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July 28, 1997

Staff Review Panel
1997 Category III Ecosystem Restoration
Projects and Programs =
. 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
“Sacramento, CA 95814

Please find enclosed our Inquiry Submittal entitled: The Biologically
. Intensive Grazing Systems (BIGS) Program--Applying Intensive Grazing
- Management to the Problem of Stream Slltatlon and Aquatic Habitat
Degradatmn

We are in the early stages of program dex}elopment, and your Consideratic;ri
of and feedback on the program concept outlined here would be very
welcome :

Please contact me dlrectly with any comments, and I will pass them on to our
program team.

| Thank.you for your assistance.

Ernest Phinney
.Executive Director ;

c. David Pratt Lwestock and Farm Adv1sor, Napa and Solano Count1es,
UCCE
| Roger Ingram Livestock and Ranch Advisor, Placer County, UCCE

_ , P.O:Bo}g 363 Davis, CA . 95617 -
ph: 916/756-8518 fax: 916/756-7857 e-mail: caff@caff.org www.caff.org
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A Biologically Intensive Grazing Systems Program-.

Applymg Intensive Grazing Management to the Problem of Stream
Siltation and Aquatac Habitat Degradation

A. CALFED lnquiry'Submittal ‘from'

Community Alliance with Family 'Farmer; . | )

Project Description and Primary Biolojical/ Ecological Objectives

The importance of the rangeland hills surrounding the Great Cental Valley, the Delta and the San Francisco -

Bay as a water “catchment® for the entire state cannot be overstated, Yet relatively litele is understood about what
constitutes a healthy range ecosystem and watershed. The dominance of perennial grasses is a critical element in
 that health, and the relationship between the lack of perennial grasses and conventional grazing management has
been established. But the advantages of using large ruminants to restore perennial grasslands and improve the -
water cycle is less well understood or accepted. : :

Biologically Intensive Grazing Systems (BIGS) is an attempt to change livestock management practices to -
practices that favor the survival of perennial grasses. The theory we will test involves concentrating the largest
number of animals on the smallest areas of land for the shortest practical time. This intensive grazing management
involving the planned movement of animals through well-identified pastures (paddocks) we believe will stimulate
perennial grass growth and restore the ability of the Bay-Delta watershed lands to hold water, to hold soil in place,
to decrease the incidence and severity of floods and their negative impact on human and aquatic habitats, and to
~ increase the economic viability of livestock operations. According to an unpublished 1994 survey, only 7% of
northern California ranchers currently use any kind of controlled grazing management. Howevet, of those who do
use chese techniques 69% report that range and pasture conditions have impraved over the last five years. Only
31% of the conventional management tanchers reported range improvement. The-potential for positive change
with this new management program is very high, we believe. o

The BIGS program will use methods established by CAFF through the Blologlcaﬂy Intensive Orchard
Systems (BIOS) Program to develop a model which w1ll ultlmately move the numbcr of ranchers from the 7% 106}
the majorlty ﬁgure ' :

' Approach, Tasks & Schedules

The CAFF methodology calls for bringing together dlsparate stakeholders in a cooperanvc and inquiring
setting to address the probléms of rangeland health, economic viability for livestock operators, and the sileation of
aquatic habitats. For BIGS, this group would include landowners (we have identified ranches in the Napa/Solano -

- hills for initial consideration), livestock organizations, agricultural groups, agricultural professionals governmental
agencies, and successful implementers from around the state of California. Like BIOS, BIGS would form
management tcams that would serve as guides, role models, promotets and defenders. Like BIOS, BIGS would
* initiate a three-year demonstration project establishment period. Year 1 would begin with the setting up of
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momtormg protocols, identification of participating ranchcs, and selection of the management tcam By the end
-~ of Year 3, the model would be established and published, monitoring guidelines would be established and new -
watershed areas would bc identified for futurc work.,

Justification for Pro]ect and Funding by CALFED

‘Conventional grazing management has contributed enormously to y the dr::clmc: of spawning gmunds for many
varicties of salmon and other fish while adding substantial silt loads to water carried down from rangeland hills.
We believe that BIGS implemented broadly throughout the state will substantially restore areas that in-times past
provldcd bountlful habitats for fish and other spcaes :

Budget Costs and Third Party Impacts

The three-year project we are calling BIGS would be a demonstration project set up to implement new
technologies, techniques and management systems. Intensive monitoring would be-required on those lands
selected for innovation We would expect costs of $350,000 per year for cach of the three years.

