
   

Aspen Restoration 
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Ecologically Significant Areas at Risk 
 Less than 2% of LTBMU yet 
support high biodiversity. 

 Historic land uses with 
adverse affects on aspen: 
 Comstock-era logging 
(1860-1920): eliminated 
aspen. 

 Cattle and sheep grazing 
(1850’s-1950’s): reduced 
aspen survival and 
regeneration. 



 
    

  

    
 

    
 

Ecologically Significant Areas at Risk 
 Rapid human development (1960-1980): split, truncated 
or eliminated aspen stands. 

 Fire suppression (1911-present): allowed conifers to 
become more dense and overtop aspen, reducing aspen 
regeneration and leading to type-conversions and loss of 
aspen stands. 
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BACKGROUND: 
The -~ Co:a:munity R.!S1.o.ration Projm orig:inated from the We Taboe Warershed 
Ass;ium:.e.m Ci "SDA 2000), which ideotifted a:.pm sta:llm a,. Eco!t.i:OC.llly 5ip.ifi.cam 
Area.s becau;e of 1heir ecc!o,gial w.~ and re.lati\""e 5GUCiry oo th! !ami~ape. The We 
T'il.boe Blml. Manag:~ Uil!I TB'Mu") fuitfarad ttl.@ Aspm Mappf:n; illld Coodician 
As.esiJI.-w Ptojea (2002-2007) 10 addru.s La.b Tahoe WM!t*.hed A.ssmment 
""Biolopt:a.l !nil!gr:i.tJ ls..,--ue 6: The Kl!M to lir.dErmnd the mtl!gri.T)' and Cond.itian of 
Ecolog:icilly Significmt ."-rw ii:: the B.iilll.. ~ The .-hpm Mapping. and Coadi.ti.oo 
As5e:i~ Projea irl.en.ri.fi:eii chli. appro'S!l!lZlt~)" 65% (by area) of ib"J)lm stand; oo the 
forest.ire cwnnt!:yat IOOdem~ ~or highest risk of loii. Riili oflo.s i; ,1J1&.s.e1.smm 
of the pI<Jbabilicy tl!:at an a;pe:i. i tand m.iy DOT p~t oo the- lan.dsc.ape based on still:d 
coodmons s-J.Cb a.s conifu eocroac.lut2ru wi lac.k of a;peo re;gei:.mtfon. 

The A;pen Communi.1)' Restoration Pro;tct will u.ito.re a:.pen i twh WE are a:is.?ised to 
be a:t :ir..od@JlllE.. high. or highest risk ofloi!i from ti:.~ Lmrlscape on Nati.oa.a.l f(ft,'1. 
S~Mm lmdi wnhiri me L TBMU. An e;:tf:a:llted 1.194 am,.; (74~~) a: me l?IOCimre, hi.gh. 
or hlghe;t ri51 aspen -iWlds. oa die L TBMU m loca.1ed OU[s.irl.~ other plarlI!.ed.. proposed.. 
a.n.d cum:nt \'ego21Mion trea.1IIl.l!llt project aJe3.i or U'ildea:.~s iUl!:ilS . In total. till! fora lai 
i&n.tifi!d approx:i:mac-ety 239 1 ams ir.ciudfng iJ5P1!n 5tallll..; and s.mroun.dir!g ueili- dllt 
may be !ru..[ed ro fuc.il.i:ra.te .1.,-pim 5li!l!d re:;oora.ti.<m. a:nd eJ.P,mSion. i15 funding pa:n:it5.. by 
the .~pen Con:JJ::.mity R.e;tontion Project described bm. ~ pro; tct iDd'Ud!> a:.pu 
-;tand5 d:i;co\'erai in till! fmlrn! thilr m located ~ o'tir EB'Oj;en illl!ilS or W:i!derne;.; 
ma;., as d.eicn"'beda.bove. ocoo 1an& ac-quired b)' mt LTBMU. chat U! at modeme or 
,gre;u~ ri.:l o:' !oss frCllll the Lmd5.cap!. 

DECISIO:S: 
!1 E my d-!cision to tlr.i~l!l!ll!CII tb! Aspen Ccm:.Jr.uni.l}' R.e51o.ration Proitct a;. described in 
this decisi.oo mem.o (as S'Jpp,cru,d in the p.rojecJ record). Pr-!--impl~alion worlii (e.g .. 
iw.d-;pedfu: !.UI1.--eys il.Dd. prescripriou) -aill be-con:::p _!Ed for trntn:.5e sr.u:id.i prior :to 

impl.m.,!nra:l!on.. This r;i,·oll will occur by p-~ lru.mlell.t stands in can.cw ia.i1h 
axaiL.l.bl@ fundiag. Fore.ump!!. iff.m:lil!.g for the trez:tmaitof l50acm <mofthe lJ91 
acres identified li a\o'i!.W.bl-e thea J)J@--imp.leu:a:.mi(Jll wo.d; oa dto:.e 150 a:m5 will occur. 
folli:iw~ t,y 150 acres ofttelttm!Illi. Pn!-b:q:i!emet:.rarior:wad; a:ndu-e.mnec.tsond!.e 
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Aspen Community Restoration 
Project 
 2002-2007 Aspen Mapping and 

Condition Assessment Project. 

