
RANCHITA r^GE STUDY 

ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT » 1968 

The /ear 1968 was a period of t r a n s i t i o n on the Ranchita Range Stud/o A t r a n s i * 
t i o n froa the actual demonstration of brush conversion techniques to a period of 
maintenance and analysis of past worko 

Grazing t r i a l s to deteraine monetary returns froa various conversion techniques 
were continued on a l l four p l o t s . Cheaical applications c o n t r o l l i n g encroaching 
brush were completed on areas of Plots #3 and f4e Aside from the above» nest 
a c t i v i t y centered around reevaluating past e f f o r t s and conveying t h i s information 
to interested ranchers and professionals<. 

The project was totured by the State Board of Forestry and i t s Range Improvement 
Advisory Connittee^ several college and high school classes^ as well as individu-
a l l l y by many business men and professionalSn 

The results of past work on the Ranchita was presented at the meeting of the C a l i ­
fornia section of the American Society o f Range Management i n Berkeley and at the 
California Brushland Range Improvement Association i n Fresnoo Further dissemina­
t i o n of the information collected from the project resulted from p r i n t i n g and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n of a short paper summarizing past work and several appendices r e l a t i n g 
to specific subjects such as the economics of crushing and disking, f o l l o w u p main­
tenance i n grasing management (see attachedo) 

While most of the plans f o r 1968 were implemented, some work had t o be postponed 
due to delays i n the Lopez Dam project and changes i n Extension Service personnelo 
The following i s a summary of a c t i v i t i e s and conditions on the Ranchita Range Study 
during 1968. 

WEATHER CONDITIONS 

Weather conditions during the 1967-68 growing season produced good forage yieldso 
While r a i n f a l l was substantially below normal and essentially ended during the f i r s t 
week of A p r i l , i t was uniformly d i s t r i b u t e d during the period of November through 
A p r i l o As i s normal, temperatures remained very cold from mid-November o f 1967 
through January of 1968 and produced l i t t l e forage growths Higher than normal temp» 
eratures prevailed during the remainder of the spring and i n combination with favors-
able r a i n f a l l d i s t r i b u t i o n ^ resulted i n good forage growth u n t i l moisture was 
depleted i n late A p r i l o 

Exceptionally early, well<»distributed r a i n f a l l and above-average temperatures have 
also resulted i n excellent forage growth during the Fall and Winter of 1968<> The 
forage yields should be we l l above normal during the 1968-69 growing season i f t h i s 
weather pattern continuesc 

VEGETATIVE CONDITIONS 

Plot #1 

In response t o favorable spring growing conditions and moderate grazing, seeded 
perennial and annual grasses continued t o increase i n derMsity on Plot i l during the 
1967-68 growing season» While the trend has been toward increasing density of 
seeded perennial species, i t i s expected with good grazing management the perennial 
vso annual r a t i o w i l l reach equilibrium w i t h i n the next few growing seasons« 
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ilie ecnual plant co&plejc s t i l l inclisdss a high percentage o f ur.desirslilo fcrtjs 
y-^.-'Hos^ We w i l l t r y through f e r t i l i s a t i o n ^ grazing eanagesr * 1 peii»aps 

o change t h i s s i t u a t i o n i n subsequent yearso 

Plot 

Plot «2 i s bciiig alloi/ed t o revert to brush. This density o f wocdy 
• ^'.ricreas'" '^^pidly i n aost areas with coisplete closure of the canopy 

fk Itiv) • itage of the plot,. 

_;eeiTs \i , only on the better sites, Signlficarit asounts of 
1 poranriital grassei? zm be found only i n l i a i t s d areas where i t was d r i l l 

seeded* Native and introduced annual grasses have increased in density i n the. 
lower â -̂ as where they are now doisinentr 

Plot #3 

The Hardinggrass and Lana vetch which was seeded on Plot # 3 pradticsd hijrh forage 
yields and continued t o increase i n dDJisity during 1968„ Anrsual grasses srhicli are 
now occupying most of the poorer si t e s i n the lower are&s, which were o r i g i n a l l y 
grassland, &lso produced wello 

This p l o t was grazed only noUerately ('vuring t h i s seasono Tlie re^^ult was poor 
forage u t i l i z a t i o n and some increases i n weedy specieSc 

There i s s t i l l no evidence of any Sssilo which was seeded i n 1965 and only £ scat­
t e r i n g o f Rose clever which was also seeded. The reason f o r the poor results »ay 
be that the small seeded SRHO was d r i l l e i too deep and t h c t the Ro^s clover 
received poor innoculatlon<, 