AN

' Appllcant Qualification

Since 1993, CAFF has been successﬁllly operating the BIOS program for almond and walnut growers. Our
. professional staff of more than 30, has successfully developed models and techniques that minimize conflict and
move contending groups toward consensus. This expertise would be available to the BIGS program-as well.

~ Inaddition, CAFF would look to David Pratt, Livestock and Farm Adwsor, Napa and Solano Counties
UCCE, and Roger Ingram, Livestock and Ranch Advisor, Placer County UCCE, to provide the basic technical
dircction of the project. An article written by Mr. Pratt on a comparison between perennial and annual grass
' rangelands and their ability to absorb water is attached to this Inqulry Submittal.

Monitorlng and Data Evalua_tnon

‘Monitoring techniques and guidelines would be set up to provide measures of success for the BIGS program.
One key monitoring focus will be the reemergence of perennial grasses as the dominant grass form on the subject
rangelands. A variety of blological and geological monitoring schemes and evaluation proccclures will be L
constdered bcforc the final proposal is madc to CALFED, and a final scheme w1ll be prov1dcd as part of the formal
proposal. | .

Local Support/Coordinatlon with other Programs/CompatibiIity wlth CALFED Ob]ectives

Although conventional thinking on erosion control measures generally tends toward the engineering
approach, we are planning to submit a proposal that outlines a natural system and  real transformation in grazmg
management thinking, As we understand the CALFED objectives in this REP process, CALFED will be
implementing programis that look at the identified stressors from a wide variety of pcrspcctlvcs Certainly changlng
the management of livestock on our watesshed grazing lands fits thhm the perspectives outlined by CALEFED.
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'EFFECTIVE, OR INEFFECTIVE,
THAT IS THE QUESTION

In describing the weather we’ve had recently, most of us think about the total rainfall. More
- important for the grass is the effectiveness of the rainfall, that is, how much soaked into the soil
‘and is available for plant growth. Effectiveness depends on the intensity of individual storms and
* ‘the distribution‘of rainfall through the year. Most importantly (since we can do something 'abouf
it) effectiveness also depends on the condition of the soil surface. The condition of the soil
‘surface and the amount-of resuiuc left after grazmg haw: a huge influence on thc cffectweness of

ramfall

Q. PVhen is Sozl lzke a sponge? |
A, When it supports perenmal gmsses & has adequate cover

At a recent Natural Resource Conservation Service (fommrly ‘%oﬂ Conscrvauon Serwce) training

a portable rainfall simulator was used to .demonstrate the effect of soil surface cover on  water
 infiltration and runoff on several rangeland sites around northern California. QOnly one ~was
. conducted at each site. Replmauons would be required to establish statistical sxgmf‘ cance.

‘However, the demonstrat:ons showcd some dramatlc results. : "

The first test compared perennial g_rasstand FIGURE 1. RUNQFF FROM PERENNIAL -
and annual grassland sites 150 feet apdrt on o & ANNUAL GRASSLAND SITES

Zamora soifs with slopes of 6% . The - o ‘
simulated rainfall rate used was 4 inches per
hour. Runoff from the annual grassland site
was 3.91 inches per hour. Runoff from the
perennial  grassland - site  was = 0.14

~ inches/hour (figure 1).
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Runeff from a heavily grazed site (1000-
15000 lbs/acre residue) was compared to
runoff from a moderately grazed site (2000-
2500 lbs./acre residue) using a - rainfall
-simulation of six inches per hour. The rate
of runoff from the heavily grazed site Q | EeEE : AR
after one hour was 4.72 inches per hour Perennial Grassland  Annual Grassland
and only 1.13 inches per hour on the ' ‘ o
moderately grazed site. . '

RUNOFTF

Finally an area where grazing had been excluded for 21 years was compared to an adjacent area .

where grazing was light to moderate.  There were no differences in infiltration and runoff
between these two sites. ' ' ;
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