Management Impacts on the Sustainability of

Lowland Northern White-Cedar

By Katie Schulz
Advisors: Dr Jay Wason and Dr. Laura Kenefic
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-’ Lowland cedar systems:
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Competition Will Influence Cedar and Fir Dynamics
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Northern white-cedar *.
(Thuja occidentalis)

<] T S R T Y AR -
sige, W V"'_’ sl 2% N

Balsam fir
% (Abies balsamea)

g{ 1\“,"
% ey '

\

. 4 : NS 2
habitat for fir or for cedar regeneration? \ NN
| Waed DF2<d S M AN

SRR Y P




Study Goals
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' Research from drier upland stands suggests partial
harvesting is effective in promoting growth, regeneration,
and recruitment
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~ |+ Determine the conditions that are associated with
northern white-cedar and balsam fir regeneration in
: lowland cedar stands

* [Increase understanding of partial harvesting effects on
= structure comp05|t|on regeneratlon and m|cr051tes |
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Study Sites

0>
A

7200,
QX

9.9,

=)
c
)
£
e
(]
o
-

2

9.

0. 9.0.9.9,
0. 9.9.90.0.9,

9.0.9.90.0.0.9.0.6.9.0.0.4
épppaapxﬁéxy

Q
QKRR RRR

o
&

S

e 5 control stands
e 3 treated

&Q
0RX

6766,

&
QRRERRIRS

RS

stands

* 36

permanent

sample

plots
* 3 transects

plot

* 8/ m




Methods: Silvicultural Outcomes

Compare pre- and post-harvest conditions

;,:,*,; mortality, and improve stand vigor and quality whlle
. maintaining structural complexity and opening canopy for
: cedar regenerat|on
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Pre- and Post-Harvest Measurements

Composition and Harvesting Impact: Regeneration Microsite:

Structure: Area in trails Microtopography

e Qverstory trees (live Regeneration in gaps Regeneration substrate
and dead) Canopy cover Browsing
Seedlings, Saplings, Canopy closure ~ * Understory vegetation g
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Pre- and Post-Harvest Measurements

Composition and Harvesting Impact: Regeneration Microsite:
Structure: Area in trails Microtopography
e Overstory trees (live Regeneration in gaps Regeneration substrate
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Pre-Harvest Conditions: Trees per Hectare
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Pre- Harvest Conditions: I\/Ilcrotopography
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Pre- Harvest Condltlons I\/Ilcrotopographlc Condltlons
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Overstory Pre-Harvest vs Post-Harvest Condltlons
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Pre vs Post Harvest Stand Basal Area | Pre vs Post Harvest Canopy Cover

p-value = 0.0001 '-7‘.:; e p-value = 0.0002
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Overstory Pre-Harvest vs Post-Harvest Trees Per Hectare
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Pre vs Post Harvest Tress per Hectare According to Species
Cedar

p-value = 0.97 p-value = 0.86
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Understory Pre Harvest VS Post Harvest Conditions

Frequency
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Understory Pre Harvest vs Post Harvest Conditions
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Summary of Results
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. Stands are domlnated by fir in the understory and
_cedar in the overstory

- Stands may not currently support cedar regeneration
“and recruitment (microtopographic variability)

Our treatment objective (to thin the stand while

2 n opening the canopy for cedar regeneration and

B¢ maintaining structural complexity) was achieved
=

A’.’u’}

f’ Harvesting did not significantly alter coarse woody
- debris, the percent of mounds, or seedling density in
the understory
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I\/Ianagement Suggestlons and Impllcatlons
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Increase mlcrotopographlc var|ab|I|ty and
- the volume of coarse woody debris
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Leave coarse woody debris and logs
generated from harvest on site

Use minimum number of skid trails
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' / Guidelines for lowland cedar stand
management
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Thank you| Any Questlons?
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