Coaiaral vegetative conditions on Plot ^ 3 , however, are excellent vfith Ksrdinggifftss 
and Lana vetch continuing to increase i n density and occupying nmrly a l l ths 
favorable sites,^ I t i s expected that an equilibriusss between h'ardinggrass md thfe 
annual species w i l l be reached within the next few years ^ i t h Iferdllnggrass c£s«py« 
ing about 40 per cent of the area which was seededo 

GRAZING TRIALS 

Good forage yields afforded the opportunity t o obtein a high beef prcdiiction duTmg 
2965, However^ a less than optimum u t i l i z a t i o n res^ilted i n oi?ly i^oderate t o t a l 
piioductiono Grazing was begun on March 1st on Plots * 1 , #2 and «3 and not m i t i l 
A p r i l 3 on Plot #4^ (Grazing was delayed on a l l p lots because of constructios^ of 
the county road f o r the Lopez Dam p r o j e c t C a t t l e on a i l four plots mir^ reri^ovsd 
on May 3 with plans t o graze again on Plots 1 3 and #4 sft«r the leguiscs I.sd set 
seed and perennial grasses had been allowed a period of free grovxtho t^ifortimately, 
c a t t l e were not aveiiable f o r early summer grazing and a tremendous aaiaiint c f 
forage was l e f t u»utilized« 

Plot n 

I t was planned t o graze Plot *1 heavy early i n the season to u t i l i z e sr.d reduce 
the density c f the weedy broad le a f plimts snd underirablg; snmi&ls which rgsulted 
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froa ovex'grazing sad drought the year before^ but the p l o t wgr» net accessible 
u n t i l aî !«spriHgo To u t i l i z e as lauch forage as possible during the green stage, 
the p l o t wcis stocke*' heavily, Qn March 1^ twenty-five head o f Hereford steers» 
averaging 4 3 3 pounds, were placed OTi the plotc They were grazed f o r 6 2 deys and 
averaged 5 2 7 pcimds b'hen resso\?ed<» Each steer gained an average c f 89^2 pounds 
or l o 4 4 pouiids per day« A t o t a l of 2 2 3 0 pounds of beef were produced for sat 
average of 4 9 o 6 pounds per acrOo 

Despite poor u t i l i z a t i o n , ©oderate gains K'ere achieved. The peirenniel grasses 
responded well t o reduced Iste season grazing pressureo The residual forage is 
hm-ng p a r t i a l l y u t i l i z e d during the :fiater of 1 9 6 8 o A t o t a l of 3 0 steers were 
again placed on the p l o t on December 1 2 > 1968> Thus f s r ^ gains have been good 
and soae cured forage has been taken along with the green forage produced during 
the F a l l o f 1968c, The results of the 1 9 6 8 - 6 9 grazing season w i l l be shown on 
subsequent reportso 

While forage production on Plot #2 i s nota r s s t r i c t ^ d because of brush encxoachsient^ 
the p l o t sustained 1 0 head of steers f o r 62 daysc^ Those steers averaged 4 5 0 pounds 
on March 1 when p i seed on the p l o t and 5 4 5 pounds when removedEach sniroal gained 
an average of 9 5 o O pounds or 1<,S3 poiands per dayo Total beef production was 9 5 0 
potmdSf or an average of 1 9 pounds per acre f o r the en t i r e ploto Considorijjg the 
area actually producing forage, production was good on Plot * 2 o Beef production on 
t h i s p l o t i s exp<5ctsd t o s t a b i l i z e zoineiihst below the 1 9 6 8 level w i t h i n the next 
few seasonso 

Of the four p l o t s . Plot #3 produced th& highest gainse On March 1, 2S head o f steers 
averaging 418 pour..' - ^ laced on the p l o t . When on May 3, 62 days l a t e r , they 
were removed, they . 5 3 1 powds» f o r en average gain of 112o8 pounds or lo82 
pounds per day* The pJot then produced a t o t a l of 282J0 pounds of beef or 83oO 
pounds per acre converted.,* 

Plans to graze t h ^ p l o t again l a t e r f a i l e d t o materialize; therefore, there was a 
troKendou? amount of residual forageo I f the forage had been properly u t i l i z e d , 
the p l o t would have produced much higher guins^ Soae c f the residual forage pro­
duced during the 1967-68 cprazing season w i l l be u t i l i z e d during the 196S-69 grsising 
seasono 

Again duTlt5g the 1968 grating season, the forage on Plot 1̂4 was u t i l i z e d only to a 
©inor extentn Because of the construction project,, tlie p l o t was inaccessible u n t i l 
A p r i l 3, at which time only I S head of c a t t l e were availabli) f o r grazingo Tl^tsse 
steers averag?5d 503 pounds on A p r i l 3 and 552 pounds upoa remvai 30 days l a t e r . 

