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Cheatgrass Biomass and Competition:
ntroduction Is a Greenhouse Fight a Fair Fight?

Rehabilitation of degraded rangelands through seeding efforts is a significant challenge for
resource managers throughout the Intermountain west. In an arid environment seedling
establishment has little chance of success with the presence of cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum).
This highly competitive exotic annual grass increases the chance, rate and spread of wildfires
resulting in big sagebrush/bunchgrass communities being converted to cheatgrass dominance.

RESULTS

Our results found, in the greenhouse, the presence of most competitor species significantly
decreased the biomass of cheatgrass (see Results: Figure 4), most pronounced reductions
were with cheatgrass delayed emergence (Table 2). Interestingly the only significant
Increase of cheatgrass biomass involved a legume competitor (Astragalus lentiformis).
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cheatgrass for all sites combined (Table 3), with only three species significantly decreasing
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AN Either could result in cheatgrass having less competitive advantage and adjacent

\ plants having large negative effects on biomass. The effect was less pronounced In
\ field tests. Our results find that our hypothesis was accepted (the presence of an
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Sherman Big Bluegrass

\ are not intended to dismiss the effectiveness of long-lived perennial grasses at
decreasing cheatgrass biomass/fuel loads (Figure 6).

The reality of using native annual species
to decrease cheatgrass biomass in the
field is far from applicable for various
reasons. It is unlikely the reduction of
cheatgrass biomass from annual presence
IS great enough to stop fires as Is seen
with perennial grasses (Figure 7).
Persistent cheatgrass suppression is
required and native annuals come and go
from year to year. These studies are in no
way suggesting decreasing the use of

Figure 7. Biomass reduction (85%) from annual presence
(left) still allows for enough cheatgrass seed production to

species, we first had to determine their ability to be established in cheatgrass

communities using typical seeding methods. We found that very few native annual infest the site the next year and could carry a fire unlike the
] i .. i near 100% reduction from perennial grass presence (right)

species established from traditional seeding methods (Harmon and Clements -

2010). In order to ensure an observation of a native annual and cheatgrass

perennial grasses in favor of native

annuals for rehabilitation of rangelands.

We are attempting to understand the role
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