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LAND OWNERSHIP IN THE GRASSLANDS STUDY AREA

This report |describes a detailed examination of the
ownership of non-uyban land in the greater Grasslands Study Area
of the western San Joaquin Valley. The Grasslands Study Area is
generally described elsewhere in the San Joaquin Valley Drainage
Program as 1lying westerly of the San Joaquin River channel and
containing only a portion of northwestern Fresno county. For
purposes of determining the pattern of land ownership we have
modified this definition only slightly to include all land lying
within the boundaries defined below:

Western : Merced County boundary line with Santa
Clara or San Benito counties; Fresno
Countly boundary line with San Benito or
Monterey counties; or the western
boundary 1line of the Westlands Water
District (south of T148).

Northern: County boundary line between Merced and
Stanislaus counties to the Merced River:
then | south along the north-south line
dividing Ranges 10F and 11E: then east
along the east-west line dividing
Townships 6S and 7S; then south along the
north-south line dividing Ranges 11E and
12E to the mid-line of T7SR12E; then east
to the north-south line dividing Ranges
12E and 13E; then south to the east-west
line | dividing Townships 7S and 8S; then
east | to the north-south 1line dividing
Ranges 13E and 14E.

Eastern ¢ In Merced County, the north-south 1line
dividing Ranges 13E and 14F; in Madera
County, the north-south line dividing
Ranges 13E and 14E (north of T118), or
the north-south line dividing Ranges 14E
and [15E (in T118), or the north-south
line | dividing Ranges 15E and 16E (south
of TL1S); in Fresno County, the north-
south| 1ine dividing Ranges 15E and 16E or
the pastern boundary of the Westlands
Water| District, whichever is easterly; in
Kings| County, the eastern boundary of the
Westlands Water Digtrict.

Southern: The southern boundary of the Westlands
Water| District.
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Greater Grass

Mendota Dam
Firebaugh
Broadview Farms
Hammonds Ranch
Laguna Seca Ranch
Tranquillity
Coit Ranch
Chaney Ranch
Cantua Creek
Levis

Monocline Ridge
Poso Farms
Oxalis

Dos Palos
Charleston School
Santa Rita Bridge
Delta Ranch

Los Banos

Volta

Sandy Mush
Turner Ranch
San Luis Ranch
Ingomar

Arena

Stevinsgon
Gustine
Rettleman City
La Cima

Avenal

Coalinga
Guijarral Hills
Huron

Westhaven
Vanguard
Califlax

Harris Ranch
Domengine Ranch
Lillis Ranch
Tres Pecos Farms
Westside

Five Points
Burrel

Helm

San Joaquin
Newman

Howard Ranch
San Luils Dam
Ortigalita Peak

APPENDIX I

lands Study Area, USGS 7.5°' Quad Maps
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28

Air Way Farms Inc.
Bidart Bros., a Coryg

Borel Bank & Trust (¢

Boston Ranch Co., a
Britz, Inc.

Chevron USA, Inc.
Dominick Enterprises
Anna Preitas

Gallo Cattle Company

Joseph E. Gallo

Sam Hamburg Farms
Hammonds Ranch Inc.
Gerald K. Hoyt, et g
New Stone Corp. NV
Newhall Land & Farmi
Redfern Ranches
San Felipe Ranch
Security Pacific Nat
Simon Newman Inc.
South Lake Parms
Southern Pacific Lan
State of California
Triangle T Ranch Inc
United States of Ame
Westhaven Farming Cg
Wegtlake Farms Inc.
Wolfsen Land & Cattl
Albert Yparraguirre

APPENDIX IT

Largest Landowner Units
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Corp.

1

ng Company
ional Bank, As Trustee

d Co.

®
rica

®

e\Coe

15

6,055,882 acres

34,627.18
5,333.79
23,975.96
7,222.36
22,998.49
7,380.29
5;,597.50
12,017.80
5,293.10
5,237.06
7,572.94
8,501.60
6,873.19
29,165.68
10,101.81
6,967.00
5,744.,78
8,552.50
8,415.76
105,924.08
17,834.13
13,986.89
86,965.74
10,899.40
6,290.35
7¢525,13
6,062.84