Plot #2 

Plot # 3 

Plot # 4 

Th©T9 v'ss origin!?!/ 

tim f o r both co•iî '•' 

grassland en Plot * 3 o Approximately 2S fiCi'ss of 
': therefore, th^re i s a t o t a l of 3 4 ocv^s of forage­

rs production i s figured sss'.naing equsl forage pro-due-
i i n a l grasslands, or 25/34ths of the t o t a l picdaetis^s!,. 
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recording an average d a i l y gain of l o 6 2 poundso The p l o t produced 7 2 0 pounds of 
beef, f a r below the p o t e n t i a l c As with Plot #5, there was a treisendcus avo^^nt of 
residual forage at the ti»e the c a t t l e were resoveda No c a t t l e were available f o r 
early suismer grazing as planned and a groat deal of high-qualify forage containing 
a very high percentage of leguae species was wasteda Soaso of t h i s residual forage 
w i l l be u t i l i z e d during the 1 9 6 8 - 6 9 grasing season, which was begun on DscesKber 6o 

The results of the past two years* grazing have not been representative of the 
capacity of t h i s p l o t t o piroduce asid also has been detrimental fro« the standpoint 
of vegetative manageaento I t i s hoped that better Infonaation on beef and forege 
production w i l l be obtained i n the next f i v e years of grasing t r i a l s < i 

Tables # 1 , # 2 and #S show grasing procedures, results and monetary returns fron 
1 9 6 2 through 1 9 6 3 o Returns were figured cn the current grazing land rental fees 
on beef gain obtained by the Ranchita Cattle Coapany* 

OPERATIONS 

The only operations conducted during 1 9 6 3 were the applications of herbicide on 
Plots *3 and <f4o 

The f i r s t follow-up spot spraying was carried out using a backpack ©istblowor during 
Mayo At t h i s time, 25 acres were sprayed with 2,4«D esters t o control residual 
sprouts which were not k i l l e d the previous season„ A t o t a l of IS gallons o f herbi­
cide was used t o tr e a t the area during a two^day operation. 

Approximately 10 acres «hich was previously disked on Plot # 1 was spot -sprayed f o r 
the f i r s t t i n e during May of 1 9 6 8 « This area was also treated with 2,4«D esters 
using a backpack mistblover^ Ten gallons o f chesiical was applied during one day 
of applicationc. 

The results of spot-spraying on both plots were goodo The sprouts of nearly a l l 
susceptible plants have been k i l l e d , sprouts of resistant plants have either been 
k i l l e d or severely retarded and the seedlings o f nearly a l l plants have been l l l l e d o 

PUNS FOR 1 9 6 9 

Grazing t r i a l s w i l l be continued on a l l piotSr. 

Follow-up spot»spraying % r i l l be conducted on Plot # 4 o 

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 on Plot H t o determine i f i t i s possible 
to sustain ryegrass which was planted on t h i s ploto 

Measurement of vegetative response w i l l be continued and photographic records w i l l 
be maintained o 

Costs and returns from oak tree removal w i l l be madoo 
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Plans f o r 1969 « continued 

A report on brush disking w i l l be publishedc 

The er^tlre study w i l l be remapped t o detex^ine precisely the acreage l e f t on 
each p l o t following the construction o f the county road.. 

Franklin Fo Prank 
Forester I 

1 
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Grasing Procedures - Table #1 

Year and No. Days Average Average 
Hpad Bate Off Wei£dit Of 

1 9 6 2 Plot 1 1 7 a March 21 A p r i l 20 3 0 5 3 1 6 3 0 

Plot 2 1 3 a March 21 A p r i l 20 3 0 51D 5 9 3 
Plot 1 1 7 a Aug. Ip Oct. 1 46 6 6 ? 7 2 1 

Plot, 2 13 a Aug. 15 Octo 1 46 6 7 0 7 1 0 

19̂ 3 Plot 1 19 b A p r i l 15 Aug, 5 1 1 1 5 7 2 748 
Plot 2 12 b A p r i l 15 Aug- 5 1 1 1 5 7 a 742 

