














DEMO: Demonstration of
Management Options

• 15%, 40% and 75%
dispersed and
aggregated
treatments

• 8 locations: OG and
RG across two
States

• Doug Maguire is
custodian



Andrews LTER Site

• 50 years of forest
science

• Modelling into Blue
River Landscape

• Less focus on timber
• Fred Swanson

inspirational scientist





Private Forest Lands: Washington



Science of VR vs Clearfell

• Beese: Aggregated VR better for birds and beetles.
• Ribe: Social acceptability - VR is better
• Maguire: DEMO is the best statistically (but didn’t

include clearfells)
• Kellogg: VR harvest costs x more than clearfell
• McDonald Forest (OSU) and Capitol Hill (regrowth)

silvicultural trials are also important
• Dispersed retention looks good but suppresses

growth, less safe, not as ecologically effective



VR / social licence?

• British Columbia:
– VR continues the social licence (few boycotts) for

harvesting public native forests

• Washington/Oregon:
– VR helped for a decade but harvesting on National

Forests increasingly limited to regrowth
thinning/dispersed retention/wildfire salvage

– VR adopted sparingly on State forests and private
lands for aesthetics (mostly clearfelling/shorter
rotations); certification/threatened species may
drive some more adoption?



Conclusions

• British Columbia is more relevant to Tas
• VR works in BC (but easier forests -

slash)
• Public OG in US increasingly unavailable
• Strong interest in panel/conference



Recommendations

• Continue with VR implementation (but
slash still unsolved)

• Optimise visit by Zielke/Bancroft
• Invitations to Panel (Hans/DFRD)
• Try a cable VR coupe in Derwent?
• Trial a ‘Yoader’ for regrowth thinning?


