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4.2 Juvenile-Spacing Strategy
Inability to accurately assess either squirrel damage potential or its
impact on long-term growth and yield indicates a conservative approach is
necessary when spacing lodgepole pine. This is especially true of young
stands that have not yet attained a "threshold" diameter. The following
strategy may significantly reduce the impact of squirrel barking injuries
in juvenile-spaced stands:
1. A candidate stand for spacing may be considered hignly susceptible
to squirrel damage if barking injuries to potential crop trees are
noted during the pre-spacing survey. Crop trees greater than 6 cm in
diameter will be at immediate risk following the spacing operation.
Smaller diameter stems may become highly susceptible once a "threshold"
diameter is reached. Assigned spacing priorities should vary inversely
with the severity of damage in the unspaced stand (i.e., stands with
little or no damage should be assigned the highest priority).
2. The probability of reduced vigour or mortality caused by red
squirrel barking injuries should be considered when prescribing
post-spacing densities. Squirrel damage can have a significant
negative impact on site occupancy if stands are reduced to final>target
densities at an early age. As discussed above, the uncertainties with
respect to damage susceptibilities are especially great in very young
stands.

Whereas strategies for minimizing risk for snowshoe hare barkihg
injuries can take advantage of predictable population cycles by '
avoiding spacing during peak population periods, squirrel populations
appear to fluctuate much less dramatically. Moreover, squirrels remain
a threat to crop trees for a longer period of time than do hares.

A flexible, two-step spacing strategy similar to that proposed by
Sullivan (1985) may be the most practical method of minimizing the
impact of squirrel barking injuries. A conservative initial spacing
prescription (e.g., 2500 stems per hectare) would compensate for
subsequent mortality and reduced vigour associated with squirrel
damage. The timing and intensity of the second entry would be
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dependent on the amount and duration of barking injuries inflicted
following the initial pass. This strategy would be especially
advantageous in young stands (e.g., 5 to 8 years), in that lower live
limbs and small stems overlooked during the initial spacing operation,
as well as subsequent ingress, could be removed during the second
entry. The extra expenditure associated with the second stage would be
at least partially offset by lower initial costs.
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APPENDIX 1. Spaced lodgepole pine stands surveyed in the Kamloops Forest Region

Forest Year Biogeo. a Diameter Age " Density
Location District spaced subzone OQOrigin (yr) (stems/ha)
Lac le Jeune Kamloops 1976 MSc F 7.6 23 1756
Lac le Jeune Kamloops 1979 MSc F 8.6 23 860
Mildred Lake Kamloops 1980 MSc F 8.2 20 904
Paxton Valley Kamloops 1976 IDFb F 8.0 13 1650
Martin Mtn. Kamloops 1981 MSb F 4.6 11 1200
Jamieson Ck. Kamloops 1979 MSb F 8.7 20 580
Jamieson Ck. Kamloops 1980 MSb F 6.5 15 824
Wyman Creek Vernon 1982 MSc H 2.0 8 1810
Spius Creek Merritt 1981 IDFe H 7.5 32 830
Juliet Creek Merritt 1981 IDFd F 7.7 21 556
Eden Fire Salmon Arm 1980 IDFj F 4.6 10 930
Eden Fire Salmon Arm 1983 IDFj F 4.2 10 1340
Eden Fire Salmon Arm 1983 IDFJ F 3.7 10 868
Eden Fire Salmon Arm 1983 IDF j F 3.3 10 780
Raft River Clearwater 1980 IDF j F 3.8 11 1020
Kettle River Vernon 1982 ICHa H 3.1 10 560
TFL #18 Clearwater 1980 SBSm F 5.5 9 1250
Bear Lake Vernon 1977 MSb H 6.5 19 720
Doreen Lake Vernon 1976 MSb F 9.3 24 2810
Goudie Ck. Penticton 1983 MSb H 2.3 6 1140
Goudie Ck. Penticton 1983 MSb H 2.1 6 990
Goudie Ck. Penticton 1983 MSb H 5.5 10 1440
Mission Ck. Penticton 1983 MSh H 4.4 7 560
Jackpine Flats Penticton 1982 MSc H 2.0 10 1440
TFL #9 Penticton 1983 MSc H 3.0 6 730
Willis Ck. Merritt 1982 MSc H 2.0 7 1480
Smith Ck. Merritt 1983 MSc H 2.3 7 1120
Ellis Ck. Penticton 1980 MSb H 2.4 9 810
Valentine Ck. Vernon 1980 MSb H 6.2 12 1250
Penticton Ck. Penticton 1978 MSb F 5.3 12 900
Penticton Ck. Penticton 1979 MSBb F 3.5 12 1040
TFL #15 Penticton 1980 IDFD H 3.0 10 760
TFL #15 ‘Penticton 1980 MSb H 4.0 9 1100
TFL #15 Penticton 1981 IDFb H 3.1 9 920
TFL #15 Penticton 1982 MSb H 2.7 7 1070
Harris Ck. Penticton 1980 MSb F 4,1 12 1120
Ellis Ck. Penticton 1981 MSb H 2.4 9 1110
Ellis Ck. Penticton 1981 MSb H 2.4 9 1070
TFL #9 Penticton 1983 MSh H 3.0 7 1730

a Fire = F; Harvest = H.



