Hardwood Silviculture Cooperative

Winter Management Committee Meeting Minutes

January 8-9, 2008

Next meeting July 8-9, 2008 location TBD 

Tuesday January 8, 2008:

Attendees: Andrew Bluhm, David Hibbs- OSU; Randy Bartelt- Trillium Co.; Glenn Ahrens- OSU Extension; Robert Deal- PNW Research Station; Del Fisher- Washington Hardwood Commission; Jeanette Griese- Bureau of Land Management; Paul Courtin, George Harper, Rod Negrave, Peter Fielder- BC Ministry of Forestry.

Fieldwork

We started the meeting at 9:00 at the Mt. Baker Snoqualmie National Forest Darrington Ranger Station with the idea of attempting to conduct the 14th year (post-thinning) measurement at a Type I site. Word had it that the snow level was low and that the road was only partially plowed. However, with much perseverance, tire chains, and shuttling, we were able to reach the site. Then with the help of maple sprouts cut to 4.5 ft, all measurements were completed.

After the measurements, we sat and discussed the relevance of these Type I sites in regards to the HSC research program. The group identified many potential values, including: continued measurements to characterize thinning responses for both silvicultural and modeling applications, the value of these older (appx. 30 years) managed stands for modeling purposes, and potential resource for commercial thinning and taper studies.

Although the working conditions were not ideal, the day was a success in terms of collecting the data and adding some adventure to the lives of the participants. Many thanks go out to those that “toughed it out”.
Wednesday January 9, 2008:

Attendees: Andrew Bluhm, David Hibbs- OSU; Randy Bartelt- Trillium Co.; Glenn Ahrens- OSU Extension; Robert Deal- PNW Research Station; Del Fischer- Washington Hardwood Commission; Jeanette Griese- Bureau of Land Management; Paul Courtin, George Harper, Rod Negrave, Peter Fielder- BC Ministry of Forestry; Paul Kriegal- Goodyear Nelson; Alison Hitchcock- WA DNR.

Summer Meeting

The meeting began at 8am at the WA DNR work center in Arlington, WA. After welcomes and introductions, the first topic of the day was to schedule the next summer meeting. Potential dates were mid-week of July 7th or the 14th depending on when the LOGS meeting was scheduled. Follow-up inquiries determined that LOGS has not chosen a date so therefore, it was decided that to keep with tradition, the HSC summer meeting will be held on July 8-9th. The location will be decided.

Andrew then briefly went over the status of the HSC fieldwork this season. It was a light year this year. There are six sites to measure this winter. Two Type I sites have already been measured and the other four sites have already been scheduled. 

New Member

Dave then announced that the HSC has a new member, Forest Capital Partners, LLC. Forest Capital is an independent investment firm that acquires and manages forests across North America. The have extensive landholdings in the Northern Oregon Coast Range and consider red alder as a prime candidate to manage in this region. The regional headquarters is in Monmouth, OR and Jerry Anderson is the Regional Manager. Welcome aboard!

Stem Taper

Andrew then briefed the group on the nearly completed taper work he has been involved with. Two products have been produced this year. The first is an article in the Western Journal of Applied Forestry entitled “Stem Taper and Volume of Managed Red Alder” (January 2007). In it, the authors (Hibbs, Bluhm, Garber) present a taper equation based on DBH and height and an associated merchantable volume table. The second product is a US Forest Service general technical report entitled “Taper Equation and Volume Tables for Plantation-Grown Red Alder” (PNW-GTR-735, October 2007). Presented is an equation that uses DBH and height as well as crown ratio. Also presented are five sets of tables: total stem volume, merchantable volume (0.5 ft stump and 5 in diameter outside bark [DOB] top), merchantable height, volume to crown base, and DOB at crown base.
The group agreed that this was valuable work but more research was needed, especially in the context of the results presented by Brodie and Harrington (“Response of Young Red Alder to Pruning”; found in Red Alder: A State of Knowledge, PNW-GTR-669) and observed by Glenn Ahrens.
Bluhm, et. al. found that for trees of a given DBH and height, a decrease in crown ratio caused to shape of the trunk to become more cylindrical. In other words, the diameter at points higher on the stem (near the base of the live crown) increased at rates greater than lower down the bole. As it turns out, this result is in complete agreement with Brodie and Harrington. They found the same result (although not significant) in their 10 year old pruned trees. (Furthermore, preliminary analysis by Bluhm and Garber of the specific pruning effect on stem shape seems to indicate a significant increase in bole “cylindricity” following pruning. More concerning however is the result that Ahrens detected in stem shape following thinning in natural alder stands. Here, he found that trees that had been thinned (i.e. greater crown ratios) had less taper than unthinned trees. Without getting into excruciating details, these results may not be in direct opposition because; 1) different methods of measuring taper can yield different conclusions, especially if 2) absolute versus relative measures of taper are used, 3) the relative position of crown base in regards to 32 ft (what is used to calculate form class), 4) there is an “age effect” (a natural tendency for tree form to become more cylindrical as trees age) so comparing trees of different ages is difficult.
Regardless, more work on stem form is needed. Two areas of work were identified. The first is to try to integrate the plantations and natural stands in regards to stem form. This may require measuring stem form in the Type I sites as well as further thought and analysis. The second is to collect more stem form data on the Type II trees once they have a longer time to respond to thinning and pruning.

