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Giant Cane  
[Arundinaria gigantea] 

ɈWas dominant 
component of lower 
Midwest and 
southeastern United 
2ÛÈÛÌÚɀɯÙÐ×ÈÙÐÈÕɯÈÙÌÈÚȮɯ
including southern 
Illinois (Brantley and Platt, 2001, Platt 

and Brantley, 1997, Platt et al., 2009) 

ɈClassified as threatened 
Photo by Devin Mannix  



Giant Cane 

ɈNative bamboo 

ɈHas a relatively 
dense 
rhizome/rooting 
network, making it 
an ideal riparian zone 
plant to consider in 
restoration (Brantley and Platt, 

2001)  

 
Photo by Devin Mannix  



Riparian Benefits 

ɈGood candidate to include in multispecies 
riparian buffers designs  

ɬPromotes infiltration of surface runoff and 
deposition of sediment and associated 
nutrients (Schoonover et al., 2006, Schoonover et al., 2005) 

ɬPerformed 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  

ɈProvides cover for wildlife throughout the 
year as an evergreen species (Platt et al., 2001) 

ɈProvides sanctuary to many species of 
insects, birds, reptiles and mammals (Platt et 

al., 2001, Rose, 1981) 

ɬ 2ÞÈÐÕÚÖÕɀÚ Warbler (Limnothylpis swainsonii) inhabit giant cane 
stands exclusively (Hoover et al., 2000, Eddleman et al., 1980) 

 



Purpose 

ɈTo help determine ideal locations for 
restoration activities by:  

ɬCharacterizing the physical and chemical 
properties of existing stands of native giant 
cane 

ɬCharacterizing  their associated soils 

ɈTo use GIS to determine common 
landscape characteristics of established 
canebrakes 



Longitudinal Gradient  

ɈDr. Beth Middleton  

ɬUSGS Wetland 
Center 

ɬCypress swamps 
ɈPeak height in 

Arkansas 

ɬMentioned giant 
cane association 
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Methods 

ɈFive samples at five canebrakes per 
wetland  

ɬStem density 

ɬStem diameter at base 

ɬStem height 

ɬCanebrake size 

ɬCanopy cover 

ɬBulk density  

ɬSoil and plant samples for C:N analysis 



Stem Height and Diameter 

ɈStem height 
and diameter 
were greatest 
in Arkansas 
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Correlations 

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

 



Correlations 
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Canopy Cover 

ɈNo correlation with 
canopy cover 

ɬLittle variation in 
canopy cover 



Cache River, IL 

ɈInfrared aerial photography  

ɈKnown canebrake sites plotted 

ɈCanebrakes were delineated with ArcGIS 

ɈCanebrakes were confirmed with 
groundtruthing  

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



Methods 

ɈElevation of station sites pulled out from 
US Geological Survey's ASTER Global 
Digital Elevation Model (ASTGTM)  

ɈSpatial analyst tool in ArcMap  9.3 was 
used to calculate the slope, aspect, and 
elevation of each pixel in the ASTGTM 
raster 

ɈProximity to water and roads determined  



Canebrake Aspects 
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Aspect Direction  



Canebrake Slope % 
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Slope % 

66% 



Canebrake Elevation 
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Elevation (m msl) 

76% 



Distance from stream (m) 
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Distance to stream (m)  

48% 



Further Study  

ɈNutrient analysis  

ɈSeasonal variation/replication 

ɈLeaf litter  

   collection and 

   decomposition  
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