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Gilant Cane
[Arundinaria gigantea

3 Was dominant
component of lower
Midwest and
southeastern United
2 0EUI Uz wUbD x E [EBNae
including southern A VY

lllinols (Brantley and Platt, 2001, Platt
and Brantley, 1997 Platt et al., 2009

J Classified as threatened
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Giant Cane

J Native bamboo

J Has a relatively
dense
rhizome/rooting
network, making it
an ideal riparian zone
plant to consider In

restoration
)

Photo by Devin Mannix



Riparian Benefits

3 Good candidate to include in multispecies
riparian buffers designs

t Promotes infiltration of surface runoff and
deposition of sediment and associated

NUtrientsS (schoonover et al., 2006Schoonover et al., 200%

t Performed as well as, or better than, forest
vegetation in terms of reducing nitrogen
levels in surface and ground water (schoonover et al.,

2010



Wildlife Benefits

3 Provides cover for wildlife throughout the
year as an evergreen specieglat et al.. 200)

3 Provides sanctuary to many species of

Insects, birds, reptiles and mammals eiat et
al., 2001 Rose, 198]

{ 2 p E D O Warber (Limnothylpisswainsoni) inhabit giant cane
stands exclusively (Hoover et al., 200q Eddleman et al., 198




Purpose

3 To help determine ideal locations for
restoration activities by:

¢ Characterizing the physical and chemical
properties of existing stands of native giant
cane

t Characterizing their associated soils

J To use GIS to determine common
landscape characteristics of established
canebrakes



Longitudinal Gradient

J Dr. Beth Middleton

{ USGS Wetland
Center

t{ Cypress swamps

3 Peak height in
Arkansas

t{ Mentioned giant
cane association




Methods

3 Five samples at five canebrakes per
wetland
t{ Stem density
t Stem diameter at base
t Stem height
t Canebrake size
t{ Canopy cover
t Bulk density
t Soil and plant samples for C:N analysis
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Stem Height and Diameter

J Stem height

and diameter s //\\\
were greatest  w ( _

In Arkansas
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Correlations

3 Stem height (60%) and base diameter
(72%) were inversely correlated with stem
density




- Indicates a
tradeoff
between
individual
growth and
canebrake
expansion
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Canopy Cover

J No correlation with
canopy cover

{ Little variation in
canopy cover




Cache River, IL

J Infrared aerial photography
3 Known canebrake sites plotted
J Canebrakes were delineated with ArcGIS

J Canebrakes were confirmed with
groundtruthing

3 Preliminary measurements of cane brake
size were taken to confirm the accuracy
GIS technique



Methods

J Elevation of station sites pulled out from
US Geological Survey's ASTER Global

Digital Elevation Model (ASTG

M)

J Spatial analyst tool iIn ArcMap 9.3 was
used to calculate the slope, aspect, and
elevation of each pixel in the ASTGTM

raster

3 Proximity to water and roads determined
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Number of canebrakes
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Number of canebrakes
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Number of canebrakes
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Further Study

3 Nutrient analysis

J Seasonal variation/replication

J Leaf litter )R g
collection and @L<
decomposition
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