 2009 Aspen Community 
Restoration Project. 
 Reduce conifer encroachment, 
increase aspen regeneration, 
spatial extent, and diversity and 
abundance of associated species. 

 Conifer removal and pile burning. 



     
  

  

  

 

Aspen Treatments 
 From 2009 to the present day, we 
have reduced conifer density in 
335 acres of aspen. 

 110 acres mechanically (CTL) 

 225 acres by hand equipment 

 155 acres of pile burns 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Treatment Constraints 
 Access 

 Water Quality 
 Stream Environment Zone 

 Mechanical Ops (Soil) 

 Pile Burning (Soil/Erosion). 

 Biomass Utilization 
 No mill. 

 Pay for treatments. 

 Stand conditions 
 Dense conifers. 

 Often heavy downed fuel. 

 Lack of understory space 
for piles. 

Photo courtesy of Pascal Berrill/Christa Dagely (HSU) 



Aspen Treatments– conifer removal 

After Before 



Aspen Treatments– conifer removal 

Before After 



Aspen Treatments– conifer removal 

Before After 



Aspen Treatments– conifer removal 

Before After 



  

 

Aspen Treatments – prescribed fire 

Photo courtesy of Pascal Berrill and Christa Dagely (HSU) 



Aspen Treatments– prescribed fire 



  
     

 
     

 

  

    

   
   
 

Treatment ≠ Restored 
 Treatments = first step in restoring 
aspen. 

 Conifers remain, including large 
seed trees and dense thickets of 
seedlings and saplings. 

 Delays in re-introducing fire to 
treated stands. 

 There is a need for multiple stand 
entries. 

 There is a need for more 
aggressive and/or more frequent 
treatments as evidenced by 
monitoring. 
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Monitoring aspen treatments 
Change in aspen and conifer regeneration density 2009-2015 

 Pascal Berrill and Christa Dagley 
(Humboldt State University) 

 2009-2015 

 Aspen regeneration is enhanced 
while conifer regeneration is 
declining (though still abundant). 
 Aspen density increased at treated 
sites and declined at untreated 
sites. 

 Regenerating conifers declined at 
all 9 sites. 

 No effect of treatment type. 

C. Dagley, J-P. Berrill, S. Coppeto (in prep.) Regen. Response… 



WA38: Treatment#l: 14-inch (35 cm) DBH Limit (Year 2) 
Treatment #2: 30-inch (75 cm) DBH Limit (Year 15) 

Treatment 

persistence 

 
 

  
  

  
   
     

 

    
 

  
   

 
 

  
  

Monitoring aspen treatments 
 More intense stands density 
reduction favors aspen and plants 
and provides for longer treatment 
persistence. 

 In the future, cutting both the 
small, understory conifers and 
trees > 30 inches will be necessary 
to maintain aspen dominance in 
the stand. 

 Regenerating fir grow more slowly 
than aspen after restoration. After 
heavy cutting, conifers take 14-20 
years to reach 4.5 feet but aspen 
can take only 4 years. 

Overstory confiers at 55 years 
are > 30 inches DBH 

J-P. Berrill, C. Dagley & S. Coppeto 
2016. Ecol. Restoration 
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Avian response to aspen treatments 
 Tahoe Institute for Natural 
Science 

 Surveys in aspen 2002-
2016. 

 All post-treatment sites 
demonstrated a high 
volume of bird activity 
immediately following
treatments and in 
subsequent surveys. 

 Mean bird abundance 
and bird species richness 
exhibited a non-significant 
increasing trend with 
treatment (power issue?). 

Figures and photos courtesy of Will Richardson (TINS) 



 

  

The future of aspen treatments 

Conifer seed sources 
Fire 

Young conifer thickets 



   
 

  

  

 
 

    

Thanks! 
 Bureau of Land Management 
Southern Nevada Public Land 
Management Act (SNPLMA). 

 Forest Service staff and 
contractors. 

 Pascal Berrill and Christa Dagley 
(Humboldt State University). 

 Will Richardson (Tahoe Institute for 
Natural Sciences). 



Stephanie Coppeto Questions? sacoppeto@fs.fed.us 

mailto:sacoppeto@fs.fed.us
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