Growth Modeling

Andrew then updated the group on the ORGANON modeling project. Things are going well but slightly behind schedule. Data cleaning is almost complete (finally!) and the next step is to quantify the effect of density on site productivity and to develop the equation parameters for the control/untreated trees. The former is especially important in regards to the news that the FVS model effort found no correlation between tree (I assume height) growth and estimates of site index. Please see the associated handout for a status of the ORGANON project and a summary of the data. We hope to have this first step completed by spring. The next step, planned for completion by late summer is to model thinning (and possibly pruning) effects. Beta testing will then occur, with a final release by the end of the year. Following that, we will switch our efforts to updating the existing natural stand version of ORGANON. No specific timeline regarding this effort has been established. 
Lastly, in regards to modeling, it was expressed that growth models would be much more applicable if they outputted volume in board feet.
Questions From Last Meeting

The next main topic was to discuss specific questions that the committee had from the last summer meeting. There were questions regarding each of the three types of HSC plots.

Type III (red alder Douglas-fir replacement series): There were questions regarding whether these were at a stage where analysis was warranted.


Analysis of these Type III’s was done by the HSC in 2003 (using 6 year data) and by the BC Ministry of Forestry in 2005 (using 12 year old data). In the former study, it was difficult to determine any effects of species proportion since the two species had hardly started interacting. The latter analysis (see http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/pubs/Docs/En/En76.pdf) indicated both negative and positive interactions between the species depending on age and species proportion.

The group agreed that maintaining the Type III installations was of high priority and Dave asked each cooperator to identify what exactly it is they are interested in and report back to the summer meeting. Topics identified presently include:

· How much alder is tolerable in a Douglas-fir plantation?

· How to manage scattered versus clumped alder in a Douglas-fir plantation?

· How do species mixtures affect the stem shape of alder?

· Can we, and if so, how do we manage roadside alder?

Type II (variable density plantations): There were questions regarding whether these could incorporate a commercial thinning study.


Looking over the experimental design, all plots are accounted for, so to incorporate a CT study, we would have to superimpose this treatment over existing plots. Since all thinned plots were thinned to a density (230tpa) lower than what would be needed for a CT, only the control plots could be used. This would jeopardize the integrity/applicability the entire Type II installations. Possible solutions included:

· Use a split plot design?

· Use the Type I’s for a CT.

· Find applicable external plantations. 



However, the topic was raised about why we are even interested in commercial thinning. At present, this is not an operational consideration due to finances and logistics.

However, the question remains that even if CT is not cost-effective today, does it (and if so, how much) the long-term bottom line. So, there seemed to be a two-step approach to solving this.

1) Using the HSC dataset, calculate volume by log diameter class. Then by subtracting logging costs the present financial feasibility could be assessed. 

2) To answer if/how much CT adds value to a longer-term rotation, we could initiate an external study using an operational stand of desired characteristics, and conduct a CT.
In this light it was decided that Dave and Andy would look at the data and determine the feasibility of answering #1 above, while the cooperators would look around for potential sites to answer#2 above.

The last issue to be asked about the Type II plantations was if there is a potential for any disease/pest problems/outbreaks in managed alder. Once again, the cooperators were asked to identify their own disease/pest concerns and report back to the group for future discussion.

Type I (thinned natural alder stands) There were questions whether these were worth continuing measuring
To answer this, Andrew conducted some analysis and presented it to the group. Please see the attached presentation outline for details. Briefly, to see if these stands were still responding to thinning, three factors were looked at:
· relative density (i.e. self-thinning)

· growth rate (DBH, height), and 
· dbh distributions.
It was seen that the stands have different growing conditions and growth characteristics and are therefore still responding to thinning. Furthermore, the group identified many reasons to continue the measurements.
1) Already the sites are relatively mature (about 30 years) and we have extensive post-thinning measurements (at least 14 years)

2) All sites are now on a 5 year re-measurement interval. That, combined with relatively few plots, results in a minimal time/personnel commitment.

3) As identified, growth responses following thinning are still occurring. This was supported by Glenn Ahrens observation that his study site (Olney) is still very dynamic in nature 25+ years after thinning.

4) Currently there is only one thinning study that has been carried to rotation (Olney). If we carry the Type I’s to rotation and combine them, the results will be much more robust.

5) Long-term, operational thinning data is limited. Many thinning studies exist but were either discontinued, outside the range of operational management, or both.

6) Likewise, this data is potentially valuable for growth modeling.

7) Understanding the growth responses following thinning is important to some cooperators and using this data to provide recommendations/guidelines is important for small landowners.
One of the Type I’s (Sechelt) suffered extensive wind damage early post-thinning. Because of this, it has limited uses in modeling “normal” or “typical” responses to thinning. Therefore, it was questioned whether or not to drop this from the study. Cooperators agreed to keep measuring the site since wind damage following thinning is such a common occurrence that it actually may be “typical” and represent more operational (and not experimental) conditions.

The next main topic was a list of other opportunities/subjects the HSC may pursue. Most of these have been discussed in the past, newly brought up by cooperators, or identified by Dave and Andrew.

Other Opportunities-

· Continue analyzing data and publish results.

· Test/compare growth models.

· Create management guides focused on small woodland owner alder management. Possible areas of emphasis are:

1) Fine scale resolution on sites suitable to plant alder.

2) Differences in alder management between forestland and farmland.

3) Examples/scenarios of alder site selection, planting, thinning, etc. in an easy to follow format.

· Website update/improvement.

· Lumber quality/recovery.

· Genetics.

· Outreach.
It was decided that Dave and Andrew would breakdown this list into possible actions and come up with some kind of timeline and cost. Meanwhile the cooperators would discuss these topics among their organizations and prioritize them. We will all then get together at the summer meeting and hopefully decide on much of the future direction of the HSC.
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