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Barriers (Puettman et al. 2015)

* Lower economic returns

* Higher harvesting costs

* Inexperience and lack of specialized

machinery for operators

* Uncertainty about forest responses in

comparison with even-aged systems

* Professional and public perceptions,
including expectations and desire for

simplicity

Biased policies
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EP 1219: Date Creek Research Forest
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Carbon (Mg ha')

Partial cutting to sequester carbon
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Partial cutting to sequester carbon
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Partial-cutting to manage cedar
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SORTIE-ND Evaluation

Methods
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SORTIE-ND Evalua
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Date Creek
Conclusions

- Partial cutting can keep more carbon
out of the atmosphere by 2050

- Carbon pricing could help with the
economics of partial-cutting

- We know a lot about how stands in
the ICH will respond to partial cutting

- Western redcedar can release nicely
after partial cutting

SORTIE is a great tool — Let’s use it!
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