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crown diameters (Figs. 3d-3f). Such differences in tree characteristics are predictable
given differences in overstory stand density (Smith et al. 1996). Unmanaged stands
had a higher density of saplings (Fig. 3g). These saplings, however, were predomi-
nantly suppressed individuals from the same cohortt as the overstory trees, rather
than younger, vigorously-growing saplings that can contribute to future stand struc-
ture (Smith et al. 1996). There were no significant differences in seedling density
among treatments (Fig. 3h).

Comparisons were made across all four treatments with regard to the standing
dead component. Wildfire stands had significantly higher densities of standing dead
trees as a result of these stand-replacing events —an efficient way to kill trees (Fig. 4).

Stand Type Comparisons Among the Three Treatments with Live Trees
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Figure 3 e-h. e. Average live crown ratio (percent); f. mean crown diameter (m); g.
mean density of living saplings (stems/ha); h. mean density of living seedlings (stems/
ha). ANOVA F-statistic and observed significance (p) values are shown in the upper
right corner of each graph. Significant differences among individual treatment means
are denoted with letters to the left of each box plot. Each whisker represents range
of values. Boxes represent interquartile range. Means are lines within boxes. Outliers

(circles) represent values greater than 1.5 box lengths.




