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AN UNDERCUTT]NG STUDY IN LOBLOLLY PINE SEEDBEDS
| By Tom Dierauf

ABSTRACT

Seedbeds were undericut on July 20, August 19, and
September 21. Three treatments involved undercutting
on just one of these dates, two treatments involved
undercutting on twg of the dates, one treatment

was undercut on all 3 dates, and one treatment was not
undercut as a control. This study is similar to
another installed § years earlier in 1977.

The undercutting treatments, with the exception of
September 21 only, reduced root collar diameter in the.
seedbed. Seedlings undercut in both July and August
were the smallest. Undercutting had only a slight
effect on field survival (overall survival of the 6
undercutting treatments was only one percentage point
better than the control), with none of the 6 treat-
ments being si?rificantly better than the control.
Undercutting also had only a slight effect on hejght
growth in the field (overall average height of the 6
undercutting treatments was only .1 feet greater than
the control after 3| seasons in the field), with only
one treatment s$ignificantly better than the control.

These results ahe remarkably similar to the results from
the earlier study in 1977.

DESCRIPTION OF STUDY

A previous study was installed in 1977, and the results were reported in
our Occasional Report #58, dated March, 1982. In this earlier study, under-
cutting reduced root collar djameter in the seedbeds, did not improve survival
in the field, but did improve|average height by approximately .4 feet after
three seasons in the field.

This second study was installed at the New Kent nursery in Providence
Forge, Virginia during the summer of 1982. The following undercutting
treatments were replicated by|10-foot plots in three different seedbeds, each
located in a separate nursery block.
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Table 1. Average root colla
unadjusted and| adj

Undercutting
Treatment

usted to a common bed density.

Seedbed
Density Root Collar Diameter

INo./Ft.2 Unadjusted Adjusted

1. Not Undercut 43.5 4.67a 4.70
2. 7/20 44.0 4,49ab 4.50
3. 7/20, 8/19 48.5 3.99c 4.01
4. 7/20, 8/19, 9/21 39.5 " 4.13bc 4.06
5. 8/19 40.0 4.48ab 4.47
6. 8/19, 9/21 37.0 4.48ab 4.45
7. 9/21 48.8 4.64a 4.73
Means 43.0 4.42 4.42
Figure 1.
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Height Growth

After three seasons 1n the field, seedlings from the 6 undercutting

treatments averaged .1 feet t

1ler than seedlings that were not undercut

(Tab]e 2 and Figure 2) The July 20 and August 19 undercutting (Treatment 3)

is significantly taller than
undercutting (Treatment 4) 4

DISCUSSION

The reduction in root co
study was very similar to the

11 but the July 20, August 19, and September 21

lar diameter as a result of undercutting in this
earlier study we did in 1977. The 1977 study

included the same combination| of undercutting treatments, but the under-

cuttings were generally done

bout 2 weeks later in the season. In the

present 1982 study, the ley 0 plus August 19, and the July 20, August 19,
and September 21 undercutt1ng treatments reduced average root collar diameter
by .68/32 and .54/32 of an inch respectively, compared to seedlings not
undercut. In the 1977 study, the comparable two undercutting treatments
reduced average root collar djameter by .72/32 and .58/32 of an inch

respectively.
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