanced methods of 
brushland conversion. I t has also shown economic j u s t i f i c a t i o n for 
attempting such a conversion with a 2^ per cent per year return on the 
money invested. Some of the more important conclusions after f i v e years' 
work on the Study are: 

1. Brush crushing with an anchor chain i s most ef f e c t i v e i n 
old stands of brush. A clean burn can be assured following 
crushing even i n periods of very poor burning weather. 

2. Perennial grasses can be best established by d r i l l i n g where 
at a l l possible. 

3. Competition from weed and brush regrowth can be controlled 
with chemical sprays. 

h* Grazing management i s important for continued high production 
of perennial grass plants, 

- 11 -





APPENDIX 

Itemized Chargeable Costs on Ranchita Project",-i:.,'-';^:; . 

P l o t #1 and P l o t #2 • : v v . ; . :.. ^ - i 

P l o t #1 :̂/ ,Plot #2 
(5I4 Acres) (65 Acres) 

Brush Crushing-i960 hi acres @ U.37 $205.39 Ii8 acres @ U.37 = $209.76 

F i r e Line Construction-1960 5U acres @ l.IiS = 79.92 65 acres .@ l.US = 96.20 

Oak Tree Poisoning-1960 .v - ' • 155' acres @ .10 = 15.17 

Burning-i960 5U acres @ 1.92 103.68 acres @- 1.92 = 12U.80 

D r i l l Seeding-1960 2U acres @lii.38 = 3U5.12 10 acres ©111.38 = IU3.8O 

Hand Seeding-I96O 15 acres @ 7.57 = 113.55 19 acres @ 7.57 1U3.83 

Spraying-1961 —< 50 acres @ 9.57 = U78.50 60 acres @ 9.57 = 57U.20 

Legume Seeding-196l liO acres @ 5.1i7 = 218.80 29 acres @ 5.1i7 158.63 

Erosion Check Dams-196l 7 each @ 9.30 65.10 1 each @ 9.30 9.30 

Follow-up Spraying-1961 39 acres @ 3.67 = 113.13 29 each . @ 3.67 = 106.U3 
Cleaning Check Dams-1962 7 each @ 6.12 = ii2.8[i 1 each @ 6.12 = 6.12 

Fertilization-1961; 32 acres @ 9.53 = 30[i.91 -
Follow-up Spraying-196U 32 acres @ 3.61 = 115.Ii5 — 

TOTAL COSTS $2,216.39 $1,588.2U 

AVuRAGE COST P£R ACRE $Ul.Oii $2li.U3 

-''-Costs are based on a c t u a l expenditures f o r materials, equipment, and l a b o r . 
Equipment and labor costs are based on standard C.D.F. r a t e s . 



APPENDIX 

Itemized Chargeable Costs on Ranchita Project-«-

• • ^ • Plot #3 -

Brush Disking ( f i r s t disking)-1965 

Brush Disking (second disking)-1965 

F i r e Line Construction - 1965 

Burning - 1965 

D r i l l Seeding-19'65 

Total Costs 

Average cost per acre $53,140 

25 acres @ 17.26 = $ 1431.ilQ 

25 acres @ 15.78 = 39l4.50 

25 acres @ 2.52 = . 63.12 

25 acres @ 2.8ii = 71.12 

25 acres @ li4.35 3714.91 

$1,335.05 

^ Costs are based on actual expenditures for materials, equipment, and 
labor. Equipment and labor costs are based on standard CDF rates. -
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APPENDIX 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF RANCHITA RANGE STUDY 
PLOT #1 

Photo #3 
October 1965 

Same view as Photo #1 
f i v e years a f t e r reseedinp. 
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CURRENT RANCHITA RANGE STUDY - I968 
Included i n Sections 23, 2^; T3IS, R15E MDB&M and 
a p o r t i o n of the Rancho Arroyo Grande Land Grant 

Scale equals 1 mile S T A T E O F C A L I F O R N I A 

D E P A R T M E N T O F C O N S E R V A T I O N 
D I V I S I O N O F F O R E S T R Y 
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