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Expected Results
Objective

1. Hydrologically, we expected that channelization could result in
one of two outcomes:
« Clarify the effects of two river channel 1) lowered water table levels, or
modifications (channelization and levee 2) higher water table levels.
COHSIFU(?I!OI’]) O_n ﬂof’dp'a'” forest 11. In leveed systems, we anticipated that levees had cut off river
composition, diversity, structure, inputs and converted these sites to rain-fed systems
productivity, surface hydrology, and leaf 1) drier

and soil nutrient pOOIS 2) lower levels of soil nutrients? Or higher...

111. Expected that changes in hydrology and nutrient availability
would result in structural and compositional differences of
floodplain forest communities
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Main Plot = Treatment Subplot = Location
Three levels =C, CL, U Two levels = D, ND

Treatments confounded by additional anthropogenic factors
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Two differences (flashier):

1) Steeper rise per event

2) Response to smaller
events
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METHODS
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" T2 Upper Wl River

Overstory Trees (>9.9 cm dbh)

Species
N. aquatica

F. pennsylvanica

L. styraciflua
Q. michauxii

Total Basal Area
Richness
Evenness

CLN  CLD | CN
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018
238
4730

3.53
0.60
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Midcanopy Trees (2.54-9.9 cm dbh)

Species CL,N
T. distichum

N. aquatica

Quercus spp.

F. pennsylvanica

A. rubrum

Betula nigra

Total Density
Richness
Evenness
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Soil
Nutrient
Pools

Significant
TRT*TOPO

For example,
C:N ratio
greater in D

versus ND in
connected
stream sections,
1999.

Fall 1998 Fall 1999

Leaf Fall
Nutrient

No relation between

nutrient pools and

Pools

Year to year variation

mean water tables

River variation

Significant TRT*TOPO
P, 1998

C&L typically greater

Negative relationship
between Leaf N/ Soil P
and water table variation

Conclusions-
Channelized streams had higher mean water tables and
lower soil redox potentials than non-channelized or
channelized and leveed streams.

« Hydrology most strongly connected when unchannelized
« Such variability tied to nutrient pools

Leveed systems appeared to have mostly oxidized soil

conditions, similar to uplands.

Leaf and soil nutrient pools were generally ‘higher in

channelized and leveed sites.

» Flood pulse versus sediment pulse, even when unchannelized
Overstory vegetation composition a combination of past

disturbance and hydrologic regimes.
« Midcanopy more closely associated with current hydrology
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