1964 Plot 1 IB a Feb. X4 May 16 91 6 5 4 7 6 6 

Plot 2 12 a Feb. 14 May 16 91 61? 7 3 9 

1965 Plot t 30 c J«r>e 20 March 13 57 3 7 2 449 
Plot 2 3 0 c March June 2 75 449 5 6 0 

Plot 1 3 0 c June 2 Juiy 21 4 9 5 6 0 6 0 4 

Plot 1̂  30 b Nov.U^ 1 9 6 5-41ara7, 1 9 6 6 1 2 6 4 6 3 482 

1966 Plot 20 b Feb. 3 Majr 1 5 100 286 3 2 6 

1 9 6 7 Plot 1 20 b Feb» 2 Febc 25 23 469 
Plot i 10 b Febo 25 May 2 66 4 5 0 6 1 2 

?M 1 2 3 b May 2 May 1 9 1 7 606 6 3 3 

Plot 2 6 b A p r i l 10 May 19 39 5 6 6 6 3 0 

Plot 3 15 b Febc. 2 Febc 2 5 2 3 4 3 a 5 Q 3 

Plot 3 25 b Feb« 25 Ma/ 2 6 6 498 602 
Plot 3 12 b May 2 May 1 9 1 7 602 6 3 a 

Plot 4 77 b Novc 20 Nov^ 2 9 9 5 5 6 54a 

1 9 6 8 Plot 1 2 5 b March 1 May 3 6 2 438 5 2 7 

P l o t 2 ID h March 1 May 3 6 2 4 5 0 5 4 5 

Plot 3 25 b March 1 May 3 62 418 5 3 1 

Plot 4 30 b A p r i l 3 May 3 3 0 5 Q 3 5 5 2 

Footnote: a — replacensnt heifers, b = steers and c » mixed 

* Includes winter grazing from Eovember 11 t o December 31^ 1965 

** Weights e s t i m t e d 



l o t , f l (41' Converi<*d Acres) 

Mot i/3 (25 Coiivor^^d Acres)* 

196? 
1968 

2,963 

5,78/ 

29.4 
24 83 0 

Vxr^i ilk {50 Coriverf ed Acj^r, 1?67 - 35 Converted Acres I968) 

1967 - 63r> 

100 
7.9 

20.7 
20.£ 
8,2 

1962 2,60c 2? 6 57o8 .61 
1963 3.350 74.4 1.06 
1964 2,020 3B 2 44.̂ 9 c8fr 
1965 3,620 51 0 80 .4 . 1 13 
1966 63C! 59 s 14^0 1.32 
1V67 3,05c 67 a 196B , 

270 4 6 00 

2̂ (5C 

1962 23. > 32.0 42 
1963 1.970 28 8 39^^ 58 
1964 24 .6 29 4 49 
1965 3.33i-' 3^ ̂  66 6 78 
1966 ea 16 0 40 
196? ?,8 09 
196^ 19-0 27 

' ib75 iO ua 6 2.10 2 3 03 

i,.a 
1.0 
2c2 

.3 
^2 
T5 

* Calculated net gains were baeed on actual acreage converted. 
Since 9 acres o.f Plot were grassland pr i o r t o conversion, 
the t o t a l e f f e c t i v e grassland area i u F l c t i s 34 acrec 
Aesmaing eqpml productivi-ty of both converted and o r i g i n a l 
grassland the t o t a l gains were reduced by 9/34ths. 



investjaent « Eetuiras - *feble # 3 

Improry-enisnt Satimsted Percent Eecovered 
Tear Cost/Acre Heturn/AcrgiJ- on Imrestaaeat 

Plot #1 

Plot #2 

Plot #3 

Plot #4 No s i g n i f i c a n t retiima because of i n a b i l i t y t o 
coodact graalng t r i a l s properly <, 

• Eettim ** 3f production weight x average price 
($ia * 5 0/cwt - 1 9 6 2 , 1 9 6 3 , 1 9 6 5 and 1 9 6 6 

9 . 0 0 / c w t - 1 9 6 4 ) 

1 9 6 2 $ 3 9 ^ 9 1 ^o06 1 7 o 7 

1963 —=> 9 . 2 4 4 0 . 7 
1964 9.34 3 . 9 2 kl.2 
1965 9 . 7 5 6 0 , 7 
1966 1 * 6 9 6 4 . 3 
196? 9 . 6 3 6 7 . 7 
1 9 6 a — 6 . 0 2 7 7 : 9 

5a.aa 45*91 

1962 3 1 77 3 . 8 8 12 « 2 

1963 4 . 7 8 2 7 , 2 

1 9 6 4 2 . 5 6 35 o 3 

1965 8,0? 60,8 
1966 1 .94 66.8 
196? o95 6 9 . 7 
196a 2 , 3 0 77.2 

3 1 - 7 7 2 4 . 4 8 

196? 79o79 U .83 I 8 0 6 
196a a . Q 5 1 0 . 3 8 28o3 

67084 2 5 * 2 1 



a l 3 , iiquipnient 5r labor* 

Brush Crushing Keb J.9&0 47 acrea ̂  ̂ .>7 "̂205.39 Feb i960 46 acres © 4.37=ii 
Piro Line Constrt^ ") i960 5̂  acres @ 1.48- 79o92 Feb i960 65 acres ^ 1^48= 96.20 

