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Tree Volume Impacts
f(x) = Host Susceptibility X Host Vulnerability
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x Defoliation - Impact Dataset

A 136 PSPs in 136 Stands
G MaclLean & Erdle A CFS plots

A 3 prism points per PSP

4

¥ A Current defoliation measured from 1984-1992
" G 27,568 tree X year defoliation measurements
G 1,117 stand X year defoliation measurements
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Year 1984-92 Hennigar et al. 2008 For. Sci.




Spruce Defoliation (%)
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% Host defoliation has been shown to depend on %
stand hardwood content.

Su et al. 1996. Can. J. For. Res.

Balsam fir
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A. Diameter growth
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Fig. 3. Reductions of growth and survival in relation to percent defo-
liation.



Host Vulnerability
Defoliation A Tree Impacts

f(% survival) = Host X Age
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Thom Erdle David Maclean

1999. For. Chron. 75: 141-152
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Fig. 6. Five-year survival versus cumulative defoliation, for A. bal-
sam fir and B. red-black spruce. Relationships were derived for two
independent data sets, NB PSPs (n = 22 350) and CFS PSPs (n = 35 500).
Cumulative defoliation is plotted as class midpoints; defoliation class-
es differed in the two data sets.



Forecasting stand impact for each defoliation scenario and management option
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Forecasting forest impact for each defoliation scenario and management strateqy

GIS Stand Inventory Stand Volume Host Yields

(area, types, age)
G o I f Stand Impact Results:
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‘ 1 I 2 volume impact at time of

harvest.

Age x Forest level spruce-fir
growing stock impact.

¥,
Defoliation X Stand Impact Matrix

scenarios r_-_i-__‘_‘:%
A TR

_ HEe=ree

Time Ht+H

Microsoft Access
Geo-database




Spruce Budworm
Decision Support System

x  Stand protection priority

x  Stand and forest growing
stock changes

cks are defined
will change

ests present a problem

tands will switch volume development
tterns following each treatment




