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The Backbone Range Project i s located i n Shasta County 
near Bella Vista and consists of 320 acres leased from 
the U. S, Bureau of Reclamation. I t i s a cooperative 
project of the California D i v i s i o n of Forestry and the 
Farm iidvisor»s o f f i c e . 

The project Was established t o investigate the use of 
f i r e and mchinery i n the control of brush on range 
lands. Livestock are being used t o measure returns 
f!rom d i f f e r e n t treatments. Grass and leguire reseeding, 
f e r t i l i z a t i o n j and chemical brush control are also 
being investigated. 

These investigations are being carried out on an area 
\vhich o r i g i n a l l y had dense manzanita and l i v e oak but 
very fow native grasses and clovers • The area was 
chosen because i t i s f a i r l y representative of mediuia 
elevation rangeland i n poor condition due t o brush 
encroachment. The s o i l i s considered t o be capable 
of producing f a i r grass. 

Four UO-acre f i e l d s were l a i d out with ta*eatiaents as 
follows: ( l ) brush crusted by a bulldozer and burned, 
(2) brush burned standing, (3) brush cleared and wind-
rovfed, and (U) co n t r o l f i e l d w i t h no treatment, . i f t e r 
treatment, a l l f i e l d s except the control were airplane 
seeded with the following mixture: 

Soft chess (Blando Brome) 
Annual ryegrass 
Rose clover 
Crimson clovei* 
Sub clover 
Hardinggrass 

8 | lbs./acre 

Costs of treatments and res u l t s of the f i r s t grazing 
season are shown i n the tables on the following page. 
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Treatment Crushed Standing Cleared C o n t r r l 

$/ac. $/ac. $/ac. 
Crushing 7.78 «. 
Clearing - 21;.19 -
Burn preparation 1.98 1.98 -
Burning 2.57 2.57 
Seed U.67 U.87 U.87 
Airplane seeding 0.60 0.60 0.60 
Seed Covering - -

Total ^17.60 $10.02 $32.65 

Summary of Weight Gains, Costs, and Returns 

Crushed Standing Cleared 
143.6 ac. I t l . l ac. 38.2 ac. ItO.l a c 
12H. 12 H. 13 S. U S* 

Total i n weight 5770 619O 2010 
Total out weight 72̂ 5 6925 7785 2U50 
Total gain II475 lli05 1595 khO 
No. days (]iiar.l2-May 2^) 72 72 72 72 
Av. gain/aninal 123 128 123 1x0 
Av. d a i l y ^ i n / a n i i n a l 1.7 1,8 1̂ 7 -̂ ^̂  
Beef production/acre 33,8 3i|.2 m ,8 11*0 
Grazing income/acre 
(Beef® $0.20) $6.77 $6.8U |8.35 $2.19 

Increase/acre due 
to treatment $I4.58 

Cost/acre f o r 
treatment $17.60 

Per cent recovery 
of cost 26^ 

12 H« 13 S. 

5520 6190 
6925 7785 
iii05 1595 

72 72 
128 123 
1.8 1.7 

3U.2 U1.8 

$6.8U 18.35 

$U.65 $6.16 

110.02 $32.6U 

h6% 19% 



r h e most comnion Fiethod of re-moving brush - by biirning 
i t standing - was the lowest i n t o t a l cost per acre, 
'^ere the brush was crushed, the t o t a l cost was almost 
twice as lauch as t h i s method. Y/here the brush was 
cleared and windrowed, the t o t a l cost was about three 
tiLies as much. 

The figures i n the weight gain table show that the 
treatments have increased .ueat production per acre. 
This increase was greatest on the f i e l d mechanically 
cleared and the production here was almost f o u r times 
that of the control. ^^Ithough production was greatest 
on t h i s f i e l d , the cost o f treatment was also g r e a t e s t 
r e s u l t i n g i n the lowest per cent recovery of co?t. 
Almost half of the cost was recovered the f i r s t grazing 
season from t t e standing treatifient. An unusually good 
burn, ]partly due to int*;.-nse heat from the adjactsnt 
laasbed fi&ld, accounts f o r the good showing of t h i s 
treatment. F i r s t season r e s u l t s suggest that the cost 
fef the standing traafesnt may be recovered i n tv:o grazing 
$0asoas, th« mshed' tre^atment i n four seasons, arsi the 
c-leairing i n f i v e sesisons. 

The average d a i l y pain of the four a n i m l s on the )4.0~acre 
control f i e l d 7/as not as great as the average d a i l y gain 
on the treated f i e l d s vmich has three tines the stocking. 
This might indicate a shortage of feed on the control 
f i e l d . 

F i n a l r e s u l t s m i l not be known for several grazing 
seasons because conditions of the f i e l d s w i l l be 
changing due to brush regroivth. 

ho c a t t l e used t h i s f i r s t grazing season were 
furnished by George Barnes, rancher. 
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Gm / H i i i ^ TottX lti66m 

1957 1958 i960 1957 
over Total o v e r 1957 1958 i960 1962 

(1) 
1957 1958 i960 1962 1957 1958 i960 1962 Control C o s t Cost 

Cmtrol 11.0 8.6 8.2 l.h 2.75 2.15 2.05 1.85 0 

Bulldozed la.a 3I4.8 
(2) 

35.3 28.8 io,ii5 8.70 8.83 7.20 7.70 6.55 6.78 5.35 26.38 36.29 -9.91 

Standing 3h.2 33.0 3I4.8 20.1 8.55 8.25 8.70 5.03 5.80 6.10 6.65 3.18 21.73 13.66 +8.07 

Mafihed 33.8 33.0 29,8 32.9 8.1i5 8.25 7.1i5 8.23 5.70 6.10 5.I4O 6.38 23.58 ziM ^ 2 . l l | 

(1) Mar^ interpolations 

(2) Figured on basis of saane % of control as shown I n average of 1957 and 1^0 records 