Oak Tree Treatment Feb i960 155 each 3 .0- 15.17 

Oak Tree Removal 
(Bulldozing) 

Brueh Disking #1 — 

Brush Disking #2 — 

Burning Oct i960 5^ acres ® 1.92 1̂03*68 Oct i960 65 acres (§ 1,92-124.80 
D r i l l Seeding Nov i960 24 acres ^4.38^3^5.12 Nov i960 10 acres 314,38-143.30 

Manual Seeding Nov i960 15 acres 3 ?• 57=113.55 Nov i960 19 acres 7.57=1^3.83 
Herbicide Spraying May 1961 50 acres a 9*57=^78.50 May 1961 60 acres 3 9.57-57^.20 

fo"'-- xp Sp3paying #1 May 1962 39 acres © 3«67=l43.l3 May 1962 29 acres 3 3.67=106«43 
Fi ^ ">praying #2 Apr 196^ 32 acres ̂  3.61=̂ 115.̂ 5 CM 
Foiicw-up Spraying #3 May 1967 40 acres © 5.33=233.25 
Legume Over-seeding Dec 1961 40 acres d 5.̂ ^7 1̂8*80 Dec 1961 29 acres ® 5.̂ 7=158*63 

Erosion Check Dams Dec 1961 7 each S 9.30= 65*10 Dec 1961 1 each ^ 9.30^ 9*3^ 
Gleaning Check Dans Dec 1962 7 each S 6.12= 42*84 Dec 1962 1 each 3 6.12- 6.12 
F e r t i l i z a t i o n #1 Dec 1964 32 acres % 9*53=30 .̂91 
F e r t i l i z a t i o n #2 Nov 

Jan 
1966 
1967 

& 
20 acres <S10.00=200.00 

TOTAL COSTS 
AVERAGE COST PER ACRE 

$2,649.64 
$ 5 8 . 8 8 

$1,588.24 
$31.77 

* SquipBient & labor costs based on CDF reixabttrsesent rates; AGO rates 
used when CDF rates could not be applied* 



Bftsed on 

Brush Cruslijjig 
Fire Line Coostruotion Oct 1' 

Qtk Tr«e Treatnecxt 
Oak Tree Henoval 

(Bulldosiog) 

Brush Disking 
(First) 

Brush D i ^ D g 
(SaooQd) 

Barolng 

D r i l l Seading 
IlGuxiuil Seeding 

Herbicide Spraying 

Follow-up Spraying 
( F i r s t ) 

Follow-up Spraying 
(Second) 

Loguae Over«aeoding 
Srosioii ahaok De»s 

Cleaning Cbeek Daaa 
Pertilisatiqn 

(First) 
Fertilisation 

(Second) 

May 1965 25 acres«2a26a$06.40 

Oct 1965 25 teres® l8.78•«^69- 50 

Oct 1965 254ore»d 2.«»* 71.12 

Oct 1965 25 across 12J66»516.«^7 

May 1967 25 acres 9 8.78*218.50 

May X968 25 aeras w 8.05-201.21 

Plot #4 (50 :;or>y«̂ •̂ ted Acres) 
Jun 1966 26 acres<9 20.2>525.96 

Oct 1966 50 acres® .88* 44.16 

Jun 1966 50 a c r e s • 16,66»832.?7 

Jun 1966 2^ acres© 24,3l«583.35 

Jan 1967 24 acres® li.29^270.99 

Oct 1966 50 acres® 3.70*184.88 

Jan 196? 24 acre? ® 11.73*28l,72 

Bor 1966 26 aeres® 4.91*127.66 
May 196a 10 aeiaa ® 22.3i^i:^.42 

Nov 1966 28 2.if9 =31*9.63 

Jul 1966 3 • 1**.74 ^.22 

Jiof 1967 2 each & 13.79' 27.59 
Har 19664 
•ten 1̂ 67 2^ acteB®17 .38 ' IH7.20 

TOTAL Cnsts 
AmAGS Cost ptst Aors 

• 3quipB»nt ! 
CDF rates 

CD? rclrjnrr'^e-^'?-'- ;*̂ C if?.tef ̂ ..•?*»̂. VH;»?I? 


